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CHAIR EDLEY:  The agenda is coming around for you so we have a bit of procedural throat-clearing and then we want to go into a discussion of some policy recommendations that might be incorporated into the report to see how much consensus we have on them, and then move to the question of how do we actually frame or package those recommendations.



So it will be a full day. No, this is a three-day meeting, isn't it?



PARTICIPANT:  No, we are doing it for a week.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh, it's a week. Okay. But before we get started we have a breakfast treat -- Congressman Honda has graced us with his presence, and do you want to get us started, give us a little -- benediction comes at the end, right? What comes at the beginning?



REP. HONDA:  Absolution?



(LAUGHTER)



CHAIR EDLEY:  Inspiration. Inspiration.



REP. HONDA:  Or perspiration.



(LAUGHTER)



REP. HONDA:  Thank you Mr. Chair. I really appreciate it. And I just want to say thank you to all of you for your work and your dedication and you know, bringing together all the gravitas that all of you have in really focusing in on this thing called equity in education and excellence.



And I just wanted to touch on several key areas of the framing document that will be critical to your final product.



On the framing, we need to make sure that we build a strong connection between the fight for education equity and the economic future of our youngsters, the middle class and the youngsters that we focus in on.



The historical context, it's really critical for me to be able to really see that in our reports, because the problems we are facing in public education have really historical roots.



That was one of the reasons for having some of the regional meetings, but then contextualizing them within the history of public education helps us to understand the roots of our system, the system and how it can be shaped and changed to confront the current crisis in our schools.



The other thing would be connecting resources with student learning. The key concept of education equity if for the school system to devote the necessary resources to educate, and the term is each child because I believe that terminology really drives a lot of times our solution set in the framing of our minds.



So this is a resource to educate each child, and the proposed interventions the Commission needs to focus on its report on the mandate was given as chartered. The Commission's responsibility lies with developing a blueprint to reform the systems of finance for public education in such a way that it really facilitates equity.



And I know that a lot of these struggles will be around trying to figure out the interventions and solution sets, and there's much, much more, but I think for the beginning, these are some of the cogent points I wanted to share.



Other things we all know about, decisions and all those other things that impinge upon how we conceptualize education equity.



And so you are a very critical piece in this whole reshaping and changing of the paradigm of how we look at equity in our educational system.



So I do appreciate you taking all the time, and your time is valuable, and it's -- but this is a critical report that you are working on. So on behalf of each child, I just want to say thank you.



MEMBER ALI:  Good morning everyone. Thanks again for your time today. We apologize about the change of location, and should have it back at Barnard in our traditional meeting place beginning next week.



A couple of staffing changes. As most of you know, Stephen Chen, who has just been a terrific help for us since the very early days of this Commission, he and his family are relocating to our Denver office, and in his stead, though he will certainly still be part of the OCR team, the Office for Civil Rights team and no doubt a lasting part of our work in this Commission, Jim Eichner, who is also a long-time attorney in the civil rights division both at the Department of Justice and here at OCR, has agreed to take us through our next phase.



So Stephen, on behalf of all of us here, thank you for your amazing work to date and you will really, really be missed, and we will see your fingerprints, I am sure, throughout our process together.



So if we could all just give Stephen a round of applause.



(Applause)



Thank you. Thank you. And you will be getting to know Jim a lot more over the coming months. Jim is just a terrific member of our team, and I don't have any doubt that as we see this Commission through its conclusion over the next six months, that Stephen will be of big help -- Jim will be of big help in support to all of you.



In addition, we wanted to make sure that the dates for future meetings, we got that -- we were all on the same page about that really early on.



So what's being passed around now to you is just a general timeline between now and December. Our hope, as you all know, is that we are able to stick with the Commission's charter, that the final report is released sometime in November.



Our sense was that a meeting in September, an additional meeting in December of the full Commission might be necessary. I wanted to get your buy-in on that.



I believe most of you, if not all, have the September 23rd date in your calendars already. The November 3rd would be in addition.



If these dates don't work for you, if you could let us know during the course of today, because we still have time to adjust some of this to make sure that the majority of Members can be there.



Those that aren't here today, we have already checked with them on at least the September 23rd date.



You will see also on here, not in bold, the furthering the community conversations. As you know from our last meeting together, we have conducted five town hall and community conversations so far to elicit as much feedback from the most organic stakeholders across the country on these topics.



What has emerged though, is the need for members to go a little more deep. There are both Members of the Commission and members the community that wanted the opportunity to have further engagement with researchers and advocates in the field.



To that end the idea of webinars has emerged, should not require any of us to travel, but you should be able to sit at your desktops and have a conversation with experts and advocates across the country.



Chris, do you want to go into a little more detail about what we have been thinking on those?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Sure, the stakeholder discussions -- the notion there is to have a series of meetings in which we have a handful of groups that have been active in the education reform space, in conversation with interested and available commissioners, and to get a chance to have a more in-depth conversation with them than the town hall format permits.



So we will have several of these depending upon how many groups Members of the Commission are interested in talking to, so we will be circulating a list that has been compiled thus far of suggestions from you about which groups you want to make sure we reach out to, and if you have additional suggestions, just get them to us, and then we'll go through a process with them of scheduling them to talk with five or six of them at a time, and we'll get those dates out and anybody who is available will just be able to tune in and by video and by conference call, and ask questions and participate in the conversation, and we will record those for you to watch at a later time if you are unavailable when the specific webinar is being held. So that's that idea, with the stakeholders as it were.



We have engaged the National Research Council and Stuart Elliott -- wave your hand over there, that's the guy -- he is from -- Stuart, what is your title these days at the NRC?



MR. ELLIOTT:  Director of the Board on Testing and Assessment.



CHAIR EDLEY:  The Director of the Board on Testing and Assessment, but he has been dragooned into also being our liaison for them to help provide some support for the Commission's work.



The first major thing they did for us was do what they call an expert meeting, which was a meeting of about a dozen or so leading researchers from around the country that we had on Monday out in Berkeley. A bunch of people flew to Berkeley. It was really quite gratifying.



Rick Hanushek and I and Molly Mauer who you didn't --



PARTICIPANT:  She went to go get sworn in. She'll be back.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay -- who is working with Russlynn also was there, and we had a very rich discussion based on some of the outlines that we have been developing, and those researchers reacting to it, suggesting areas of the literature, research literature that we should pay attention to.



I am sure some of the input that they gave will come up during the course of today's conversation. We will be circulating a summary of those discussions to you. I know a few of you tuned into some of that through the video streaming that we did.



In -- our thought was that in growing out of today's discussion, we may have a few areas in which we want to actually ask the NRC to pull together some memoranda summarizing research literature on particular topics.



In late October, we are going to block out some time for another conversation with expert researchers assembled by the NRC who will give us feedback on our work up until that point, the idea being that we want to, as I described in our first meeting I think we agreed that we will try to see that the assertions of fact and the policy recommendations that we make in the report are, shall I say, at least not inconsistent with the research and the evidence that's out there, and as far as possible actually supported by the research and evidence that's available and I think hearing from these experts will just help us get an informal check on that.



And then there's a -- so that's that. We -- I think at the beginning we also invited people to -- if there were particular education researchers that you think that the staff should be in touch with to get their insights, their advice, their feedback, to be sure to let us know about that so that they can be roped into this process. Mike?



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Chris, I'm sorry I couldn't tune into the NRC meeting earlier this week. Is there any part of this meeting where we are going to get at least a brief overview or summary of what came out of that, or could we, or would it be a useful use of our time or not?



CHAIR EDLEY:  I think we could do something orally. I think the notes are still being prepared but I could give you a little bit of a --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, I'm not -- I'm not -- I'm happy with the notes later, but just some verbal overview of how that went.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay. I guess we could do it now.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  We don't have to do it now, I just you know, I'd be interested in knowing what came out of that.



CHAIR EDLEY:  What do you think Stuart? Do you want a couple of minutes to compose your thoughts or are you ready to --



MR. ELLIOTT:  I think we should have an offline conversation about this and perhaps think about doing it after lunch.



CHAIR EDLEY:  That's a great idea.



MEMBER ALI:  Does that work for you Mike?



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Sure.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay, and then Rick, if you could also -- do you want to give your feedback?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, exactly. Maybe -- why don't the three of us caucus and then figure out how to do this in a way that like, there's since -- I got you. I hear you loud and clear.



Okay. So then on E. Here's -- 

Progress on Sub-Committee Report Outs and -- oh I'm sorry. 



MEMBER SAENZ:  I don't want to divert us too much but I just wanted to comment. I had the opportunity with Michael to go to the Dallas community conversation and I just wanted to make two quick comments.



First of all, I thought that the program that the Department put together was terrific. I learned a lot from the folks from Texas, who really put some flesh on what I already had a sense of, which was even though it's pivotal, foundational state, when it comes to equity in education, it's really gone backwards and there's a severe danger that they are going to go even further in the wrong direction because of some of what's going on with spending on education and the like.



But I would be remiss if I didn't say that some of the community feedback was that those who were there, I think they told me and Michael and others, that they felt as though they were being talked to rather than heard from.



And some of it, stated after the meeting had closed, one on one, was quite vehement in that view, and this is the only one of these community hearings that I have had the opportunity to go to and maybe I'll have an opportunity to go to one of the future ones, but I think that's something that we need to think about particularly as we have spent so much of our time considering what the public's reception of a report from this commission would be.



And again, while I thought the program there was really terrific and edifying for me, and I would have thought for those in the audience, several of them felt as though they were there to present their views and/or grievances, may or may not be the right forum, but they felt as though they were talked to rather than heard from, and I worry a little bit about whether that becomes then another, even if rather small, but a barrier to the kind of public reception of what the Commission produces that we are looking for.



MEMBER ALI:  That's really helpful. I do think it's the line that we have tried to be really sensitive to, and it's hard to know whether you get that right. So I very much appreciate that feedback.



For those who were at the San Jose, Philadelphia or Kansas City events -- Linda, you were -- we spent the day together in San Jose at the two separate hearings, the larger town hall and the smaller hearing. Did you get similar feedback or --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well, in the San Jose meeting, it was organized in part for there to be rounds where people worked in groups and gave feedback and ideas to the Commission, so there was some organized opportunity for feedback.



So I didn't hear that kind of feedback but it may have been a different structure for the meeting.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay. Maybe that does help do it. And Kansas City and Philadelphia, David Sciarra was in Philadelphia. Sandra, you were too.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  No, I think Philadelphia, there was a -- it was not a real large meeting but I think there was ample opportunity for feedback.



Everyone who wanted to testify formally and informally, had a chance to do that, and I think they felt that they were -- that it was clearly an exchange versus just presentation. So I didn't hear any comments of concern about that.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay. It's definitely something for us to really cognizant about moving forward though, and I think it's -- and Congressman, you have been great at pushing us on this from the early days before the Commission was even noticed and registered, to ensure that we got a kind of community feedback.



It's in part what has given rise to the idea of these webinars because even though I, like you Linda, felt that folks really were meaningfully engaged in California, it did feel too short, right, that their -- in order to get it all in, in the confines of five or six hours, it meant that folks were presenting in 10- and 15-minute bites.



So the kind of feedback loop and deep dive exchange we were hoping to provide in this webinar format, but if I could just give a personal ask to each of you, that you help us be mindful of this moving forward, and that especially over the summer, before the recommendations get further baked, we do everything in our collective powers to make sure we get this kind of feedback from members of the community, from all groups that represent a real diverse geography in the country.



And then we can also, in smaller fora, if not using technology, then some face-to-face meetings in the same way we are trying to reach out to the key researchers. If there are groups or views that you don't feel have been adequately presented we can create a venue to ensure that that gets done.



MEMBER SAENZ:  You know, certainly as a died-in-the-wool Californian, I am ready to admit that it was probably just Texas quirkiness, but --



MEMBER ALI:  No, no, no.



MEMBER SAENZ:  But I think, you know Michael has pointed out to me that it may be that there was a more abbreviated time period, because there was a structure for folks to sit at a table and provide feedback, but it was relatively quick --



MEMBER ALI:  I see, okay.



MEMBER SAENZ:  following, you know, some really great, more expert --



MEMBER ALI:  Testimony.



MEMBER SAENZ:  testimony. So maybe all that has to be done, I don't know if you all have a list of who was at the Dallas community conversation, but maybe going back to them and seeing if there's some other way for them to provide the feedback that several of them felt very strongly that they wanted to give.



REP. HONDA:  I think -- I'm trying not to interfere but I just have to say I really appreciate the conversation about the feedback on the community meetings and the sense that it is a short abbreviated time that you are using webinars and other technologies to be able to go a little deeper.



The two words I heard was deep and deep dive and I think that that's what I was talking about when I talked about historical roots, that regionally in this country, public education has a different genesis, and when we listen to them, sometimes we could probably figure out what those differences are.



I think part of our work is to look at these differences and really zero back into the issue of equity and how we look at that, and understand the context of public education in this country, and how complicated and complex it is, because it started in different places in different ways.



So the whole idea of spending the time and looking at ways to do this is not going to be forcing the definition on folks, but understanding where they are coming from and then being able to explain the context of their heat or whatever, you know, and being able from California, you know, I get it. Thank you.



CHAIR EDLEY:  It may make more sense to talk about this IE item towards the end of the day, but here's where I think we are. I am hoping that by the end of the day we will have had enough conversation that the staff can produce a full draft of the report by the end of August, that we could circulate for comments and do a turnaround in time for the meeting on the 23rd. Strike that. We will produce a turnaround in time for the meeting on the 23rd. 



That full draft at the end of August will inevitably have some placeholders or some blanks in there, where I'm certain about the consensus, or where there may be a couple of choices that the Commission has to make, to flesh it out completely.



But that's the goal. The Department has -- do want to talk about the -- can I mention the writer? Is that a done deal yet?



MEMBER ALI:  Sure, we are working on it today.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Right. Russlynn's trying to complete a process of contracting with well-known author and journalist Peter Schrag to do the writing, and as I say, we will produce a report on what we think and so forth and Peter's job will be to make it sing, and give it a narrative tone that will make it readable and interesting to a broader audience.



I don't particularly know why a law professor can't do that, but some folks disagree.



MEMBER ALI:  Not at all, but what Peter --



CHAIR EDLEY:  It's all right.



MEMBER ALI:  has agreed to do is, at least for the short term really, to help us consolidate all of your ideas into a document that we can really begin to circulate and have small-group conversations with you around them.



You will remember Peter from Paradise Lost, the book that really described the demise of California's education system, as well as The Final Test, which I think is one of the most in-depth treatises if you will on the idea of adequacy versus efficiency and systems of school finance and how they sort of lead to some of the results that we see.



His job of course will not be to bring that acumen and knowledge to bear on the body of the report. This report is your report, with your expertise. His job, though, is to help us bring that together, and as Chris said, help make it sing.



No doubt, in these iterations that you will begin receiving very soon, this is your voice, your expertise, your knowledge base. So all the editorial leverage that you need, you are at liberty, of course, to take, and we will facilitate a process that works best for you, whereby myself, some colleagues working with Chris at the Warren Commission and some of our colleagues, Jim and other colleagues at the Department, will come to you so that we can get your feedback in the most easy and user-friendly way possible to you.



In other words, the idea of 27 people getting drafts and left to your own to have to reply, doesn't feel like it works at all.



So we are going to -- we are coming up with a variety of different structures and venues for us to have that kind of one-on-one feedback that is hopefully as easy for you as possible, and with the least amount of time but the most amount of knowledge that we can pry from your brain.



So as we move forward over these next few weeks, what works for you and what doesn't, please let us know, and we really will tailor the feedback loop in ways that accommodates your schedule and in the level of in-depth and in-the-weeds that you want to be on this. Okay?



CHAIR EDLEY:  And look this -- this is going to work. Don't worry. This is going to work even -- I mean it may be -- well I'll write a note to Arne just saying that if we really feel crunched and it's not kind of coming together, that maybe we should take the November 3rd meeting and stretch it a little bit and do it in Cancun, and I'll just get him to help with that, so keep your calendars clear.



Okay, so why don't you pass around the --



MEMBER ALI:  Sure. And well to that point, I do want to -- if we could open it up for a little bit to get your feelings about where we are. I worry a little, I guess.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, all right



MEMBER ALI:  I worry a little bit that this is feeling like the cart before the horse, that the kind of deliberative time that we would want to have, feels a little -- a little shortened.



So I wanted to remind us first of the context of how we got here, and ensure that we do whatever we can working with you to make sure you don't feel like -- that we haven't had the appropriate time for deliberation.



As you know, this Commission came be in a concurring resolution under the leadership of Congressman Honda. That of course meant that until the budget cycle wasn't complete, we didn't -- we couldn't commence a commission.



Right, excuse all the double negatives, but that took us into well -- well into the summer of 2010. At that point we did the call for nominations, had more nominations for this Commission in history, and it took longer to sort of that -- as you know, we had over 106 recommendations for these 20 -- nominations for these 27 seats, what was 28 but as you also know, due to health reasons Governor Edgar has had to resign.



We are -- so that abbreviated the time frame, and under normal circumstances, when you would have a full 18 months or at least well over a year, by the time the Federal Register and processes for commission creation were done, we were at January and early February of 2011, and that was with all deliberate speed, moving as fast as we can and accelerating every bureaucratic process possible to get us there, which left us at a nine-month window, right, from February to December, given that the Commission's charter had this ending in December.



As Arne and we thought about that time frame and whether it in fact was too ambitious, a few things came to my mind at least.



One was that we have 27 of the best minds in the country on this Commission, and if we extended it longer, would the -- there was a real question about whether more deliberation would actually yield a different kind of report, or the kinds of conversations that we have had, or whether the kinds of conversations that we have had in your respective, in-depth expertise and knowledge, whether that would allow us to sort of expedite a kind of deliberative process that would come together where you didn't have folks with such deep knowledge base on a commission might need.



So we are hoping to still stick to that time frame and create, as I mentioned, this variety of fora, whether it be smaller group conversations, these webinars, other subgroup committee structures or anything else that works for you, alongside a real draft document for you to work with at your own leisure to get us to our time frame of December so that by the next budget cycle, and by the time states across the country and school districts are really dealing with their next school year, we have some solid recommendations to help inform their work.



But I wanted to do a gut check to see how you all felt about that, and whether you felt like it was realistic, the time frame was realistic, and if not, what we needed to do, to get you comfortable with it.



MEMBER REBELL:  Can we revisit that question after we have gone through --



MEMBER ALI:  Sure.



MEMBER REBELL:  this outline and gotten a better sense of where we are with the substantive recommendations?



MEMBER ALI:  Yes.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  And I don't know if the time frame itself is realistic or not. This isn't to that. I think you can get a lot done in a short time period, so those kinds of things aren't the issue.



For the work that the subcommittee I am serving on is doing, the policy recommendations, I would really like a meeting where we are all in the room with the experts who represent different opposing views of how you do these things.



I would like to put up on the board the different policy positions we are considering, and get it out there, the language matters and all that other stuff, I mean, a true working session on policy recommendations, where we are going through the pros and cons and coming to real consensus.



And we have tried to do that but it's very difficult doing that over the phone. It's very difficult doing that over lunch.



And you know, my organization happens to be a bipartisan think tank, and I can tell you we don't get anything done in one meeting. I mean we have our researchers produce the data. We pull in our peer review. We pull in leading politicians from both sides, and we run through what we think are best practices and what the data supports and then we listen to the political concerns and we work something out.



I would like to see that happen at least for what we are doing before there's a final report. 



CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't envision continuing to work with the subcommittee structure. I think the subcommittees have sort of done their thing but the rest of what we are doing in terms of the policy recommendations and all the rest of it, should be done as a  committee of the whole, but so that just -- that clarification. But --



MEMBER RUIZ:  But what Ralph I think is suggesting is that, and which I would second loudly.



MEMBER MARTIRE:   We need -- the policy recommendations are up there on the board and I am willing to -- there are people with very different views indeed and I would like to hear their views, and I would like to hear the rationales behind them, the data that support them, the studies they are relying -- I would like to get all that out, I mean that's how we do stuff.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Well I think the discussion today, I mean I hope as we walk through this document that Russlynn's staff prepared, trying to distill some of the transcripts from our earlier meetings, I think as we walk through this, we'll figure out where these areas of -- with more specificity where these areas of disagreement are, and we can structure the conversations over the next six weeks on that point so we will know exactly where to focus on.



It may be that some of the disagreements are things that can be handled offline, with smaller groups to kind of work out compromises or language, whatever it may be that some of them require, discussions of the group as a whole on the 23rd of September.



But in either case we will make sure to tap researchers, whether they are identified by folks on this Commission, or identified for us by our friends at the National Academy of Sciences. So --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  There's one aspect of this that has left me complete confused, and that is that there are three or four or five different documents circulating around at the same time, and I never know what we are talking about, frankly, and they are not the same.



And so I think one of the things that has to be done fairly early, is that we have to have the master document that we are talking from as opposed to everybody pulls out their own different document to talk about, because it's left me completely confused.



MEMBER ALI:  If I can sort of help with that, Chris, absolutely hear you on that Rick, and I think moving forward, what, as Chris mentioned earlier, what you will get in the coming weeks is that master working document, right, that will be one that builds on the iterations that you have seen to date.



Those documents were in no way intended to confuse, but were rather to show progress from meeting to meeting, right, building on the work that we were doing in not only the subcommittee structures, but infusing what we were learning in the town hall meetings, in as real time as possible, and bringing to bear the great work of folks at the Warren Commission as they met -- Warren Institute, sorry, yes, I'm sorry, it's a little early -- that as they met --



PARTICIPANT:  It's not early. You just didn't sleep.



MEMBER ALI:  building on the work there in their meetings with all of you, right, so but from today, and Ralph, to your point, getting -- trying to really narrow down where those issues of no consensus, somewhat consensus, overwhelming consensus are, so that we can tailor and target those future meetings where we bring together all of you and provide, if there are folks among you that disagree and want to go deep in the research, provide the right vehicle for that with the right time period so that we are not rushing you, right.



After today, we will know better where those issues are, and Rick, to your point, what we hope to start, the document that's just been passed around, is five, six building blocks if you will, the sort of issues areas that have been talked about in those previous iterations of notes and documents and subcommittees that you have seen, and having a deep conversation today as far as we can get in this, and we can set up a different -- different venues moving forward if we don't get through it, so that we can see really where there's deep agreement, where there's some confusion, and what is not in there that hasn't been discussed among you, that needs to be, right?



This part -- for this document, these are really sort of barebones, the recommendations if you will, the topics in the context of your subcommittees in small groups, that you all were addressing when it came to the how to fix.



The first part, that introduction, that framing of the problem, and the vision, that is also being worked on, building on the May 24th document that we heard from so many of you, that you sort of liked, in that framing of the language; that will be combined with this and sent it around as that new master document.



So as we get through this, keep in mind that it's not the eloquent language that we have talked about on the framing of the problem and the solution and the vision for this new America.



That document is happening and we are continuing to refine that, but we felt like there was already deep consensus around those issues, and so we didn't need to take the full Committee's time here, but you would see that moving forward in final -- or final draft form.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Now that I see the list of things that you want us to get through today, I withdraw my request for an update from the NRC.



(Laughter)



Unless it bears directly on --



MEMBER ALI:  Okay. Does that mean it seems like it's going to be a helpful document?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh, he's not committing himself to that.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Don't press your luck.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay. Russlynn when you say that this document we are going to be using for our discussion today pulls together at least the topics, if not all the in-depth, there's one major topic missing here, and I know it's politically sensitive in this climate and all the rest, but precisely for that reason, I want to put it on the table and make clear, you know, where I'm coming from: without this I think we're in never never land.



And what I'm talking about is an adequacy component. I mean, the thing that most people are upset about out in every community in the country is budget cuts and what havoc this is creating in classrooms and will create in September, and you know, as I read this -- look, I'm all for getting into equity discussions. I've told Cindy I'm open to talking more about weighted student funding. But you know, it can't be just dividing up the crumbs that are currently on the table.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Mike could you clarify, when you say adequacy, are you talking about funding?



MEMBER REBELL:  Yes.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Or adequacy --



MEMBER REBELL:  Yes. Now look -- I don't see adequacy as a topic.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Great, so we are going to do that, so let's start talking about this -- about number one, the school finance stuff.



MEMBER ALI:  Yes, because Mike, it wasn't meant to -- this was not meant to be a completely exhaustive list, the idea of adequacy in the way that it would be articulated in that committee, subgroup committee 3's recommendations from June. It was raised as further points of discussion so we wanted to be able to do that here.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, but we are there. We are there. Okay. So under -- so anybody have objections or -- about -- or concerns or with respect to one A, the transparency -- transparent and complete financial reporting? It seems kind of non-controversial to me. I'm trying to walk through it. Okay. Mike?



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Not a concern about the transparency thing.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  But just a clarification on number one in general. Are we referring here in resources just to financial resources and all other kind of resources -=- personnel and the like -- presumably subsumed in the subsequent recommendations, so this is only funding?



MEMBER ALI:  Yes, I think so -- why don't we --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Is that the way we are looking at this?



MEMBER ALI:  before we go into sort of the -- just the part -- let's give a context to what they are seeing, okay? So this is, again, sort of five topics if you will, six topics if you will, the first being yes, around the resources, generally dollars, and systems of finance, trying to get at both adequacy and equity.



This section is fleshed out with a little more specificity than the others, again, building on the June subcommittee documents that fleshed this out. This was Cindy's -- the group that Cindy chaired, not meant to be exhaustive Mike, we absolutely need to --



MEMBER REBELL:  Well I don't understand. If this section is supposed to be adequacy and equity, why doesn't it say that right at the top?



CHAIR EDLEY:  It'll be there. It'll be there. We are going to talk about it in six minutes. Just -- okay so you are suggesting there's a bullet missing and we need to have --



MEMBER ALI:  More than a bullet.



CHAIR EDLEY:  a discussion.



MEMBER ALI:  and we should --



CHAIR EDLEY:  So you just -- okay, as you are sitting there steaming, think about what you want the bullet to say and then we'll talk about it.



MEMBER ALI:  Mike, yes, not at all intended again, intended to build on those existing documents, not intended to get at exactly this question and forgive me for not sort of -- under each section, what -- if I were to -- we were to do this again, under each section we'd have the sort of questions not answered and not addressed up above, that have to be, right?



And -- but I think we know what those are. First one, this idea of real adequacy, of -- in a revenue-limited world, right?



So yes, we should hash that out.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't think you should bother defending the document.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Let's just fix it.



MEMBER ALI:  We're good. Number two is early learning and the kindergarten readiness, and this emerged from all of the conversations, right, where sort of, it clearly went in this direction about the need for systems of -- of a kind of early learning.



The third, teaching and learning, and this is really the teaching profession; fourth college and career standards and assessments; fifth, the idea of wraparound services and community engagement; and lastly, the efficiency, productivity, a little bit of innovation throughout.



So, again these are six topics, not a mutually exclusive list of the topics or of bullets under these topics, but hopefully a starting place that felt not too ambitious, that we could get through today and see where some consensus emerged.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, so let's do the walkthrough, okay? So I think one A we are done with. Let's go to one B.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well, I just wanted -- first of all I want to say I like the outline, thank you very much. But back to, I think, Mike's point, the note I had put there was funding -- transparency about funding and resources or categories of resources.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So it's -- okay, great.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Yes, so a friendly amendment.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So not just funding, right, spending and -- spending and resources and all resources.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, where we define resources as a broader -- at least if applied to the transparency.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  And I think that may come up below so I don't want to belabor it here, although we could spend time on --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, we have got to make sure it somewhere, yes.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Yes, and what those might be.



MEMBER ALI:  If we don't -- if it doesn't come up today, I do feel if we could -- if it doesn't come up in the other six, to go deeper as a placeholder before we leave here today, to really get an understanding of what that could mean.



We have heard proposals about a sort of opportunity to learn index, and --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, let's talk about it right now. Let's talk about it right now. We're at it. I mean it may not -- I don't -- let me just -- I don't view this document as being an outline of the report. I am still -== I have a different view about how the report itself should be organized.



But I look at this as a good sort of checklist about the content and how we package it and so forth, I think we should discuss separately.



But on this, so on the issue of sources, say -- do you want to say a little bit more about what you mean by sources, what ought to be included in your mind in this report card or whatever, other than dollars.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Mike do you want to start since you had raised it or --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  No, I was just suggesting that we have a broad definition of what resources are when we -- in the preamble here as we are talking about it.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Typically people raise things like teachers, curriculum, you know, the key building blocks that money buys you, but transparency about what kids are getting.



CHAIR EDLEY:  By curriculum you mean access to courses?



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Access to --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Access to -- okay, right.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Yes, often defined as access to rigorous courses, and you know, maybe defined as -- things like pupil-teacher ratios or teacher qualifications, or you know, there are a variety of ways it's configured and I don't know we want to go too deep in detail at the moment, but --



CHAIR EDLEY:  If you could -- either or both of you, if it's something you want to send in an email saying what you -- the particulars that you think ought to be listed, I mean, understanding we don't want to say transparency with respect to the following 52 variables.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Right, no --



CHAIR EDLEY:  So I think I've got to find --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  It should be a limited list.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, and also because that way, if we -- there would at least be some dream that there could be comparability as you look at different jurisdictions, if we could -- if we could state what the variables are, which I think are critical.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Some of it's kind of currently required under federal law.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Right.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  There are transparency requirements so we could, you know, work from that.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Build off-of that, right. Okay, are we ready to go to one B? I'm sorry, Sandra?



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  Yes, Christopher, should we look at this bill as an outline of the recommendations taking the format this -- this kind of outline form? I know you said it's not the outline for the report, but I'm just trying to put a context around what it is, what this will end up being.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Look I mean, look, I'll put my cards on the table. I want to really have that conversation this afternoon but I'll put my cards on the table.



This to me is a classic stupefying laundry list of policy ideas. My eyes glaze over. So I think we have got to get the content right, but I think -- I believe we need to figure out a way to present it, have an overarching theme or something that makes it more compelling and interesting than what the community of policy mavens is accustomed to, the way the community of policy mavens is accustomed to speaking. That's my only point.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  This might be the end of the report and there could be something much jazzier.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, yes. Right. That's all I meant.



MEMBER ALI:  Yes, and at a minimum, notwithstanding how it's framed, ensuring that we are in agreement on these kind of building blocks was hugely important.



So I think, Sandra, it's -- it's premature to see it as the list of recommendations, but it certainly is the pieces of what an overall report would look like, and if we don't really have real agreement on these, we feared that any master document using Rick's language wouldn't be as productive as possible, but we would be word-smithing and arguing over language that we ought to do before we get to language. Does that make sense?



MEMBER ALI:  Yes, that's exactly right, and the -- you know, this will definitely make his eyes glaze over, but the building blocks of reform, right?



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  May I go back to then Michael's point about this issue of equity and adequacy, then I would -- oh I thought I was on, I'm sorry. I would agree then where it says educational resources are inequitable, that that would be inequitable and inadequate in many ways, and I think that -- because I think fundamentally putting that right up front is very important.



MEMBER MILLER:  One thing I'd urge -- oh, can I offer one thought?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  I agree with the inadequacy in certain areas, but I think for the credibility of the Commission, we may want to somewhere note, which I think is true, that the U.S. on the whole spends as much or more than much of the OECD as a share of GDP, but within that there are pockets of inadequacy blah-blah-blah-blah-blah, and it's an allocation question as well as a licking the bottom question.



CHAIR EDLEY:  That's what I was going to say too. Mike Rebell.



MEMBER REBELL:  Well, I would just like to respond to that by saying I think we have to frame this being cognizant of the current atmosphere. I understand that. And I'm all for emphasizing efficiency, better use of existing resources.



But the fact is one of the reasons that we spend more than most OECD countries is we've got a 25 percent child poverty rate, and you know, Norway and Denmark have 3 or 4 percent.



And this is what we are dealing with. I don't think that an abstract comparison like that makes sense. I think we have to make the point very strongly that we need adequate resources.



Now, given all that the country has been through in the last five years or so, and where we are now, I agree we have to take a new look at how we define what adequate resources are.



But we can't get away from the basic point that after you have done an analysis of efficiency and eliminating unnecessary mandates and everything else that we should emphasize here, we should take a strong stand that whatever level of resource, as fairly as necessary, to provide kids a meaningful opportunity for a decent education, is what the Commission stands for.



And for me, that's -- that's primary. To talk about the equities, yes, we should be dividing up the money fairly. But we have to make sure there's an adequate amount to begin with before we start divvying up what there is.



And I also think this is the critical issue that's on most people's minds these days, and it shouldn't be dodged and it shouldn't be hidden.



We have to take a stand about how we relate to the fact that there are enormous budget cuts. Maybe some of it is justified and if it spurs us to greater efficiency, that's fantastic.



But bottom line, we have to make sure kids are getting what they need, especially kids from poverty backgrounds.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I reserve my time to respond to Michael when we discuss it seriously, but the -- on the transparency, I'm not sure if it fits here, but let me throw it out at the beginning.



One of the things that I think that we have to have in this report is a notion that we don't know all the answers and we have to learn about how to do our business better.



And I'm not sure if that fits in the transparency, because transparency usually sounds like whatever the government report card looks like in fancy color versions.



But there's another version of transparency that allows the data and analysis open to the public, so that other people can in fact evaluate how well resources are being used in the various states and so forth.



It fits in with the longstanding, half billion dollars of the federal government towards state longitudinal data systems, except nothing has been done to make those available broadly for a broader group to investigate the use of funds.



So I'm not sure if that's transparency. I think that's a running theme and maybe a number seven, but there's an issue here that I think we have to address of --



CHAIR EDLEY:  I think that's good and I think it's also consistent with something I thought it was -- I don't know whether it -- Michael, or Ralph, somebody in the last session was saying that they thought that that level of detail about what was being spent, where, needed to be publicly available so it was more than -- it was more than a report card notion. It included a deeper communication as well.



So I think -- and I think it should go here. Yes, and I think that's  -- I think --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I'm talking about how do we learn to improve the system, and that involves making it available outside of states that don't have the capacity right now to do any of it on their own.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I think that's -- I like the idea of making it -- thinking of it as a separate --


PARTICIPANT:  Maybe it's a bigger category of sort of research and analysis --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, yes.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  I agree completely -- I mean that was one of my earlier -- and I do agree completely, and having that available just for researchers to look at and come up with stuff is great.



And I just want to say two things on the adequacy, because I'm -- I very strongly agree with Michael's points on that.



So number one, I have found, with doing school funding in Illinois, that total expenditure comparisons between districts are meaningless. And so when you look at total expenditures you don't really get much of anything.



I live in an affluent community where we're forced -- our total expenditures per kids are about $11,500, same as the city of Chicago. We are virtually equal.



Of our expenditures per kid, about 10,000 and change go to the classroom -- quality teachers, rich program, technology etcetera. Very little goes to anything else.



In Chicago -- much higher special ed population, huge, huge transportation costs, huge security issues, they are spending under 6,000 per kid on instructional expense.



So yes, total expenditures between the district I live and CPS are equal. Quality education is nowhere near the same thing.



So I don't think total expenditures is a framework that gets us to much of anything as far as a real analysis of what's happening in education.



Second, even looking at increases in expenditures over time are meaningless, unless you understand what it costs to provide a quality education, getting to that adequacy figure.



So in Illinois, one of the things that frequently comes up in the discussion is gee, we have increased school funding x percent over the last 10 years and we have seen no improvement in education. It's a black hole, blah-blah. You have heard all this stuff. You have seen all this.



Of course one of the problems with that in Illinois is we have identified a bare adequacy figure and we have never gotten to it.



So the way I think about this as a former business lawyer who did mergers and acquisitions, restructured finance etcetera, if 10 years ago it would cost your workers $1,000 per worker to manufacture a car appropriately, and you are giving them $100, and in 10 years you have increased your funding eight times and you now gave them $800, they still couldn't build the damned car.



And that's been one of the problems in education funding. We have never established hey, here's sort of the minimum range you need to get to, to have a quality education on instructional expense, on teacher quality, on rich academic program.



Now if you are not getting there, I don't care how much you increase your expenditures over time. If you stay below the critical mass, you are doomed to failure and that's what the data sets have told us.



MEMBER SAENZ:  You know, on the odd excuse, just briefly, I think that we need to deal with it as a separate point, I mean it's worth that attention. But I wanted to echo what Ralph said at the beginning.



I am not in favor of transparency if it is simply raw reporting of data, because the public will fall into the fallacy that equal is equitable, and that's going to create problems.



I think we have to state that it needs to be contextualized transparency that talks about some of the things that Ralph has mentioned, not only how the money is spent, but contextualized in terms of the characteristics of the school and putting it in that context or else I wouldn't be in favor of transparency because you'll get the figures that you were talking about and the public will say oh my goodness, Illinois is doing exactly what it should be doing because it's all equal.



PARTICIPANT:  Yes, just a quick point. I agree with Michael's recommendation to include a bullet on adequacy. I'd ask though that we be clear that it's adequacy for what.



So -- and there are varying answers to what that might look like, but I think we should be clear about it.



I also don't see any particular contradiction between Matt's recommendation and Michael's recommendation. I think we could probably include in this report something that says something about the overall expenditure level of the nation vis a vis -- relative to other nations, but explain why it doesn't do what everybody thinks it's going to do, at least on its surface.



So I think in some ways Matt's recommendation presents us with an opportunity to debunk why these gross expenditure levels across nations or across states or across schools, is not what people think they are.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So, something that said here's how our expenditures per student compare with other countries, but our population profile is quite different. That's the children in poverty piece. And b, what we do spend is not distributed evenly. There -- okay. Linda?



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  And c, an interesting piece is that a big chunk of what we are spending is for healthcare costs for both employees and kids. About 80 percent of expenditures are personnel --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Wow.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  and about 30 percent of that is healthcare costs, 25 to 30 percent.



CHAIR EDLEY:  That's interesting.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  And the other countries that have healthcare systems, they are not paying for anybody's healthcare in the education budget, so --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Wow.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  There are a lot of other things that make the comparisons --



CHAIR EDLEY:  That's good. This might make an interesting box, right, and -- Jesse.



MEMBER RUIZ:  Another phenomenon that's making the equal even within a district not so equal, this in from Chicago, there's certain schools there, predominantly attended by more affluent students, they have their own side, private foundations that the parents who could easily pay $25,000 a year to send their kids to Latin, Francis Parker, Lab, they think it's a bargain to contribute $15,000 a year to the school's foundation.



They are funding entire positions and programs that augment --



PARTICIPANT:  And getting a tax write-off.



MEMBER RUIZ:  Yes, and getting a tax write-off, and so the disequality, or inequality rather, is even greater, even within the same school district.



CHAIR EDLEY:  No, go ahead.



MEMBER RUIZ:  And I don't who is capturing that data and all those numbers that are going into those things.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  Jesse, would you say that the key is to sort of capture those parents' spirit rather than suppress it, in other words --



MEMBER RUIZ:  Yes.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  the tricky part in this is if we just do district-wide sharing of those private foundations, they are gone.



MEMBER RUIZ:  You are correct, yes.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  Okay, so the issue is how to find the balance where we still get those with more resources excited about contributing more.



MEMBER RUIZ:  Yes.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  And have you figured that out in Chicago?



MEMBER RUIZ:  No. No.



MEMBER BROWN:  To go back to -- just to add to this conversation and Matt's comment, I mean I feel strongly -- I don't know if the whole Commission does -- that one reason we have this adequacy battle in this country is because we are quite comfortable with our taxation system and locking in the distribution of wealth issue that our country has, unlike all these other high-performing countries.



And so, since we don't have much progressive taxation in this country anymore, we -- and we aren't doing anything about it, all we have to do is listen to the news every night -- so it makes it -- the only way to get to this adequate education for the kids we most care about who are getting the raw end of the stick is just to add to the bill.



And I don't know a way through this but I think we ought to state what is going on, and we are not just different from other countries because we have more poor kids. We are different because we are quite comfortable with that, and we won't take the steps to bring about a fairer distribution of wealth.



It might be outside our recommendations, but we can at least acknowledge it in our description.



MEMBER MILLER:  And the property tax basis of school finance --



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes exactly.



MEMBER MILLER:  fits that.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Carmel.



MEMBER MARTIN:  Sorry Chris.



CHAIR EDLEY:  No, that's okay. No.



MEMBER MARTIN:  So I guess I definitely agree that if you just look at the raw numbers, that we are not going to tell the story that we need to tell.



I agree with Linda that if we could focus on what are the building blocks -- I think we don't know and are not going to succeed if we translate adequacy into a number.



Adequacy is what's on this page in two, three, four -- in my opinion, is like, adequacy is in two, three, four and five.



And I guess the one thing that I would just caution in terms of looking at the numbers, is I agree with what everybody said about equity won't be enough. But there are equity problems, like, we need to acknowledge those, and I think that's what Cindy's getting to, is that there is a -- there's both, right, there's a distribution problem and there's an adequacy problem.



So we can't -- we shouldn't stay away from that, but it seems like the power of what we can recommend is moving away from this debate that, you know, I've been part of for 20 years, around what's the right number, and move into what are the right things kids needs to be successful and how do we like measure that, be transparent about it, and get it to them, whether we are taking it away from somebody else or just getting it to them and being more focused on that.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I think that framing is interesting and if the report is organized in a way in which the finance piece comes after we have described the substantive policy elements and the vision, then Carmel's framing of how to talk about adequacy would, I think would work quite nicely, because you'd be able to say adequacy in order to what, to accomplish what.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Yes, to jump in, I just think the financing piece has to be last. You have to -- and I work at a financing-based think tank.



But that's got to be the last thing. If you lead with that you have lost everybody, right? So -- but it's a crucial component, we cannot leave it out.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I wanted to follow on Carmel's arguments here. I thought one of the key things that came out of the NRC meeting, which everybody will probably have their own version on that, was that it ought to be a discussion of equity of skills, as opposed to equity of finance.



When you start talking about within-district differences or across-district differences and so forth, the key element is, you know, are there good teachers in the Chicago schools or not, not whether they are spending exactly the amount or if there are some multiple of a number of free and reduced-price lunch kids in the district. It's whether they are getting good teachers and so forth and things like that.



And the problem has been how do you translate those ideas into finance and nobody has any idea, other than you can pull some number out of the air, and that's why talking about a number or putting it all in dollar terms really misses the entire point of what we care about, of -- equity and adequacy is not defined in dollar terms the way we organize the system today.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I have to say that that -- that was to me one of the more interesting, indeed exciting parts of the discussion from my point of view, this idea that the equity that counts has to do with things like access to the good -- access to quality teachers and so forth.



My difficulty with it however was -- I like it very much conceptually, but my difficulty was trying to figure out how one would -- how one would effectively monitor that and build the systems to do that.



So finances is a weak proxy for that. We could frame this as what counts is equity in terms of the opportunities to learn that are being provided, and that systems to monitor -- systems to measure that should be built, talk about the distribution of dollars as a proxy but an inadequate proxy, something like that?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  That would mean not use -- I mean as long as an inadequate proxy means not useful, that's fine.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Well --



MEMBER MARTIN:  It's just one piece of data, right? There's other -- other proxies for what you are getting at.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, and that need to be given more attention, I guess is some way I'd like to -- and one of the other problems with the -- because of the problems with how misleading just the statement of dollars can be -- it could be the same dollars but the efficiency with which it's spent can be completely different. It could be the same dollars but the way in which quality teachers are distributed could be completely different.



You know, that sort of thing. It could be the same dollars but the quality of the physical infrastructure is dramatically different. So there's all those sorts of things.



I think if we characterize -- if we gave it that characterization, then I think the implication that we have to do a better job of measuring the things that matter most, would -- would come through pretty clearly. I don't know. Sandra, and then Ralph and then Mike Rebell.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  I think that's a very valid point, but I think there's -- we have to be careful there, because I think if you go down to a school district let's say, who's just going through their budget process and they're trying to figure out how to attract and keep those highly-motivated, highly-qualified teachers that are the equity in their system, dollars are a piece of this puzzle, a very important piece of this puzzle, or if you talk about the working conditions those teachers want to be in, and the size of the classes that they are teaching and the resources they have, it's very much connected to money and dollars and ability to spend.



So while I think that's very valid, and I think that trying to find a dollar figure as the right proxy, may be the wrong way to go, I don't think you want to separate this from the conversation about financing and dollars available.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Why are you leaving? They're not doing anything at the  White House.



(LAUGHTER)



CHAIR EDLEY:  I promise you, nothing will happen at the White House. Oh, I'm sorry, this is an open session. Okay, go fix the debt ceiling, thanks.



(LAUGHTER)



CHAIR EDLEY:  We are pretty cool, aren't we? This is a great group, really, I mean.



PARTICIPANT:  You give me such hope. Thank you.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, the White House will take care of that.



(LAUGHTER)



CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm sorry. Keep hope alive. Thank you Sandra. Ralph?



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Yes, two things about that. Number one, I think money is essential. It's not just useful. It's essential. So here's where you are going to get a disagreement on the Commission.



And let me give you something, once again, an Illinois study we did. So the most -- the districts with the most resources in Illinois are called flat grant districts. They get very little state funding. They in fact are at student funding levels that are at least 173 percent of what the established minimum foundation level is in Illinois, so they just get a little flat grant.



The average teacher's salary in these flat grant districts which only educate 4.8 percent of the children in Illinois, is $18,000 per year more than the average teacher's salary in the foundation districts that educate 77 percent of the children in Illinois, and interestingly enough, 65 percent of the teachers in flat grant communities have a Masters degree, only 37 percent do in the foundation level communities.



Apparently a teacher is willing to take $18,000 a year more to teach in a school district with smaller class sizes, more resources, richer academic program and more mentoring.



So at some point, you have to look at these things and say yes, money absolutely matters in attracting top end talent number one.



What I don't think the data will ever tell us is, guarantee you at this dollar amount, this number of children succeed. You won't get that.



But I tell you what you can get to. You could get to a dollar range in instructional expense going to rich academic program and teacher qualities and stuff, where you say if you fall below this, I guarantee your kids will fail.



And period. And that's pretty clear from the data. And you have to at least get to this range for your kid of a typical demographic, and if you've got a kid coming from a community of concentrated poverty that's where you need to get a little bit more in those wraparound services.



But I think we absolutely can identify a minimum range within which a typical kid in USA needs their education funding at, to have rational assurance they are going to have a quality teacher, they are going to have rich academic program, they are going to have enrichment programs that keep a kid excited about going to school.



There's going to be teacher and principal induction and mentoring that's adequate. All that stuff costs and we can identify it.



MEMBER MILLER:  May I just add one quick thought, because the report has to have what you just -- you know the $18,000 difference in teacher salaries, whose responsibility is that, is that Peter Schrag who will make that happen because he will see -- I'm thrilled that Peter Schrag looks like he's the guy.



If we don't have all the vivid, concrete things that people can latch onto about what the differences are in the system today, we won't get the traction we need.



CHAIR EDLEY:  It'll be some combination of our Warren Institute staff and Department staff and Peter, but I --



MEMBER MILLER:  But things like this might be --



CHAIR EDLEY:  And I think that when you 

see the draft, right, people will be able to say let's get some data here --



MEMBER MILLER:  Right, right, right.



CHAIR EDLEY:  and let's get some factors and then we can go back and -- yes.



MEMBER ALI:  Absolutely, and then, I mean, you all really do have those anecdotes in your head and can point us in the directions to get a deeper dive.



We also would expect -- and I should have given you an update on fundraising, so if I could, as a sidebar, we will have resources, we have gotten the commitments for about 600,000 on hand as of yesterday, and I anticipate --



CHAIR EDLEY:  It's just not enough. We can't, we can't --



MEMBER MILLER:  That's the Cancun retreat?



CHAIR EDLEY:  No, it's not enough to go to Cancun --



MEMBER ALI:  And we are going to strike both this comment and something about the White House a few minutes ago from Chris.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh, I didn't hear that.



MEMBER ALI:  The -- but we do have resources, we expect to get more, and so we'll give you a deeper update in the coming months on the budget and where those resources will flow to.



One of the big -- the big left to be decided depending on how much we have is this idea of social media and ways that we can give you a visual context, not just through stories and anecdotes and sidebars, which are pretty easy and we know how to do that with graphs, but a much more emotional and captivating picture, visual picture of these kinds of stories, embedded both through links online, but also testimonials and the likes, given that this will be largely a web-based tool.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Can I -- I have the two Michaels to go, which -- is yours right on Ralph's, or can I go to -- you have been waiting Michael.



MEMBER REBELL:  Ralph and Sandra basically said what I wanted to say. I just would add to it I think we are making progress toward a good place.



I like this idea of emphasizing equity of particular services, but in a context that can't ignore the political realities, that the bottom line is money and we can't shy away from saying that we have to talk money, probably at the end, after we have identified what the equitable services are.



And then we do have to get into how much they cost in different areas and how you divide up the pies. That's all.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Other Mike.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, I am -- just a kind of a summary thing. I like where we have kind of evolved over the last couple of minutes because it was starting to feel like we were -- we were trying to pick and make this an either/or kind of a proposition.



I'm very much in favor of putting as much emphasis on the finance a possible, but I'm -- having reviewed scores and scores of instructional and other programs in urban school systems across the country, I know that there are lots of ways in which money and the documentation of its amount can't come any place close to articulating what the underlying and fundamental inequities are in the system.



Having done lots of those, I have to say, if you are looking for ready access to detailed examples of how this works in an urban system, we are happy to put those at your disposal, because it gives you in very detailed terms, how an instructional system can be designed in a way that -- access to it is not equitable.



And there's very specific examples about how that works --



CHAIR EDLEY:  That sounds great.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  and it's not -- it's hard to put a dollar and cents to it, but it's every bit as critical and important and real as any dollar thing that we could do.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So it occurs to me just that another thing that we might try to do in the report is just to have some call-out quotes, a couple of sentences from Members of the Commission.



I mean there were a couple of sentences in which Mike just said that I thought were incredibly eloquent, and I think that would -- if we could do a few things like that, it would make the -- it would make the report seem less institutional. It would personalize it to this collection of people. Jesse and then Robert.



MEMBER RUIZ:  We have a student -- when we used to be on the state board of education we had a student advisory council, and every year they pick a project, and I think it was a couple of years, ago.



And so it's students from all over the state, a student from suburban Chicago, an affluent district paired up with a down-state student and they did this video, and they kind of visited each other's schools.



And the disparity that they showed on that video, from the students, was one of the most compelling things I'll remember in my almost seven years on that body. I'll see if I can get a copy of that.



I don't know if we can link because I am assuming this thing is going to be online, that you can link to something like that?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Well we ought to have our own copy of it.



MEMBER RUIZ:  Yes.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So that we're not dependent on that link --



MEMBER RUIZ:  No, no, no, I mean embed --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes.



MEMBER RUIZ:  video into this thing where you have from the students' own words --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Right. Oh I see what you -- yes, right.



MEMBER RUIZ:  that the student from the affluent district felt horrible that their counterpart in down-state Illinois, you know, was not -- it was just night and day.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Robert.



MEMBER TERANISHI:  I just have a contextual issue that I'm trying to wrap my head around, and it's kind of -- it relates to this conversation.



So when Matt said whose responsibility is it, what I thought you were going to say was, you know, to solve this problem, as opposed to you know, who's supposed to work on different parts of the work.



But something that keeps coming to me is, thinking about audience, so if we are going to be pitching recommendations you know, who's the catcher, right? Who's the catcher and what are we asking specific constituents to do?



You know, that -- it keeps coming to me. I'm thinking about this audience -- the way this is written now seems to be targeted more at advocates, so people going out, kind of advocating on behalf of a community or a certain issue.



And I guess I'm thinking about the elected officials. I'm thinking about administrators in schools, people who work at the state level, and I'm wondering if, just based on these kind of broad recommendations, do they know what to do about this problem? I keep coming back to it.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I think that's a great point Robert and actually Russlynn and I were talking about that this morning. Here's my suggestion. Why don't we make sure -- put it on the agenda for the 23rd. We will make sure that Schrag is here for the meeting, and we actually carve out some time on the 23rd to talk about audiences and what are the various pieces that we are producing in addition to the 30-page main document.



And does that make sense? Are you amenable to that read Russlynn? And then we could also hear maybe -- even hear a little bit from the Department about what kind of firework display they are planning when we are done.



MEMBER ALI:  It might be a little premature for September, but we can certainly start that, and I think Robert, what we had also been -- and one of the things we wanted to talk with you all today, is, is there a document, a companion document that could go alongside this, that says something to -- at all levels, federal, state and local -- to those interested parties, both the advocates in the community but also educators and policy makers, that could reflect, you know, here's how you know if -- you are getting it right, right -- say it in a much more articulate way -- here are the indicia that you would use to gauge whether these recommendations are being implemented, and more than that, as Linda and I were just talking, the unintended consequences section, right, that aren't so unintended now that most of this stuff has been tried somewhere, and we have learned a lot about that, right, how do we weave in those things that, you know, Michael has been -- Michael and David have been really transparent and honest about, as they have learned through the fiscal equity lawsuits and what you do with, you know, how do you preserve it in times of dire fiscal need, where categoricals and things like that immediately get cut, or what we have learned from the Williams litigation in California, when you try and capture it around textbooks, or what we have learned when we tried to associate a dollar figure with it, right, both in the public messaging, that it becomes five billion, trillion dollars and that's the headline, right, that feels unrealistic and people don't get to the other pieces.



So we could begin putting together a framework of what something like that might look like, and circulate it to see if you get back what you are suggesting.



MEMBER TERANISHI:  And the other thing that I would add is, being very conscious of time, you know, how time sensitive this to be. Do we want it focused on what the issue and challenge is now in the current climate, or are we making this something that is more lasting in its implications?



MEMBER ALI:  Lasting for sure. We would like this to have sea legs in the same way we have seen previous reports 25 years later still talked about.



That said, there are some immediate things, everything from the next budget cycle at the federal level, to reauthorization of omnibus pieces of legislation at the federal level, that we ought to be able to see in the short term, but that both for the local and state changes, as well as federal, there ought to be some real long-term goals.



CHAIR EDLEY:  This will be lasting like the Warren Commission report that people keep talking about, you know.



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER ALI:  Did I say Warren Commission again?



CHAIR EDLEY:  No. John?



MEMBER KING:  Just on the issue of making this report lasting and addressing the current trajectory we are on, I think one thing that is confusing to people in New York, is that even when districts are spending more, they are actually reducing their educational program, and part of that goes to Linda's point about healthcare.



But if 70, 80 percent of your costs are made up of salaries, pensions, healthcare benefits and retiree healthcare benefits, you actually could be spending significantly more every  year for the next 20, and every year cut pre‑K, cut art, cut music, cut sports, cut AP classes, and still be further and further behind.



And so I think that contextual point is really important. It's about how we organize, how we spend money in education, but especially for -- at least in New York, we have hundreds of small districts, and for those districts, especially ones that are losing population, this is an even more urgent problem, and they are not going to be able to tax their way out of it. They are just literally cutting programs.



And so I think we have to address that sort of expenditure side set of issues as well.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So it sounds to me like I'm seeing that we need to present the sort of two faces of this. There's a set of reasons why dollars is an imperfect and sometimes, an often misleading way, and then there's a set of statements about why dollars are important, so that you are -- and I think that would be really informative for people.



So you've got to pay attention to the dollars, but you also have to keep in mind what they are not telling you, that --



Can I suggest an additional theme that we might put in here? I think it was Mike Casserly was saying how we have to address this issue and it's difficult to take it on, and controversial to take it on, but this issue of where they are spending the money and how that has to be straightened out.



I mean another thing that we can talk about in this context that people don't necessarily want to take on, are differences in the efficiency with which the money is spent, and that that has to be addressed as well, so that at the same time that we are pressing them about being more equitable in distributing resources, we can press them about doing a better job --



Right right right, so I think if we combine -- so we need to crosswalk I guess those two points.



MEMBER ALI:  So if we could -- to go in that, and to get a little deeper. I think we definitely -- Michael Rebell, I hope you are feeling a little bit more comfortable, that this idea of adequacy was not sort left out and certainly won't be.



How it's framed and what it's used for, we will certainly get at and you will see in the next iteration.



I do have a couple of questions though, seeking some clarity, tied to Reed's point and that's the way that we articulate this, that doesn't -- that doesn't stifle the -- the realistic ability to get this done.



In other words, both it doesn't -- that doesn't prevent -- that doesn't feel like a zero sum game to the middle class, or higher in or centrist view, one that also though -- and part of the reason you see kind of the idea of equity embedded more and efficiency embedded more, is also looking at the international research, and trying to unpack this lack of school to school variation that we have talked about in the Commission meetings, in other countries, and that we are one of four that is spending so few dollars on our poor kids, granted because of their size, than most other countries.



So it's both about -- Matt, to your point -- about we are spending -- dollar wise, right, it looks like we are spending a lot, but other countries are doing a better job of equitably distributing those dollars and spending much more on the kids that need the most. We don't want to lose that spirit with the dollars that we have.



Clearly, adding more to the pot would always yield more to play with, but are we comfortable suggesting that, especially in this fiscal climate, without a surge of new resources, spending -- adding more to the pot is something that we are going to say sort of out loud is a must?



MEMBER MARTIN:  I mean I think that if we -- I think we have to make the case for what we want the money spent on, like I think we -- I think that if the average person reads this report as being about like Robin Hood, that it's just going to be dead on arrival, and I think that we have to make the case that all kids, but particularly the kids that we are focused on here, need quality teachers and this is what it's going to take to get them those teachers, or they need access to rigorous curriculum and this is what it's going to take to get them access to that, that that -- that's the case that we have to build and then make the case for how we, as a country have to figure out how to come up with the money to do it, because we can't afford not to, because if we don't, then economically we are all going to be worse off.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Can I recommend that we start on substantive issues? I just find this discussion to be sort of in some never never land, because what we are talking about is that our kids are not competitive internationally in terms of performance, and there are great differences in the performance level of kids that's related to their income and racial background, and that we want to do something about that, and that's the substantive issue that we have to discuss, and how we are going to deal with that, and to start with this idea that well, maybe if we just threw more money at the same system, we are going to do anything. I mean I think that's just ludicrous.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I agree with -- I agree with Rick in the sense that we have talked about this for a long time. We have got a lot of other stuff to talk about, and I think we have said a lot of interesting and important things.



I don't think we have talked about it completely, but what I would suggest is I think we have talked about it enough to do a good first draft, and then -- in other words I think we have enough guidance to get us to the end of August, in terms of staff work and drafting etcetera.



And then -- then we can try to perfect it going forward, because we really do need guidance on some of the other stuff that's in these pages, that -- so if that's all right, can I -- will you permit me to push us forward to the --



Michael won't. Okay. Ralph won't. Go ahead. Matt won't.



(LAUGHTER)



CHAIR EDLEY:  Thanks for the support, folks.



MEMBER REBELL:  I think right at the beginning of the report, and this is the only reason I wanted to say this, I think you have to give some reassurance to the middle class people that we are not looking to take anything away, that we are not playing Robin Hood.



And this emphasis we have been talking about on equity of services becomes important there, because if you say we are not saying take away what the affluent districts have, we are saying let's identify what you are having that's working and find a way to give it to the other kids.



And I think politically and rhetorically, that can be really powerful, and then if we combine it with all those other things we have been saying today, I don't think, Rick, what we have been talking about for the last hour or so is just throwing more money at the same system.



I think we have made some real progress beyond that. But we can save that further discussion for another day.



PARTICIPANT:  For another day? I thought that was what we were going to do today.



MEMBER REBELL:  I don't know. It's up to the Chair.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Yes, and to support what Carmel said, I mean -- and Rick we are not saying throw money in without any sort of sense of what that money's purchasing.



We are making the case first. Here are the things you need. Then we are coming up with a rational cost basis for that, and we are saying you have got to get to that and here's some ways to do it.



So you build your case first, and I can tell you that that's a very effective thing to do. I -- in an all-Republican town hall meeting in Algonquin, Illinois, 300 Republicans, I was making a case for a major tax increase in Illinois that they would have to pay.



And I started that presentation by saying if the bill I am about to discuss for you passes, I will only guarantee you two things: number one, your taxes go up, you are the target of my tax increase; and number two, the money is not going back here. It's going to go to educate other people's children around the state. Now here's why you want to support it anyway.



And I went through all the -- well I had to wait for the air to come back in the room after all the aargh, but after 25 minutes of tying together how Illinois's educational system works, where it underfunds, the correlation between educational attainment and unemployment rates and wages, all that stuff, I actually got a standing ovation and the two conservative Republican legislators from that community supported the big tax increase, because people don't know this data.



And it wasn't about taking anything away from Algonquin. It was about creating access to real educational opportunity to communities that don't have it, because without that access, those children are destined to either become prisoners or welfare recipients, period, end of story, and they got it.



MEMBER CASSERLY: So could I recommend we proceed with your document?



MEMBER MILLER:  The only thing I was going to say quickly was I think there's a way to reconcile the not just throw money, with the idea that we need a lot more money if we are going to get the talent we want to teach in poor districts, and I mean I -- in my own mind I reconcile we are spending as much as other people as a share of GDP, and I also led the work on the McKinsey thing that said we have to -- if we raise starting salaries to 65, and top salaries at 150 in poor neighborhoods, you will get 70 percent of the new hires coming from the top third of the academic cohort, and we can do both of those things.



And so it's -- I think we have to -- we can show all of that.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Early childhood, number two, which we have barely talked about in the group.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Just a point of clarification. We have done a lot of contextual stuff, which I think was terrific. Are we skipping past the particulars of this--



MEMBER ALI:  Yes, no we do need to --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  of number one or what?



MEMBER ALI:  I'm sorry Chris, it's not to say that we are --



CHAIR EDLEY:  What time is it? What time is it?



MEMBER ALI:  I agree with you Mike, that part of the goal for today does need to be getting through some of the -- even if it's just a quick gut check, right?



These particulars under b, to Michael's point earlier, about equity, more so than adequacy, are all points that have emerged in your subcommittee conversations and you have seen and we have talked about in larger conversations.



Need a gut check on whether we have some real consensus around these, or whether we need to create those vehicles or fora that we talked about earlier, to go deeper and get a kind of consensus.



But I don't want to take that for granted. So I think on the larger principle, this idea that we need more to kids that need more, that seems easy, right, I mean we have sort of talked about that over the last hour.



The issue about MOE has come up quite a bit, and the need for the federal government, your wish for the federal government to play a harder line role on the MOE. We heard about this in the town hall meetings, deeply in San Jose as well as in Philadelphia it came up, and I think it also came up a little bit in Dallas.



So, do we need to go into -- do you want to have a conversation about --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Can I ask a question? Does anybody -- I think I asked this before -- does anybody know how to make a maintenance-of-effort provision work, or a supplement not supplant thing?



Does anybody know how to make it more than hortatory? Does anybody know of any examples where it's actually been --



MEMBER ALI:  Well supplements are --



CHAIR EDLEY:  enforced?



MEMBER ALI:  Let's unpack those and just do them separately, because supplement not supplant is a little bit about comparability loophole and the like, but MOE first?



MEMBER BROWN:  I'm not sure that we have the expertise on the Commission to get into the technicalities. I have some people on my staff who are working on it and we have been --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



MEMBER BROWN:  thought a lot about maintenance-of-effort and we have a new proposal for supplement not supplant that we are making to Congressional Members, and you probably have technical -- I mean --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Great, that would be good I think because --



MEMBER BROWN:  and Melissa Young and -- I mean there are people in this town that know the nitty gritty of it, and the staff could --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



MEMBER BROWN:  could get together with them, including some of my staff.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay great, and Mike, you --



III. I just -- I don't know how far into the details you are likely to get on recommendations like MOE. I am generally okay with the way you have got it worked here, so you know, if you are going further into technical recommendations, we might want to have a subsequent conversation but --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes I think we should, I think it would be good appendix material -- I think it would be good appendix material because I think a lot of advocates are at a loss as to figure out what they should be asking for --



MEMBER ALI:  So either the technical --



CHAIR EDLEY:  and legislators.



MEMBER ALI:  for this -- how you are gauging whether you are manifesting these things document that we talked about. So we will -- on this one we will follow up with Mike and Cindy and their teams for deeper at minimum. If any other of you -- and we have good testimony from some of the researchers that also would augment our thinking on this, on the MOE, particularly public advocates and the like who spoke about their experience in California.



If there are any others that want to -- Rick? But Michael Dannenberg, you had a question.



MR. DANNENBERG:  Yes, thanks Russlynn. I am Martha's delegate. Everyone's been talking about MOE, but the document refers to maintaining an adequate fiscal effort, which is different than maintenance-of-effort, and I'm trying to understand, at least from her perspective and others, what it is that this Commission is pushing towards with respect to fiscal effort.



Because maintenance-of-effort would be maintaining a stable level of funding, whereas maintenance of adequate effort would allow say New York state to cut $10 million from its K-12 budget, and still be providing an adequate education in the view of state leaders.



Well, let's be clear.



MEMBER MARTIN:  I guess I would just endorse the idea of a smaller subgroup delving into this a little bit more, because we have done a lot of thinking about these issues in the context of ESCA reauthorization, and I think what we could safely say is everybody in this group thinks we need to find whatever federal levers we have to ensure that there's more equitable funding at the state and local level. I think there's lots of good data to show that both maintenance-of-effort is a weak lever and supplement not supplant can actually in some contexts be a damaging lever.



I have a letter in my binder here from civil rights advocates making that case to me right now, as we speak.



So if we could get together and see if we can get some collective ideas of how to tackle it. I guess the other thing that I would like us to tackle, and maybe in this subgroup is the way to do it, is this is very focused on federal levers, and it's -- we are 10 percent, maybe 8 percent.



Like, so if this report thinks that the federal government is going to solve this problem, then I think it also will be dead on arrival.



MEMBER ALI:  So on that point Carmel, this is just to the earlier point too, these are -- again, these are what emerged from the groups that really tried to follow the Commission's charter, right, that said point out the federal levers. That's why you see them in more clarity here. But it's not at all meant to be an exhaustive list in that way. 



Michael, to your point the -- the distinction between the two, why don't we also leave that for the federal lever. It was intended to be, if I'm remembering the subcommittee right Cindy, it was intended to be the much larger, but the federal lever of MOE to ensure that you at least didn't diminish past what you had promised and done in immediate years past.



But Cindy, do you want to --



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes I think the -- we had federal recommendations, state recommendations, local recommendations, I mean there's absolutely -- really, the states need to take this on. They are the ones -- I mean -- take on this whole agenda and the case I -- going to audience, I think we should be pitching this to state decision makers, which means state legislators.



MEMBER ALI:  That's right. That's right.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I wanted to follow onto that. One of the things that keeps creeping into this report is that the federal government knows best and ought to use its club to insist that all the states follow this grand vision, and that's sort of suggested here and so forth.



I think that's a big mistake. The states in fact are the ones that constitutionally have the obligations to do these things and to think all the time about ways in which we can beat the states into submitting what we want I think is a huge mistake.



So we ought to avoid that. There's a purpose here of saying that if funds keep going up and down in individual states, it has educational consequences that we don't like and we think are bad, and that we ought to focus on that to state legislatures, as opposed to describing how we will define some maintenance-of-effort.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm confused. First of all, I'd -- just a friendly amendment. States don't have this responsibility constitutionally. They have it historically.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well the -- that's -- I mean it's how you listen to the Rodriguez decision, right?



CHAIR EDLEY:  No. No it doesn't. I mean, Congress has --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I'm not going to argue constitutional law.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes don't. Exactly my point. Exactly my point. Exactly my point



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I accept your friendly amendment. The states are the ones who are going to do this job, and the idea that we, from the federal government, with 10 percent of the money -- not 10 percent, but a small portion of that money, try to club them and threaten to take away the 10 percent, is a huge mistake.



MEMBER MILLER:  But we could also say the 10 percent should be 30 percent. That's something this Commission can say.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Well, we could.



CHAIR EDLEY:  But I -- but Rick I think --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  We are not going to I don't think, but yes we could.



CHAIR EDLEY:  the purpose of these -- this sub-recommendation or whatever it turns out to be though, I think is a little bit different. 



This is to say -- I think this is to say the flow of this is that first that the most important thing for the federal money to do is to flow towards the schools that need it most, and then the point of the maintenance-of-effort thing is to say that when the federal government spends that money, it wants that money to be used for the purpose for which it is being spent, not to have a fiscal shell game take place at the state or district level.



So I think it's -- it's -- this is independent of the club -- of the club issue, it's just saying we want the federal money to be used the way Congress intended it to be used.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So the subcommittee discussion on this, I think --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, who wants to be part of that by the way?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So when we talked about maintenance-of-effort, Cindy has in fact done a lot of work on maintenance-of-effort that's completely separate from the work on efficiency of funding.



And when you put those two together, you get a very different answer, and so if you start with, on the one hand, maintenance-of-effort, and then on the other hand talk about efficiency, you end up with a position that maybe is not the right one for the kids of this country.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I want to make sure I'm understanding. You're saying, so for example, that if efficiency measures are adopted, that could lead to a reduction or redistribution --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Sure, you could spend less --



CHAIR EDLEY:  I see. I see.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  or you could have -- provide better services and some with more efficient spending.



MEMBER BROWN:  Right, right. No, you're making a good point, and in the work -- we haven't combined that work yet, but we should and we have -- I think it's a --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, that is a good caution. So who is going to work with Carmel on this?



MEMBER ALI:  It's Casserly, CAP. Rick, you want to sign up too? Right.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, yes. Okay, great. Okay, Linda.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  We may want to broaden that task for that group to think about the question of, sort of in bullets two and three it says that the federal government should in some way incentivize states or to make their finance systems more equitable, that MOE is one potential tool, supplement not supplant, but there are others.



And I think that's the bigger question -- what is the way in which the federal government can appropriately incentivize states to allocate their resources more thoughtfully and equitably?



And I would just make the point that that should happen in some -- whatever the set of recommendations is, it should be a set of recommendations that pertains to all states and communities.



I wouldn't want to leave it as a couple of bullets suggest embedding this in Race to the Top. If there's more Race to the Top, certainly I think a lot of people would argue it should be more attentive to the equity issues, but we shouldn't rely only on a competitive grant strategy to do it, because obviously it won't reach a lot of kids who need it. So --



MEMBER ALI:  I think it's a reminder that we ought to not leave out the --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Right. Right. So there is sort of this topic of what should the federal government to do incentivize states to allocate the resources more thoughtfully and equitably, and I think that's the bigger topic under which maintenance-of-effort and all the other things fall.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So do we have our Commission view of the ideal state funding system?



MEMBER ALI:  I mean, the short answer is no.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  And by the way I think that what the federal government should do, my perspective, and other people have other perspectives, is not to find a single ideal state funding system, but to figure out what, you know appropriate incentives cause states to think about how to be more rational in their allocation of funds to kids who have high needs.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Didn't group three -- originally it had a think where they -- you embraced the five principles from the NRC report as guidelines?



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes, right, which basically say -- and I think this is what we need to do -- say that some children so students have greater needs than others and we need to invest greater amounts to meet those -- those needs.



I mean, short hand, some of us call it weighted student funding. If we won't -- don't want to get into these disputes that have been ranging forever, we can -- I'm a big believer in synonyms and there are ways to describe the --



Well I don't think there's any disagreement that kids of greater needs, need greater investment, so that's, like, fundamental to what we are going to say. Right.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Ralph.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Yes, I think I agree a lot of the top line things and certainly the Commission ought to come up with recommendations that encourage states to do a better job.



Now, political reality, they won't, and tax policy is the blunt instrument of politics, and reforming fiscal policy means reforming tax policy.



So my question for the Commission, and I know what I think should happen, is what happens when the states don't?



Because I don't care if a kid lives in Connecticut, Mississippi, Alabama or Illinois, it's an American kid, and if their state isn't going to educate that American kid, that state is denying that kid an opportunity to partake in the current economy and to become self-sufficient.



So I think that saying that the federal government only funds 10 percent of education, why the hell should it stay there?



I mean, maybe the federal government ought to take on a much greater role in funding education. If you think about tax policy, you want to raise your tax revenues from the broadest base as possible.



The broadest base is the country as a whole, the income distribution across the country as a whole. The fairest tax system in America, even though it's become less fair over time, is the federal tax system. Most of the states are regressive.



So from a reality, long-term, change-the-big-picture standpoint, if the federal government's not willing to step in, over the long term -- and I get current political realities, we can't even get agreement on a debt -- I get all that.



But the bottom line is, if the federal government is not going to step in and do the job of making sure every kid, no matter where that kid lives, gets a quality education and opportunity to be self-sufficient, then the kid's not going to get it.



And that's sort of one of the big picture things that's over and above these bullets I think we have to deal with, is the long-term federal role in funding education.



It needs, in my mind, to go up, in particular for children in poverty.



MEMBER MILLER:  I agree.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Tom. Hold on a sec.



MEMBER MILLER:  I wasn't even waving my hand to say it.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, but I knew you would say I agree. I wanted to give you a chance to say I agree, and I agree too.



MEMBER SAENZ:  If the point of our discussion is to frame how this is going to be rewritten for another draft, then I think it's important that these are all the critical points that we are discussing now that aren't here, and I think there needs to be more of a discussion. There's a very brief discussion of a vision of what fair distribution of resources is, and then we get into several bullet points about the nitty gritty of federal implementation of that kind of a vision, and I think that has it backwards.



So I think we have to change it. Now, if we are going to go from this document, then the lawyer in me has to ask this question: should I be paying attention to whether it says -- as some of these do -- could versus can --



MEMBER ALI:  No.



MEMBER SAENZ:  versus can and must?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Next draft you can. Next draft you should.



MEMBER SAENZ:  Is all that going to be rewritten?



MEMBER ALI:  Yes.



MEMBER SAENZ:  Is -- was that -- I mean what is --



MEMBER ALI:  So Tom let me just try and reiterate again.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Must.



MEMBER ALI:  No. Right. This was again, this was -- this is a consolidation of all those documents that have been floating around and all of the subcommittee recommendations.



So what you see here is only things that have been said out loud and emerged as things that felt like they were consensus, not at all meant to be mutually exclusive, and I want to go -- or exhaustive, or wordsmithed, right.



But I do want to go back to this issue of the -- we don't have something like that articulated. This is the first time I'm hearing it as cogently as we are saying it now.



So I do want some -- I want a sense of consensus about do you want to see in the next iteration something that talks about raising a federal contribution and is that writ large? It's also something that I'll follow up with Members that aren't hear about.



MEMBER SAENZ:  Okay, let me say just, then, two, three quick things. First, I don't want to sound too negative, but I hope that we can get past the subcommittee recommendations and get to some of the, I think very rich discussion we have had as a Commission of the Whole about some of these issues.



And for me that means putting much more flesh here about what fair distribution of resources means. Regardless of who the decision maker is historically, we have to acknowledge it is the states, but that needs to be fleshed out much more.



If we get to the question, as I think we have to, whether it's here or in some other point, about what is the federal role, then I absolutely am in favor of saying it needs to be more significant in order to secure -- despite the historically primary role of states -- in order to secure more quickly where we think the system needs to get, in terms of the equity issues.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, so you're on a roll. Could you give us a little guidance right now about what you think we could -- might offer by way of the norm for equity?



MEMBER SAENZ:  Well I think that we have had a rich discussion today and in our past meetings, that it has to be based -- we have had that discussion this morning -- that it has to be about specific resources.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



MEMBER SAENZ:  It also has to be tied to student characteristics, which means, when you take those two together, it has to be tied in some way to outcomes, in identifying what are the outcomes for individual students and groups of students, and how do you get there, and recognizing that right up front, as smart as everyone on this Commission is, we can't today give A to Z of what that means, that that's a process that has to go forward, and that leads to the need for transparency not only around the distribution of resources question, but around the resource question.



I think all of that has been brought out and all of that needs to be in these bullet points.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, that's terrific, and an additional point about that, the way you framed it, I think we talk about this -- the importance of paying attention to these resources and what they actually =- how they actually play out in terms of the opportunities afforded.



It's not just because we are trying to be precise about the algebra. We related it back to the equity theme, that -- and to the reasons why we think equity is important. I like that a lot. John and then Cindy.



MEMBER ALI:  Tom, if I could just say that -- and we will follow up with you afterwards to make sure we captured this right -- you will see in that first section, the first document, all of this conversation fleshed out in that picture.



What you are reminding me of, though, is that we need to bring that up as we weave in the story of these recommendations.



MEMBER SAENZ:  It's got to be here because the danger is we produce a huge report and people are going to pick out the executive summary and this bullet point --



MEMBER ALI:  Yes, yes, but recall that it is not going to look like this --



MEMBER SAENZ:  I understand, it's going to be rewritten, but I think -- and again, the other thing I just want to add is -- we've also talked about it here today -- we absolutely have to frame this in terms of saleability of the equity mission to everyone and build that around increasing the sense of common mission nationwide, and state by state, that everybody has to be invested.



Your story about getting the 300 at that town hall invested in this overall common mission, that has to be here, in the, whatever outline there is, as well as the larger report.



CHAIR EDLEY:  John and then Cindy.



MEMBER KING:  Two points, one on the finance side, I think it would be strange if we didn't just say directly that property taxes are a terrible way to fund a school system, and we ought to fund it in a much more progressive way, and whether that's nationally through the national income tax, or statewide through the state income tax, either of those would be far superior to a property tax-based system.



And I just, I don't know who could really argue with that. So that's one. Okay.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  That property tax creates competition between communities to raise the tax base, because the next town did, the next town did, and that has a salutary effect on the total tax base, and that would be California's experience, once you take that away, the property taxes fall dramatically because the voters are unwilling to approve them.



And so in a perfectly altruistic society, there would be better ways of property tax, but if you live in a very equal state like California, that's extremely low-funded, you are cautious about being the next state to pull away property taxes, the funding base.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Sort of following on, California also underscores the problems with full state funding, that because nobody has invested in their schools, and you don't have any monitoring essentially by local people about how their money is being spent, because they have no control over the money that is being spent on their schools.



MEMBER MILLER:  But surely the other argument is that the property tax gives wealthier districts an ability to impose lower taxes on themselves and generate higher per pupil funding, and that that's regressive, and it's unique to the American system.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So nobody's saying that you have to have completely local property taxes. Almost every state of the union that uses property taxes has a system that is compensatory for low tax bases and that has an equalization function in it, and the whole question is, you can clearly have a high foundation plan that equalizes a lot but still on the margin, allows somebody access to an equalized tax base. That's Coons, Clune and Sugarman.



MEMBER MILLER:  But it still -- it would still be the case, right, that if you looked around the world, we are the only advanced nation that relies to the extent to which we do on the property tax, and we are also performing more poorly and with greater inefficiency, arguably, than these other systems?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well that, I mean, Matt, you don't want to argue all the things from international comparisons. We are also the wealthiest nation in the world.



Now, which elements do you want to put in terms of our wealth accumulation, and which do you want to put in terms of everybody else has it right?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  No, I agree completely that we have schooling problems, but you wouldn't want to argue your tax policy on the basis of what Finland does.



MEMBER MILLER:  But do you dispute the regressive nature of the property tax the way I just laid it out, that it lets wealthy communities tax themselves at lower rates because they are property-rich, and generate more per pupil with a lower tax base?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Yes, yes, we should talk a little bit more about that. The -- how regressive the property tax is, has been an element of considerable discussion, and unresolved discussion in the economics literature.



The property tax base in many ways can serve as a user fee for the services they get so that people in fact pay attention to what they are spending.



I don't advocate complete access to the tax base on -- by local communities to the exclusion of others, but no state in the nation does that.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Yes, a couple things from just a pure tax policy standpoint. Property taxes are regressive because they don't care about your income, so as property taxes continue to rise year to year, and they have done -- I'll just give you some data sets from Illinois.



So from 1995 through 2000, property taxes after inflation grew by 54 percent in real terms, and median income grew by 4.8 percent.



So you had the property tax burden growing at more than 10 times the rate of growth of income for most Illinois families.



That's going to be regressive. That is going to impact a low or moderate income family and their ability to pay for their family budget far more than an affluent family, and renters certainly pay property taxes because the landlords don't.



And so to the extent you over-rely on property taxes to fund anything, and in particular education, you have created a direct correlation between the affluence property wealth of the community in which a child lives, and the quality of the public education they get. That's wrong, and that needs to be broken.



What California did wrong, what Michigan did wrong, where they limited the property tax resources that could go in, and did not replace them with an adequate revenue source that grew and provided an adequate amount of money for schools.



So if you cut one revenue source available to school districts, and you inadequately fund it from your new revenue source, you end up creating crappier schools statewide.



I mean that becomes a revenue problem, and to be very clear, because we have -- Illinois is the most reliant state on property taxes in the nation to fund schools, so I could tell you some of the consequences it's had.



To get to Matt's point, the property tax rate in my affluent community is about 5 percent. You go to Chicago Heights, which is one of the poorest communities in Illinois, it's 19 percent.



Now, if you are going to build a commercial facility, that when you are done building it out, has a $20 million value, are you going to put it where you are paying in a six percent property tax rate, you have great schools and a workforce, or are you going to put it in Chicago Heights with crappy schools and a 19 percent property tax rate?



So not only does it impact education, it viciously discourages business from locating in the communities that have the least amount of jobs available in them to begin with.



And this is part of the cycle that is reinforced by poor fiscal policy, and has all these unintended consequences and I think certainly, we could get on the statement that over-reliance on property taxes is bad thing, some reliance on property taxes is a good thing, and in an affluent community -- and this is where you get to the Robin Hood stuff -- affluent community will let you property tax yourself as much as you want to provide that world-class education there.



What we are just saying is the rest of the schools can't be tied into that system, because it's going to end up with an inequitable and inadequate system.



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes, so like I think this is a really fascinating conversation. You all may have these kind -- well, this is what you do.



So you have -- you have these conversations but as one who has worked on equity issues her entire career, but sitting always in this town, I haven't heard the intricacies of this conversation before.



And if there's a way we could work our way through it, I think it would make a major contribution, and I'll tell you why, because like, I do work in a multi-issue organization with a big economic policy team, which is bigger than our education team.



And so we, as an organization, grapple with, you know, these big national economic issues, and so we, as an exercise organizationally, you know, tried to figure out how to balance the budget, come into primary balance, 20 years I think is what we did.



Matt is in and out of our organization. And we worked on it across the organization including the education team, and basically where we came out was we had proposals about how to increase revenue, and we ended up -- and together with what we expend money on -- and without giving you all the details, I'll tell you we proposed increasing the education budget K-12 -- it may have included, I can't remember if it included pre-K or not -- but three times. Three times the amount of federal money in 20 years. Twenty years right Diana? Yes.



And so that would, yes, increase the federal share. You could deal with some of these equity issues. But you could not fully -- this country cannot fully fund education nationally, because we have all these other things we have to fund like healthcare for older people like myself -- and Rick.



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER BROWN:  And so we have to be realistic -- we'll never look like these other countries, besides all the issues of size of population and size of the country and all of this.



So I think we could -- I for one am only willing to recommend increasing the federal share if we say we increase revenue, and that gets into hugely partisan stuff.



That's certainly where I am on the issue. And number two, I think if we could do something on the state stuff, a more rational way, including continued use of property tax, but in a more responsible way, I think we would be making a huge contribution.



I don't know the answer because I'm learning things through this conversation today.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I just want to assert that this is not the body to handle state and federal tax policy, and that what we want to make is a statement about equity and concern about the access to good schools of poor kids and everybody, access to good schools; but that if we try to make a statement about the form of taxation or what it is, in a nation that has 50 very different, complicated tax systems, I thing we are going to be in areas that we shouldn't be in.



MEMBER MILLER:  Just, if I can respectfully make the case on the other side. I think it was the Nixon Commission actually, either, I forget if it was in the Commission the Procter & Gamble guy led, or Nixon himself in the research I did for the last book I wrote.



They were thinking about, you know, a VAT at the federal level that would be used to rebate to the states that would take the federal share for maybe it was 6 percent then up to 25 percent over some period, with incentives to districts to lift the bottom, not to pull the top down, no Robin Hood, but the property tax today is Robin Hood in reverse, in my view, for the examples that you mentioned.



And I don't think we can talk about the equity piece of our charter without talking about the property tax.



MEMBER ALI:  So you all remember Liz King, Congressman Fattah's chief staffer on this issue.



MS. KING:  The Nixon Commission said that any education system based on property taxes would be inherently unequal. So -- but that quote is in the letter that we sent all the Commissioners, right.



MEMBER ALI:  Thank you.



CHAIR EDLEY:  John.



MEMBER KING:  I'm still getting over having been in agreement with Nixon, so that's --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Sure, he did some good things.



MEMBER KING:  That in and of itself is surprising. I think it's important that we not take off the table the most difficult issues, otherwise I think it's going to be hard for us to make a contribution.



And so I think this tax issue is an important one, you know, I stand by my concern about property taxes as the basis for our system because I do believe it is inherently inequitable, and I do think we have an obligation to address that.



But I also think we have an obligation to address what the money goes to, and I did want to flag a concern about the phrasing that the federal government focus on making sure finance systems are more equitable.



I'm actually more concerned about the federal government making sure that the distribution of educational resources are more equitable, which I think is a somewhat different thing than just the finance system.



So for example, access to a highly effective teacher, there may be policy initiatives one could take that would be funding neutral that would positively impact that, and so I think there's a federal role in trying to do that, create access to, you know AP courses for kids, or access to art and music for kids, and those may be revenue neutral, it may be about how we organize our spending.



MEMBER ALI:  Absolutely, if you could just remind us John as we go through two through five, to make sure we get at that in the right way.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So, I am -- I am kind of sensitive to this -- the Hanushek point about tax policy, and I think if we are going to wade into this, it has to be -- we have got to keep straight what the tail is and what the dog is.



So the thing that's clearly at the core of our responsibility is to address the excessive disparities in resources. It seems to me that if we were going to say, and the way to fix that is to get rid of the property tax, I think that's a bridge too far.



We could say that one of the causes of this is reliance on property tax, without sufficient compensatory revenue flows to -- so that opportunity is not -- so that zip code is not destiny.



Something like that, where we are not -- where we are not trying to dictate how a state should restructure its tax system, so much as we are focusing on the result that's really the core of our mission, and then the specific critique of property taxes or their mix is sotto voce.



MEMBER KING:  The only problem I have with that is that the compensatory solution doesn't really seem to work very well. So I mean I think it's worth exploring this a little bit more, but to Reed's point about the competition between communities, that to me is part of the problem, because what happens is, when states kind of try to raise the floor, you know Scarsdale still keeps pricing -- just prices everything up. They say oh well, okay, if the state's going to give New York City that much more for teachers' salaries, well, kick in some more for teachers' salaries, and so the top just keeps getting higher and higher without really helping the bottom.



So I am struggling with how you solve this just with compensating at the bottom. That doesn't seem to work. At least it hasn't historically, but obviously there people who know a lot more about this than I do around the table.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  We've spent more -- we're not getting the things we want for poor kids. But the fact that if Scarsdale wants to spend whatever they want to spend, you know, that can't in fact detract from the fact that we are not providing good services to the poor kids.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  But if all the -- if Scarsdale and lots of other school districts in Westchester County can spend $30,000 more per teacher, then you've got, you know, a labor market that doesn't work for recruiting and retaining teachers.



CHAIR EDLEY:  But that's only if you have such a limited pool of great teachers that the Scarsdales would employ them all with none left for others. Right?



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Right, and it also gets also the question of whether the bottom is competitive with other occupations, and so on in terms of salaries.



But there is a labor market that functions.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, that has to -- but Reed, you --



CHAIR HASTINGS:  No, I think that was the key point that Linda had, which is as teacher compensation rises generally because of that competition, it pulls in people who were in other professions, and so you can't look at it as a fixed pool of teachers.



So you know, if it simply stops the teachers leaving the profession, that would be a huge increase in the supply and in fact you get -- when, as the incomes go up that teachers can get, we'll get more teachers and more talented teachers in the field too.



So that's where you get -- Scarsdale could grow, and there still could be great teachers in low income communities.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  Which is the New York City case, yes.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  Chris, I just wanted to get back to your point about making this connection around tax policy and what we are talking about with opportunity and equity and so forth.



One of the things I think we have to keep tightly linked in all aspects of this report is again, to what end, that this is a conversation about reaching incomes that are critically important for the national interest, survival and future of this country.



That was sort of what we kind of framed that last time, and we said in order to do that, education was a serious foundation.



And therefore we had to ensure that all children had an opportunity to achieve an educational standard so that they could get to that income.



And so then you back up and say all right, so to get to this opportunity, what are both the -- what are the impediments to those opportunities now, and you talk about whether it's resources, or you talk about distribution of resources, adequate training of teachers, or the tax -- so property taxes and tax policies are relevant to the extent that they are either a barrier, or they facilitate getting to those outcomes.



So it's not kind of moving into fiscal policy for fiscal policy's sake, or for you know, the Robin Hood effect. But it is how does this matter in our ability to reach this outcome and to get these opportunities to these students?



And I think if we keep connecting it at every point, then that again addresses why I should care if I'm middle class and therefore not in a poor school district, because at some point it does impact my quality of life.



So I think that theme has to permeate our report throughout, not just in the vision part, but as you get to the recommendations, as you talk about resources.



It's all in order to get to these outcomes, and that's not abstract. There's some very clear things that we know now about what children need to know, what young people need to know, what capacities they need to have, what competencies they need to have and so -- and here are the things that add into that.



So I think that's part of our challenge if you would, is to be very consistent about that -- that is our foundation.



And then all of these other things, in my mind, spring from there, and I think are defensible from that vantage point and therefore we can delve as deeply as our competencies take us into how we can help states move to a fairer base of taxation in order to move those barriers out of their way.



And the role of the federal government, maybe there should be a stronger role of the federal government in funding this, because it is more cost-effective or more efficient to do it from that level, to drive to those opportunities, than to try to get it to 50 states.



And I don't know where -- you know I'm not trying to say one way or the other what is the best answer to that question, but I do think we have to keep it linked to outcomes and to the opportunities that those outcomes prevail, and that has to be our tightest link.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Could there -- could you do a -- could we -- could you do a fiscal swap, I mean, putting aside the question right now of -- within the same aggregate spending, federal plus state plus local, could you do a fiscal swap in which let's say the federal share of aggregate education spending became 50 percent of the total, and that was financed by reducing what the feds now send to the states in a bunch of other programs?



CHAIR EDLEY:  No, no, no, I am not saying a fiscal swap.



MEMBER BROWN:  Alice Rubin once recommended it, and she recommended getting all federal aid in all of education going to the state and local level. There were no swaps.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Well look another -- another way to do -- say again?



MEMBER BROWN:  There's nothing to swap.



CHAIR EDLEY:  What do you mean there's nothing to stop. There's highway spending, there's --



PARTICIPANT:  Swap.



CHAIR EDLEY:  there's highway spending, there's Medicaid spending, there's, there's, there's hundreds of billions of dollars of grants and aid that flows to states.



MEMBER BROWN:  Right now Medicaid, states pick up half of it and, and, and there's huge inequities among the states.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Look stop, but I -- look beyond the current budget -- I'm saying look beyond the current budget cycle, okay? What I'm saying -- I guess what I'm raising is if you're -- again, within the framework of -- here's the way to think about it, okay? Do it as a thought experiment.



If you are going to spend the same amount of money that we are spending currently, how would you allocate responsibility for that spending across the levels of government, understanding what we do about the tax policies that tend to be pursued by the various levels of government?



So if you thought about it that way, it seems to me you would want something in which the bulk of the spending is done through the federal government, augmented by locals who may want to top it off in order to provide the Cadillac.



If you did something like that, then you would have a system in which you could evolve a national conception of equity and have the dollars flow accordingly.



You could -- you would not be as subject to fiscal fluctuations as the states are. You could have more stability in the funding that comes from the feds.



You'd be using a relatively more progressive funding base. You would be consistent with the notion that the excellence in equity issues are national aspirations, part of being an American, not part of being a Montanan. Is that a word? Rhode Islander.



You could say that the distribution of fiscal responsibility for different kinds of governmental activity should reflect the 21st century, not the 20th century.



You know, in the 20th century, highways, big federal spending role. For the 21st century, you know, we had the highway system built, states should maintain it --



PARTICIPANT:  We need trains.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, I don't know about that, but we definitely need education. So, you know, I mean I'm wondering if we wanted to -- if we wanted to think outside the box and say where do we want the system moving over the next 15 to 20 years, what should be the goal?



I don't know. And I mean and I would treat the question of more spending separate from the question of -- yes -- of allocation.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Here's where you get to quote Eisenhower, who talked a lot about the need to reduce defense spending in order to spend more on education.



So you could do your Nixon piece and then you could do your Eisenhower piece.



CHAIR EDLEY:  God, I'm reluctant to take on the property tax. I'm even more reluctant to take on the Pentagon. But Tom?



MEMBER SAENZ:  Well I mean that's my point. If your point was to convince me or all of us that you are right, we shouldn't delve in this tax issue, well you have convinced me because I don't want to go where you just talked about going.



Because while in theory I think that's right, we are going to end up taking on all kinds of interest groups we don't need to take on, and you are just going to take the equity issues and introduce them in some other arena.



There's a point here about wraparound services. If you put all of Medicaid on the states, you know, then the kids who are going to be going to more equitable schools are going to be going with vastly increased inequities in their health status.



So I just don't -- I don't want to go there, and maybe that means that you were right in what you said, going into the tax policies is a bridge too far.



MEMBER ALI:  To bring in folks that aren't around the table and that couldn't come today to really get at and resolve, and that is how far we go if we go at all into this arena.



So -- but it's also getting really close to 12 o'clock, so if we could break now for about an hour, come back, do some thinking on this.



As we suspected, this first part was going to take the bulk of the conversation. It's both where we have spent a lot of time in the past, but hadn't really gotten to the layers that we needed to get through to get to that master document, and the second, third, fourth and fifth are less novel for the folks in this room and your expertise.



So we are hoping that we can get through some of those faster. Again, if we don't this afternoon, we will absolutely follow up with you in further conversation, but --



CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm sorry Russlynn. I think maybe one concrete thing we could do is maybe we should actually just try to come up with a couple of alternative one-pagers for alternative ways of framing this combination of how much federal spending and these kind of fiscal federalism issues and maybe just -- and bounce those off-of you and see what resonates, because we have heard some passionate statements here about it, but we have also heard some scary complexity.



MEMBER ALI:  I'm happy to do that to try and get some resolution here as opposed to creating --



CHAIR EDLEY:  So we'll try to do that



MEMBER ALI:  sort of another subcommittee and working group to hash it out. Would that be helpful?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay, so then on this point, that idea of property taxes, federal role in the state, 10 percent versus 90 percent, we'll come up with a couple of --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Alternative formulations.



MEMBER ALI:  and shoot it out and perhaps we could call on Matt and Ralph and Rick to help us think through what those look like, to make sure they capture the conversation today, and --



CHAIR EDLEY:  And one of these one-pagers should be a blank piece of paper.



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER ALI:  And these ex‑officios could be particularly helpful here, including Michael Dannenberg and others, and Mike did you want to play in these?



MEMBER CASSERLY:  I just had another thought. I'm -- I think I was convinced by Tom's cautionary note here. I think theoretically I'm -- and philosophically, I'm where Chris is.



But I am just not confident that if we had the federal government allocating upwards of one third or a half of the nation's education resources that the feds have the expertise to manage that process, and I would like to put that expertise question in the mix as these one-pagers are developed.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  I thought that we were never divorcing the -- whatever we are going to come up with on the how we pay for it side, whether the total cost or who's footing the bill, to the side of the policy reforms and services we wanted to see funded -- high-quality teachers, rich academic program etcetera et cetera.



So I don't necessarily think that there would be that dissonance between those two topics. I think in fact we would always tie the one to the other. The dog is in fact what a quality education looks like.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  My point is that if the federal government contributing six percent or eight percent that it does now seems perfectly capable of requiring all kinds of things in exchange for that money, and can't manage the process in many respects, and doesn't have the expertise to deal with all of the anomalies in local schooling that come up, if we give them a third or a half of all of the allocations, if we created a system that simply implodes because we've got too much vested in one institution, that's the federal government, that just does not have the expertise but is likely to gum up the works as much as anything else.



And it pains me to say this, but it -- they just don't have it.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I will say that I think that the share of TANF funding, that the share of TANF funding in the federal government is -- help me Cindy, it's probably 55, 60 percent?



MEMBER CASSERLY:  But TANF is a distribution system.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, but that's what this could be too. That's -- presumably that's what this would be too.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Except that in -- at least in the Department of Education's, and with all due respect to my friends in the Department of Education, I think it's very hard for the federal government not to get its fingers into the particulars of local schooling in ways that are counterproductive.



Even with the resources that it does allocate, do we make that problem worse by upping the federal stake in the total national education contribution system.



Anyway, I'm -- I am just -- if we are going to do one-pagers, I think -- and some alternate scenarios, I think the issue of the federal government's expertise to manage the process ought to be part of that consideration.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Absolutely, but if these grants come in sort of like general state aid, just like state government does general state aid grants down at the local school districts, there's a rubric within which general state aid dollars can be spent but it's very broad: it's for teachers; it's for keeping the classroom clean; it's for all that other stuff.



I mean, so right now I think the fed is so prescriptive with the funding that it sends because it is limited by program in two specific areas.



I think we would want this to come more as this is the general state aid package to your -- for state for education.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  I can assure you that Congress cannot help itself.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So you can just look at California if you want to see, if you pay more you get the state wanting to decide how it's spent.



I mean Richard Milhous Nixon's argument was for general revenue sharing that was just what you are talking about, and it never went anyplace. 



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay. Russlynn wants to break for lunch. I -- you know, if -- Russlynn wants to break for lunch. If it were up to me we wouldn't break for lunch, but --



MEMBER ALI:  I just want a break.



(LAUGHTER)



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay. Okay. The break is mandatory, the lunch is optional, is that the -- right. And if we do want to eat, what are we supposed to do if we do want to eat?



MEMBER ALI:  There are --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Is there a cafeteria downstairs or something?



MEMBER ALI:  There are two or three places directly across the street and then up by the hotel, you would have seen Potbelly's. There's L'Enfant Plaza a little further down that has like a McDonalds this way. But I think your best bet is probably some of the places right across the street that do --



CHAIR EDLEY:  There's nothing in the building, there's no cafeteria in the building?



MEMBER ALI:  There is the cafeteria, we have got coffee on the seventh floor. I'll leave it to you to choose.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Because if we go out we have to come back through the --



MEMBER ALI:  Downstairs they do. Yes. They do.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I'd just like to say that if we had a Commission meeting in Berkeley, I would feed you. I'm just saying. I'm just saying. Just saying.



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER ALI:  At the next meeting we can ensure that we will have a little more sustenance.



(Whereupon the above-entitled matter went off the record at 12:05 p.m., and resumed at 1:11 p.m.)


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


1:11 p.m.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay folks. Bucket number two, early learning. Mike.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Just a quick edit on -- before we move to that -- on the fourth bullet. I assume this is an editing issue and not a policy question, but when we mentioned low income, are we also referring to English language learners and special education students as well?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Good catch. I'm sure, yes.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Okay.



CHAIR EDLEY:  But -- that's certainly not controversial. Okay, number two. Does this -- I -- I don't understand 2B. I don't understand the states must ensure using a combination of state and local funds -- that seems to preclude the possibility of any federal resources being -- now there aren't any federal resources, but I'm not -- is the notion there you want to say this needs to happen whether or not federal funds are appropriated? Is that the idea?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, I mean, that doesn't make any sense. But we do have a large pre-K program in Head Start.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Head Start, yes.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  And it's -- all evaluations say that it's not very effective. So I think that if we are serious about this we have to bite the bullet of what we do say about Head Start, which I think we should.



I mean I think everybody is going to agree with pre-K, but the discussion that centers entirely on access and not on quality is wrong.



MEMBER REBELL:  If I could speak to that Chris. I know a lot of this came from David Sciarra and from his experience with how they built the preschool program in New Jersey.



From what I know it was actually very impressive, even in the terms you are talking about Rick, because they took the preexisting programs --  head start and whatever state programs there were -- and they built into it a lot of high-quality standards, and they now have a universal access program that, from everything I know, is pretty highly regarded as far as early childhood programs are concerned.



So I don't think any of us would  have any problems in saying something about high quality, however you wanted to define it, certified teachers and other things.



And my understanding of what happened in New Jersey is that the Head Start programs had to shape up to meet the new state standards, or they went out of business.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Linda.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  I was going to say, this is something similar, which is that how do we frame this, it ought to include whatever the sources of money are, focused on the provision of high-quality programs.



I think Rick's point about raising the standards of Head Start is a really important one, and the way New Jersey did it is a good example if we want to give a sidebar, and it certainly wasn't just state and local. It was federal, state and local resources that were organized into a coherent system against some quality standards which they used to really leverage the quality of the whole apparatus, and be sure it was targeted to high needs students.



And with, you know, there's some evidence that it has had an effect on raising achievement for the kids who experienced it.



So I just think we need to reframe the way the bullets are. I also would not want to just make it reliant only on Race to the Top, again because it means you are going to have the have nots, and we can anticipate that those are probably the ones where the needs are the greatest.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I want to come back to this quality issue that pervades all of our morning discussion and will again. If we define it in terms of input standards, I'm not going to be for it, simply put, because most of the regulation in preschool has been about the number of certified adults per child and so forth, with little evidence that that's the best way to provide high-quality preschool training or care for students -- but it raises the cost -- and that our focus should be on how do we get a system that reliably provides quality pre-K experiences for kids.



And this is something that we don't know much about. Whenever we get into the pre-K quality issue, we go to Abecedarian and Perry Preschool, which aren't in the range of consideration, except maybe in the Abbott districts of New Jersey.



And we have to in fact think more about how we do this, and probably provide some experiments and evaluations.



CHAIR EDLEY:  This sounds to me like a great background paper to ask the NRC to put together for us. What's the -- what does the research tell us about -- about -- yes, about --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, if it's done in terms of outcomes for students as opposed to the elaborate --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Input regulation, yes.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  The pre-K lobby group and the people who are experts there, are all about input standards, and that I think is just not what we want to promote.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, what I -- so if possible I think, if we could -- I think it would be nice to see both sides: what does the research tell us about inputs, which will help illuminate the importance of having it; but also this question of what outputs -- what outcomes we are looking for and how well -- how good are we at measuring -- measuring the outcomes, and what the evidence -- you know, that stuff, so that actually gets into the psychometric stuff.



We are not going to have three-year-olds filling out bubble tests, through, right?



Can I get that commitment from  the Department, that you are not going to have -- no kindergarten for you unless you pass the -- no commitments. All right.



MEMBER ALI:  -- documents on the Race to the Top, early learning challenge.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes sir.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Just a point of clarification. These must have -- early childhood and K-12 must align, is this to each other or with something else?



MEMBER ALI:  Yes, as we flesh this out a little bit more from the transcripts, it is the alignment and the coordination of the --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  It's the articulation of the two systems --



MEMBER ALI:  Yes.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  and not their alignment with some external system?



MEMBER ALI:  That's exactly right. That's exactly right.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Sounds like an orthopedic surgeon's job. 



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  And Chris, just as minor add-on to that. If we are being forward-thinking, shouldn't we also be talking about it more like a K-16 system and states being responsible for primary, secondary and higher education, and there should be a clear pathway, pre-K on through?



MEMBER ALI:  Absolutely and in fact C is a typo. That is supposed to say K-16.



CHAIR EDLEY:  P. Right, so it's --



MEMBER RUIZ:  Or as we like to say in Illinois, P20.



MEMBER ALI:  Yes.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Twenty? Yes, okay. Okay. So that's actually, I think, depending on how this thing -- we may want to significantly move this around using inputs as examples but focusing more on what outcomes we want to press.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  And just to add on -- I guess it's, I'm sorry, D, the idea of having common -- the commonly defined outcomes across these systems, so there's -- you are not talking about childcare, different from Head Start, different from pre-K, but they are all looking to get to the same outcomes and therefore, their standards or resources being comparable.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh that's good, they are sort of strategies, different instructional strategies that should fit the need of the kid, to get them to the point where they are ready to learn in kindergarten.



Can we go to three? So you'll see -- I'm sorry Mike.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, just one minor point for consideration on number two. Don't know whether this necessarily speaks to quality, but if we are talking about quality, do you want to also at least mention coordination across these various settings?



MEMBER ALI:  Yes.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Okay, because they are highly siloed at the moment.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh, of these --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Of these pre-Ks.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Of the pre-K settings, right, okay. Great. Great.



MEMBER ALI:  Is there anything missing? Obviously these will be fleshed out more, but is there anything missing in that early learning --



CHAIR EDLEY:  That jumps out at you?



MEMBER REBELL:  Well you know, before we do away with the output stuff, I mean I'm happy to accept that specification from Rick, although we are leaving open the input question until we get this research, which is a great way to do it Chris.



But as far as an outcome, I think we can say something other than scores on bubble tests for three-year-olds, but a concept like being -- they had that phrase in the Goals 2000 committee that dealt with this: school readiness, wasn't it, ready to learn.



The outcome really should be that kids are ready to learn when they enter regular school. I don't know if we have that language in there.



MEMBER ALI:  See the bold, number two?



MEMBER REBELL:  Yes, but two -- 2B, high quality -- I'm just saying, as a general outcomes standard, what it means beyond that, I don't know, but I think it is helpful to put that --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, and I think the NRC expertise will help us flesh out what exactly that means --



MEMBER REBELL:  There was a whole history to that, you know, under Golds 2000, they had committees, bipartisan committees that were set up to flesh it out.



And there was a very detailed committee report on what ready to learn meant at that time, and I think -- well, the NRC I'm sure will go back to that and take us from there.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



MEMBER ALI:  So I do go, Chris, want to unpack a little bit about this idea of bubble tests?



CHAIR EDLEY:  No, I was kidding. I was kidding. I was kidding.



MEMBER ALI:  I know.



CHAIR EDLEY:  But I do -- I mean I was kidding about the bubble tests, but I do think the psychometric issue of how do you -- what do you do to a four year old to actually determine if they are ready, and on what kind of scale is that done, and how do you -- there's obviously a portfolio of competencies that are involved in being ready to learn, and just how all of that fits together in a useful -- in a useful way for purposes of evaluating a pre-K program's effectiveness, I think is a non-trivial issue that I think they can illuminate.



MEMBER BROWN:  There's a lot of work being done on it.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, exactly, so that's -- they don't do anything original. They just try to synthesize. Right, Stuart? Yes, right.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay, but generally speaking I mean, the idea of being able to measure a kind of readiness, right, in something tangible, we are all in agreement on? Okay.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So just to be clear, we'd have to figure out -- you have to figure out both how to measure readiness, and as for that, the unit of analysis is the kid.



But you also want to be able to combine that into an ability to evaluate the effectiveness of the programs as a whole, which is a step beyond because you have to control for this and that and, or randomly assign or whatever is involved. Jesse?



MEMBER RUIZ:  And our friends -- my friends at the Ounce of Prevention Fund in Chicago are pushing that at the state level in Illinois, which reminds me that them and folks at the Erikson Institute would kick me if I didn't mention birth to five and I don't know, I mean that's -- they are really pushing that in terms of our thinking at the -- when I was there -- the thinking at the state board of education in Illinois, is they are constantly pounding us on birth to five.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So it's B‑22? Is that what you are saying?



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER RUIZ:  So I don't know that we capture that, or where does HHS stop and where does DOE begin? Or is one continuum?



MEMBER REBELL:  Doesn't the concept of early childhood take you back as far as you want to go?



MEMBER RUIZ:  That's why they use the term birth to five I think, because they want to focus even on early, early stage development.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So you mean to exclude prenatal, huh?



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER RUIZ:  What's that?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Never mind. 



MEMBER RUIZ:  I think birth to five -- birth may imply conception for all I know.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Exactly, go back to -- okay. Let's not go there. Mike and then John.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Jesse's point about where HHS stops and the Department starts, how we word this will be important in terms of whether or not we trigger a backlash from the pre-K community, who is just highly suspicious, if not hostile to the education world.



So there's -- so we'll have to make sure this is worded in a way that doesn't aggravate those.



CHAIR EDLEY:  That's interesting because I thought you were going to say the opposite. I thought that you were going to say that it's incumbent upon us to take on the bureaucratic dysfunction that results from the separation of these --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Well, if we are willing to take it on, then I think that would be a good thing to do. If we're not, then --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Then don't.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  let's not make it worse.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So can we -- so do people have a view about that? Cindy. I'm sorry, John was in the cue.



MEMBER KING:  But just on this point, I mean, I guess I'm worried that our conversation over the last few minutes has obscured what it is that we are standing for.



And I guess I would be happy to see all schools in New York state have pre-K, and for four-year-olds who are poor to have access to pre-K as a matter of course.



We don't have that. We should. And I'm glad to have lots of research and discourse about that but ultimately, that's what I'd want us to be clear about, that poor four-year-olds should be able to school, and that's -- that's ultimately what state legislators have to decide, they either are funding or not funding those programs.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I think the research does, though, emphasize the importance of investments before age four, and so we could talk about four-year-olds but it seems to me it's a step towards what the current understanding is of effectiveness in early childhood investments.



Would somebody who knows more about this correct me if I'm wrong? Cindy?



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, usually when people talk about preschool, they talk about three- and four-year-olds, and usually when they talk about early care and early childhood, it goes down to zero.



But -- and -- but you are getting in -- you asked do people have views. I mean, I'll tell you my views. I do not recommend we get into it, because these are -- my views on this are hugely controversial and I think it would divert us from some of the other fiscal equity things.



But just to give you an example, Head Start is a direct federal-to-local program. Every -- the growth in early childhood programs, particularly preschool, is at the state level, so it's very hard to coordinate when you have federal-to-local programs and state-administered programs, so I happen to think Head Start should be state-administered.



That causes like -- I mean that's heresy in the Head Start world, and -- no I'm just telling you it is. And there are also nasty little things between African Americans and Hispanics about Head Start, because Head Start is -- because it historically served more African Americans, and you know, it got started before the big Hispanic immigration here, and so Hispanics feel they aren't fairly treated under -- they don't have equal access to Head Start programs. Just another issue you probably don't want to go into.



Then there are issues of -- I happen to think, you go for -- you know, I know the zero to three people in the -- I mean, I purposely stay away from these debates because I find zero progress.



You know, what you can't do -- I happen to think an incremental approach will get you farther. I mean we have a horrible problem in this country of kids entering school with their achievement gaps pretty much locked in for a lot of them, and if we had preschool, we could make a huge dent in that problem.



But all the people who argue about investment in zero to three refuse to let you break it apart, because they are afraid they are going to get left out.



And once you go to the zero to three route, you have real serious problems with the right wing about you know, taking babies away from their Moms and out of their home and all this kind of stuff that gets, you know, you get into this really messy stuff that -- so you get immobilized.



But what's happened at the state level is they are moving on preschool, and actually I think New Jersey, by the way, is going to have -- I hope NRC looks at New Jersey because I think there are -- some of the best outcomes from the Abbott case have been in the preschool and in the early reading results, which is probably not enough for these really pure researchers, but you could show some kind of relationship, not causation.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  -- have also looked at reduction of vocabulary gap for kids who go to preschool and --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Microphone.



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes, right, so she said, yes, and so in terms of federal organization, I happen to think you should move Head Start into the Department of Education. That's heresy also.



CHAIR EDLEY:  But that goes along with your view that it ought to be state administered?



MEMBER BROWN:  Right right, and that you are never going to be able to coordinate all this stuff until you get some -- a little more coherence in the governance structure.



But again, I'm not recommending we go into this, because it's going to set off a huge firestorm.



MEMBER ALI:  Well, I wonder if there's a tweener on this point Cindy, and that is what we are seeing emerge now from the partnership between Secretary Duncan and Secretary Sebelius right, where the two agencies are really partnering on the distribution of this Race to the Top new incarnation around early learning.



So if it would be helpful to try and -- I know we as an organization have done a lot of study over this, over the last couple of years -- if it would be helpful to bring in our leads on that in a smaller group perhaps, and share some of the learning and what they have seen from what was perceived as third rails that are turning out not to be as entrenched, or  folks seem a little bit more willing to move on some issues that have been polarized in the past, we could organize that.



MEMBER BROWN:  I don't think the results are quite what you think they are going to be, having been in another long meeting this week on that topic, so -- but you know, it's worth exploring.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Rick and then Matt.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I just wanted to come back to my assertion that a vast majority of people believe that we ought to improve preschool for low income kids and to help them get ready for school, but that there is huge uncertainty about how best to do that, how to do that in an efficient way, how much should be the government provision, how much should be other provision, what the organization should be and so forth.



So this seems like an obvious place for us to push the idea that if we are going to make progress we have to experiment with different things and have evaluations that in fact provide feedback on areas where we have this great uncertainty.



And this would be an easy place to put in that idea. I --



CHAIR EDLEY:  John.



MEMBER KING:  I completely agree with experiments, I just want to be clear about the choices that districts and states confront.



So I was with a superintendent yesterday. He's got 1,500 pre-K slots. He's got 1,800 pre-K kids, and he doesn't have the money -- so there are 300 poor kids in his district that aren't going to have pre-K.



And I just want us to have a clear position that they ought to have pre-K. We should definitely evaluate. I am a big believer in assessment, and looking at what is effective in achieving kindergarten readiness, but I just want to continue to advocate for a clear position that pre-K ought to be universal for low income kids.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Do we want to say that pre-K access for low income kids is the first priority and then expanding it to early childhood should follow? Do people feel comfortable with saying that?



MEMBER RUIZ:  -- it gets rationed off based on that basis, that we now have a demographic map that we overlay with where the centers are and see the funding goes to the highest-need areas. 



MEMBER REBELL:  Well I think I want to endorse what John was saying. I think our language does appear, but maybe it should be strengthened.



I mean I think we are all on record as saying not rationing in some order, but that every high-need poverty kid has a right to access.



And if I am understanding Chris correctly he is saying let's make it 100 percent clear that we are talking about an immediate right of access to pre-K and then we are also saying that over time, that should be extended to birth to early -- birth to three or whatever -- however you define early childhood.



And I think we pretty much have consensus on that, and strongly worded.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, so can we go back and just try to give us give us guidance on the -- whether we take on the organizational issues? 



I mean I'd be in favor of it at least as an example -- preschool and early childhood as an example to put into bucket six that talks about efficiency.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  I think taking on those kinds of sacred cows that have caused problems in the system, haven't been effective, haven't delivered what we expected, are among the kinds of things we have to do.



If we know that these things aren't working, but yet there's still a need to fill that area, that space with something that is effective, we have to talk about it.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So we need to be controversial enough for people to talk about what we do, but not so controversial that we are laughed out of town.



So we agree we will do -- we will take about the pre-K and then, it should all be financed with property tax. Did I get that right?



(LAUGHTER)



CHAIR EDLEY:  Sandra?



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  Chris you took me out of turn, so I'll come back now. The issue -- I think one, again, if you are taking this back to what are the things that are really contributors to inequity again, and I think again the point was, and the reason it made it to this list was, it was saying that early childhood or access to early education, pre-K education, was a critical factor in -- and this underlying problem of equity.



So should it have its own place on board, I think it should, I think that makes a lot of sense; talking about it as early learning opportunities, because that could be in a Head Start setting. That could be in a formalized, aligned pre-K with the district, it could be in home settings that are supplemented by or educated by state systems of early childhood.



And I just wanted to offer that in Pennsylvania there's been a lot of work done around how do you align public, private, for profits, how do you get all these sectors to work together around a common definition of high-standards, high-quality, early childhood education.



And so they have done some things that have kind of gotten those different communities talking to each other and agreeing on a common -- I guess almost a ratings system, they have a star system, Keystone Stars I think it's called.



So I would suggest you look at that, because I think that's what we are trying to get to, again not necessarily being prescriptive about it has to be done in this one way, but I think the idea is that we do want universal access, and we want guaranteed access, particularly for low income children, who are not -- who are already seeing the achievement gap before getting to kindergarten.



So if we are trying to deal with equity, it is a critical component, and we have to figure out how do we guarantee access for those who are unable to find it in any other way.



So I think framing it in that way, again, is not -- not stepping on someone's toes, but again we are defining it as a must have, because I think in one of our previous conversations we also said we needed to define the must haves in education, and we laid this out as one of those critical must haves.



MEMBER MILLER:  Whose are the toes that we are worried about? Can someone articulate it as to --



CHAIR EDLEY:  The HHS grantees are upset with the notion of merging the administration of the two sides of the equation, and number one -- and then relatedly it's the difference in how the funding flows in Head Start directly to the locals versus through the state.



So I am assuming that what we would be talking about is moving to a state-administered system with multiple components that are coordinated and then articulated.



MEMBER MILLER:  What about pre-K vouchers? Wasn't that an idea somewhere, even in -- for a long time?



MEMBER BROWN:  That's been fought over in D.C. That was about 30 years ago I guess.



CHAIR EDLEY:  That was in the Eisenhower report. No, I'm kidding.



MEMBER BROWN:  These things have been fought over and we have --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Zero consensus or evidence.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well we don't have any -- we don't have federal -- unlike other advanced country, we don't have any federal investment except for Head Start, which is federal and local.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Some states have essentially a voucher-type system where they give stipends to families for --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Do we know anything about whether that results in better outcomes for those kids.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  I don't know. It would be interesting -- because Maryland is one of the places that has had a stipend system for low income families for childcare and preschool, so it would be interesting, as the NRC is looking at this, for them to see if there is any literature on it.



MEMBER MILLER:  I was just trying to build on the Chris Edley universal, weighted student funding national voucher before the lunch break.



(LAUGHTER)



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes right.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Can I have one other caution, just because we -- the Erikson Institute was mentioned earlier. As we talk about kindergarten readiness and being -- understanding where kids are before they go to kindergarten, there's a lot fear in the early childhood community right now about preschool testing and the image that, you know, you hear some people talk about is like all the kids are going to sit down and be given bubble tests, you know Scantron.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh, it's not just me.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  So I think you know being clear that the kind of assessments we are talking about are the kind of widely-used, individually-administered assessments, would be potentially productive, because otherwise that image is likely to cause a lot of push back.



MEMBER ALI:  And then tying it back to sort of gauging quality, right.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So it depends on what the purpose is, but you know, the way that I would immediately think of evaluating Head Start programs or these programs, is at age six or seven, not at age four.



And so that's -- if you mean it as a way to diagnose what the kid needs, that's not going to do it. But if you mean it as a way of assessing how the system is doing, there's no reason to think of that you have to have a measure at the end of the preschool experience.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well, when we use the term kindergarten readiness though, people will be thinking about what would you be doing at age four or five.



CHAIR EDLEY:  And I'd also say as a practical matter, I think what many schools are trying to do is, when the kid arrives in kindergarten, they are trying to figure out how far along is this kid, what's their vocabulary, do they have any numeracy --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  They sit down and they do a one on one -- that's just the image out there.



MEMBER ALI:  That's right.



MEMBER KING:  So we have in New York essentially a universal -- very underfunded, universal pre-K program that is essentially a voucher program but very little evaluation of the effectiveness.



And I think we need probably all three sets of effectiveness measures: we need a kindergarten readiness measure; a how the students do over time in school, which is I think to Rick's point; and then I also think we need some input evaluation, some what do these programs look like, what are they doing.



There are some things we know. A program that has no books in the room is probably not as good as a program that does have books in the room, and those kinds of things.



But we do very little monitoring either. We just give the money and hope for the best and that's not really working for us.



MEMBER ALI:  Can I flesh out a little bit what you meant by evaluation?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Yes, no no, exactly, I mean what we are trying to do is have programs that prepare disadvantaged kids to compete successfully in school, and so what we want to do is evaluate whether there are particular types of programs that do better than others, and when they get in school.



That's precisely what I mean, and if we are evaluating the characteristics of programs and so forth, as opposed to the end of the year monitoring, which is probably also important, but we have to start thinking about linking students to their subsequent success.



CHAIR EDLEY:  And I like the point that -- implicit in what you are saying, that if you have got to be -- the kids are -- if the kids are coming out of a program, showing up at the kindergarten not ready to learn, having lots of bells and whistles in the program is no excuse.



Okay. I think we have got enough to push that number forward. Can we --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  A quick check. Rick had earlier raised the issue about input standards on early childhood. Do we -- this is just a question, I don't have a position on it -- do we stay away from things like the NAEYC standards on early childhood and all of that, as part of this?



MEMBER REBELL:  Well wait a minute. I thought we left this open and you were going to have the NRC do some research about --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Okay, if that's what --



CHAIR EDLEY:  I mean I wouldn't want to embrace any particular set of standards or even any element unless it's got a good research base to it, because otherwise we ought to be saying -- yes, using these things as illustrative but saying that we need an evaluation framework -- a research framework to make decisions.



Okay. Number three. Okay.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  Chris, just one initial comment. In the title, just the recommendations, successful recruiting, preparation and retention, I just think we need to highlight the preparation component as well.



CHAIR EDLEY:  All right and I think it's -- and career professional supports enrichments, so the whole PD, professional development piece as well. It's not just retaining, it's continuing to -- yes.



MEMBER MILLER:  Are we doing comments on three?



CHAIR EDLEY:  We are.



MEMBER MILLER:  Can I -- is this me? Maybe I am -- my big worry about the way things like this are phrased, is it's kind of the nice sort of exhortation pabulum without really concrete things about what it would take to recruit and retain better teachers.



It's no -- see I believe money is a huge, huge piece of that. It's also the working conditions and school leadership etcetera.



But unless we are really concrete about what the agenda is, I think we are just blowing smoke, and we should be putting down, you know, that that means, you know, salaries are going to have to probably go up from x to y for new people.



That's a big problem because we have got a whole core that chose the career based on existing parameters, and we don't want to and don't need to give a raise to everybody who is currently in the profession if we want to get better people in.



But unless we have a real conversation here, it just seems like a bunch of pabulum.



CHAIR EDLEY:  You have to inhale if you are going to blow smoke. Rick. I don't know what the Department is doing, but I don't think they are inhaling.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I think this is good smoke. The part that I don't see here, that seems to be missing, is the part about ineffective teachers.



And if you are going to talk about salary raises for effective teachers, you have to decide whether you are going to raise the salaries of ineffective teachers at the same time, or whether you are going to keep them in the system.



And to me that's the thing that you have to discuss.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Linda?



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  I would not disagree with that, that you know, that part of the conceptualization of the career is you know, the question of evaluation as well, and what to do with ineffective teachers.



The leadership piece is also missing here, that in fact, the thing that you know, school leaders have more to do with effectiveness of whole schools, and they certainly have to do with recruiting and retaining teachers and all the rest of it.



So I would just add that as we are trying to figure it out, and to Matt's point, I am not sure where we will want to be on exactly what we propose, but we can certainly provide some of the information, like the recent international report from OECD which showed that U.S. schoolteachers are paid, you know, 60 percent of what other college-educated workers are paid, and you can look at that in relation to what other countries are doing and draw some inferences about some of the issues that underlie the teaching profession as a whole.



The other piece that goes to the efficiency point is that we spend less of our dollar -- way less of our education dollar on teacher salaries than some other countries do, and they organize the use of resources differently, which is something that at some point we may want to take up.



MR. DANNENBERG:  Michael Dannenberg as opposed to Martha, but I would be remiss for not channeling her, and Dennis Van Roekel who mentioned in I think the second Commission meeting that we should be raising the bar for entry into the profession and ensuring that full licensure and certification is based on performance, which may -- Rick's point as well, and I think that needs to be called out here, if for no other reason because Dennis raised it, but I know it's as well Martha and the Secretary's position as well.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So, with some trepidation, let me give a little -- my basic reaction to this is exactly what Matt said, and I think even that this is smoked pabulum, kind of thing, and I think we have said a couple of things that give it a little bit more substance.



But I think that if you want to elevate the profession you don't do that just by raising salaries. I think you have to redefine the roles and expectations also, otherwise I think the impression is that you are raising salaries but perhaps not getting anything all that different.



So I think we have to -- I think you have to do two things. I think you have to talk about how the teachers' roles and the expectations of teachers are going to change, and I think we have to say more about the way in which teacher preparation or licensing is going to be different.



I mean how substantively does it have to change in order to, in combination with redefined roles, in fact elevate the profession, so the thing I -- the analogy, the loose analogy that I used with the NRC people we met with on Monday was when you took the nursing profession, Rns, and you added nurse practitioners and physician's assistants, that was talking about actually changing the roles and broadening the responsibilities and raising salaries and changing the training.



I mean it was a whole package, and then viewing the nursing function as a team effort that involved these different kinds of professionals.



And I think that what we did with board-certified teachers, master teachers, whatever, is like a pale imitation of that kind of aspiration, because we gave people gold stars but we didn't really change their function.



Some of them got little salary bumps, but we didn't actually change the way their jobs were defined or the schools functioned or anything like that, and it wasn't part of an overall package in the way that I hope our recommendations will be.



So I suppose, I guess what I'm saying, just to close that off, is I'd like to fill in this combined problem of what do we -- what's our improved vision of what teachers as a profession will be doing with our kids, and then what's the kind of training that's needed and how can the training system be reformed, bludgeoned, given incentives to move to that -- to what we want?



Ralph has been waving his hand.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Yes, I agree with everything you just said, and the way I look at this is there's one missing piece that's standing in the way.



So you have a pipeline issue because generations ago you had some of the best and brightest women in our nation becoming teachers because they could only become teachers or nurses, and that was it.



Now, with the salary structure being what it is, et cetera et cetera, the best and brightest go off and so some other things and so the pipeline coming in is somewhat messed up.



We can get it back with some more incentives on the front end. It has to be a more respected profession.



You hit, Chris, very much on part of the second piece: once they are in we want to make sure that they have got the credentials to be really good. We want more rigorous standards.



But then we have to have an evaluation system with the right incentives. So you have things like NCLB and state standards which are tying teacher evaluations solely to student performance on test scores.



PARTICIPANT:  That's just not true.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  It really is -- I'm telling you what I have seen -- what school districts do in Illinois, what they .



PARTICIPANT:  Well that's different from what the law says --



MEMBER MARTIRE:  But no, what they do is they teach to the test, because they are rewarded and evaluated on the test scores, so if we want to incentivize teachers to go back to being teachers of critical thinking and lateral thought and deep and rich and broad then the evaluation of teachers has to be something much more than tied into test scores.



MEMBER ALI:  Absolutely, so -- where we -- to get at that sort of teaching to the test phenom, I am wondering if through the anecdotes and the case studies of high-performing schools, we would also be able to show, sort of, what's good pedagogy and what's not, right?



Because -- because in those places that are the most successful, as evidenced by one indicator, which is test scores, you would see the opposite of this sort of drill and kill and rote teaching.



And I think some of Mike's districts and certainly some of Linda's work in California are the places we could go to show that.



It would also be really important I think to make it clear here if the Commission is also in agreement, in yet another vehicle, though I know the Department is trying to find all sorts of vehicles to make it clear, that in no way would we suggest that it ought to be tied to a single test score or single days of test scores.



But what we have now is a system that does the opposite, right, where most don't even look at any kind of improvement on student achievement as indicia of how strong a teacher is, and it's trying to think what the group was trying to do in these recommendations is shift that paradigm to one that sort of drills that.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  I think that's a crucial part of how you are going to encourage teachers to be better teachers going forward, is the evaluation system and the incentives created in that.



And this gets to some of Rick's point on how you evaluate Head Start or anything else. You look at kids that are six and seven. Are they performing better academically? Are they understanding more complex concepts than they would have, if not at -- etcetera etcetera then their demographic base.



And I think that that's just hugely important and I can tell you I have talked to the teachers. I have been in the schools where they say they have stopped teaching depth and breadth in their subject matter because they want to show test score improvement, and so they do the drill.



And this is increasingly happening in middle income communities now, because that's all that gets in the paper, and that's all that people talk about.



And when you have a system that I think is scarce of the resource it needs to provide a quality education, of course the rational decision is teach to what you are evaluated on.



So we really have to break that incentive if we are going to see fundamental improvement.



MEMBER KING:  I think part of what is needed here is more specificity in the language to say very specifically multiple measures with student achievement as one of the measures, differentiating performance -- I think there are things we could -- I think there would be consensus around and I just think we need to get to a finer level of detail.



And on the last point about teaching to the test, although I worry a ton about that, I still think we should have student achievement as one of the measures, as part of a multiple measure evaluation system.



But the other thing is the tests have to be better, which is a separate issue and I think it's something that is somewhat reflected in number four and could be fleshed out more in number four, that the measures of student achievement that are used to inform evaluations have to be rigorous, have to actually assess college and career-ready skills.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Mike and Cindy.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, I've got kind of a multi-parter. I agree with the last part of this conversation about the kind of the multi-dimensional aspect of the teacher evaluation stuff.



I have been -- I'll bow to Linda's expertise on this, but in looking at some of Ron Ferguson's work on the MET studies, it seems to me that he has got some very interesting new kind of angles on this that we might want to kind of fold into this work -- yes, yes -- into this because it has a lot to do with kind of what the definition of effective teaching is.



Point number two is we might in some part of the narrative here say something about the diversity of the teaching force, which I think has a bearing on equity issues.



Third point, on number -- on E, this is one of those that falls into Matt's pablum category. I don't know many school districts that wouldn't say that their professional development was targeted on improving student achievement, yet we all know that millions and hundreds of millions of dollars is spent on professional development with nothing to do with student achievement and no demonstrable effect on student achievement.



So this might be one of those areas where we turn the NRC loose on -- or Linda loose on articulating what effective professional development is that contributes to student achievement, and then final point, on the management structures, B, it seems related to the comparability issue that -- it was under finance but we didn't quite get to the comparability thing explicitly in our morning conversation, so at some point we may want to either --



MEMBER BROWN:  Okay, when we were talking about teacher preparation several speakers ago, I just wanted to say we need to put in the notion of being more selective in who we admit into teacher preparation programs, so that we don't rely everything on a competency-based or performance-based test at the end. We should have -- be sure we are bringing in good candidates.



But I just want to say about Illinois, I think Ralph's problem is he's in Illinois, because the interesting thing about Illinois -- 



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER BROWN:  No, the interesting thing about Illinois is that in a bipartisan way, and with the unions at the table, they have worked out a new evaluation system, a new tenure system, through several pieces of legislation.



But in their evaluation system they refuse to rely on the state test, and they are developing other ways of getting at the student achievement.



So they can then -- no they don't  have to -- you can have an evaluation with other ways of doing it. I mean, it's a state that really is unhappy with its state test. That's all I wanted to say.



CHAIR EDLEY:  No, go back and say -- but go back to before you started talking about the testing you said -- oh -- more selective for teacher prep.



Could you say a little bit about how that might be brought about?



MEMBER BROWN:  Well actually this is more Linda's territory, but when you look at --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Taller people.



MEMBER BROWN:  Finland and Korea and these other places where they let in 10 percent of their applicants, the problem -- we have too many people in teacher -- we have too many teacher preparation programs, we have too many people that we are training in them and then who don't go into teaching, and we have too many -- we all have seen that -- we have too many kids that are going on to college that aren't prepared for college and when they run into difficulty in the harder major they take, they then go into education.



And so that's why we end up -- this is very tough stuff to talk about, but there is no question that the quality of teachers in general has gone down over the years, because of who is going into the profession.



But I mean, Linda spends her life on this stuff and I dabble in it.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well I would just say that in that area and many others, it's highly variable across states. You have some states that have really raised their standards, and they have minimum test scores and minimum grade point averages to get into teacher ed and others that don't, and so you do see this decline in some places.



And in a few places you see that they have tried to push against it, which may be instructive to us, because there are ways that they have achieved greater selectivity in some places by you know, raising standards as well as salaries.



I wanted to simply volunteer, per Mike's reference, to contribute to the professional development question. We have just finished a big study, three-stage study of professional development.



But there's one interesting take away from that, which is that there was a review of the experimental studies on professional development that looked at changes in student test scores and teacher practices as a result of professional development, and they found very large gains in achievement for programs of professional development that had several features which also were at least 50 hours of professional development on a given topic, and no effect of drive-by workshops, you know, the one-day workshops.



At the same time we found that the proportion of teachers in the United States getting nothing but drive-by workshops has gone up over the last few years.



So the proportion of teachers getting the good stuff that makes a difference in student achievement is very tiny, like you are way, way, way under half.



And so I think there are some policy implications of that, that we could -- that we could draw out.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I just have to ask you which experimental studies you are talking about, because the two -- my candidates for the two very best IES studies ever were on professional development of early reading and middle school math, and after two years, they found no impact of very substantial, intensive programs on very specific problems.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND: Characterize the treatment, so you know, the treatment didn't differ much from the control. You couldn't characterize the control or the treatment.



But these are not those studies. These are -- but I can send you the --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  It's the AIR study, it's the two AIR studies that --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Yes, there have been about a dozen, well-controlled, experimental studies, and this review did find that a lot of professional development did not make a gain in student achievement. Only a limited number of professional development treatments have made a strong effect, and those shared certain features.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Stuart, did you guys -- you haven't done a thing on -- okay, but we'll certainly include this in your assignment. Okay.



So here -- I -- so my difficulty with this is that I think of the problem of fixing professional development, where we do spend a couple of billion dollars, as analogous to the problem of fixing teacher education, and that is to say it's professional development to do what, to play what kind of role, and we got to be clear about that before we can really say how we want professional development to evolve other than saying we want it to be better.



And I think that, going back to Cindy's point about the entrance thing, I go back to my analogy, I mean the entrance requirements for getting into a physician's assistant's program are a lot more serious than the requirements for getting into an RN program, which are a lot more serious than the requirements for getting into a licensed practical nurse program.



There's a career ladder there, and there's a differentiation of roles, and with that comes a differentiation in salaries and training and entrance requirements and all the rest of it.



If we had a lead teacher role that involved more professional judgment in matching pedagogy to individual student needs, then that would imply a different kind of training to prepare somebody for making those kinds of strategic judgments about a child's education program, and one could even imagine having a new and distinct certification -- accreditation program for the institutions that offer that kind of training.



So I guess what I'm thinking is that one way to approach this would be to say we need to beef up the accreditation process for the bazillion teacher training programs that already exist.



Another way to think about it is that we would have -- we would create a new accreditation system for these uberteachers, or lead teachers, or whatever you wanted to call them, let the NGA come together and figure out what those standards ought to be, just like they were figuring out what the core standards ought to be, and let them figure out what a licensing test -- licensing examination that fits those job responsibilities would look like, so that it be a national not a federal exercise.



But then you would have -- you would have these institutions competing to get this new kind of accreditation, slowly reinventing themselves, rather than actually trying to go out and reform a huge variety of existing programs. We would kind of be starting fresh with a new model, and it's like moving from propeller planes to jet planes. You didn't try to go and shut down all the propeller factories and force them to learn how to build jet planes; you just started making jet planes and over time, that became where almost all of the action was, because it was higher-value product in the market.



So I don't know if that's the right analogy but --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So why do you jump immediately to better license? I mean why is licensure the right way to approach this problem?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, I -- look there are good and bad things about licenses right? The bad thing is the anti-competitive guild notion of licensing. The good thing is the consumer protection, you know what you are buying aspect of it.



So the idea of a bar exam in law is in part because lawyers want to have a monopoly and keep other people out and regulate the number of lawyers that are created.



But the better purpose is to make sure that totally incompetent aren't hanging out their shingles to commit malpractice.



And so I think --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  And we are worried that our schools are such bad consumers of people that they won't be able to make any of these judgments?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes. That's part of the problem, but the other part of the problem is we want to increase the supply of the people who are --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well you don't increase the supply by putting more restrictions on it.



CHAIR EDLEY:  No, you increase the supply by creating the physician's assistant's role, which attracts a higher-quality person who is going to earn more money, because you have made the job different. You have made the job more ambitious and more responsible.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  But you don't have to do that through licensure. You can do that through making attractive career ladders in schools.



And so to start at the end of licensure in hopes that that filters through into the way schools are organized and use people, seems to be several steps removed from what you are interested in.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  I think some of the schools -- the schools where many of the students we are talking about, low income students, students of color, more than -- I think specialization may be a word that would fit better than the ladder if you would, that they are -- there are a variety and such a diversity of needs and competencies that we need more specialization within the profession, and that it's becoming a little easier maybe to define what some of those specialists should look like, and that we need to develop more tracks that someone going into education can move into, rather than just elementary school, middle school and high school teachers.



So maybe we want to talk about -- or investigate what some of that specialization may look like, especially in schools in large, urban districts and other districts where you have large numbers of children in need=, like we are talking about. So I would think that may be one way to kind of, Chris, get at a point that you are making.



And I would also suggest that in looking at the competencies, that we are not just talking about academic qualifications, that one of the challenges I think that is being seen in the teaching profession more and more is that the misfit if you would between the people coming into the classroom and the needs of the students sitting in front of them and that individual's ability to bridge that gap -- cultural competencies, flexibility, the kind of person that is in a large urban district that is under-resourced and over burdened, that's a unique kind of person, and we need to kind of say that I think, and if we are going to talk about I guess fleshing this out as, again, as a big bullet, we need to think about some of those competencies, and how do we look at developing them, how do we look at recruiting for them, and also, how do we speak to the multiple pathways now into the profession, that it's not just colleges of education, troops to teachers and second career and career changers; but yet you want a standard platform or quality, so how do you ensure that these various routes still have some kind of filters that are bringing the same kinds of qualifications, qualities and competencies, no matter what the route is.



So I think those are some of the points we would want to get at and help districts and policy makers think about how do you develop systems that have those kind of checkpoints, because it's not a one size fits all, nor a one path now into this profession, it's a very different approach coming into the classroom, especially for districts that are struggling to fill teaching slots.



They are going everywhere they can find -- overseas and Teach for America and all kinds of routes to fill those classrooms, but yet they have to get to the same quality outcomes.



So I think those are some of the things that we need to incorporate in this section that would, I think, give some meaning, and kind of get away from what Matt was concerned about.



MEMBER MILLER:  Can I add one thought to that though, because I think the -- all those problems you describe are totally right, but the reason they are struggling is because the profession as a structure today doesn't attract enough good people into it, and I think we have to be honest about that, that we have got -- we are a country that is basically relying on mediocre students and expecting them to become good teachers, especially of poor kids, and that's a formula for national decline, I think, and the top=performing countries in the world recruit and retain from the top.



McKinsey did this, we drew on Linda's work, it's selective, there's money -- the way to put the money thing is it's competitive for those caliber students given the dynamics of their labor market.



That's the only assessment you can make. Here, if you are a poor student you can become -- go to a hedge fund. Maybe that's not what you do in Finland.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  I'm sorry, I want to challenge that a little bit, because I think the other thing though, it's not -- just not attracting enough of the good folks, we are already -- you have districts that could supply their own future teacher needs if they thought of their very students as being the potential workforce.



So you also have selecting out. I mean you are writing off half of the core we could be recruiting for some of the very -- we are under-developing them.



So I think there are a number of, again, barriers and impediments that we need to look at, and part of it is growing your own -- there are different strategies that I think we may want to talk to, because we are writing off --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  But those are not at odds,  I mean those are really complementary analyses I think, and if you look at a place -- you know when Connecticut decided back in the '80s that they were going to raise the quality of the teaching force, they raised the salaries to number one in the nation, to Matt's point, and they raised standards way, way above what they had been.



CHAIR EDLEY:  For who gets the licensure.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  For who got in, you had to take tests to become a teacher, you know, they put in place forgivable loans and scholarships, and all kinds of things, they raised the expectations for schools of education.



Within three years they went from shortages to surpluses, within five years they went to most incoming teachers being from the top third of their colleges and mostly from selected colleges.



So they changed the complexion of the teaching force, but they had to do a lot of things at once to do it, and they also put in place a performance assessment to essentially to get tenure.



But I wanted to go back to Sandra's really --



CHAIR EDLEY:  That's a great box.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  important --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Connecticut.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Yes, I wanted to go back to a very important point of --



MEMBER MILLER:  Linda's written that box four or five times I think.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well after about -- they kept it going for 15 years and the last few years they have lots some of those policies, but that's the story of American school reform.



But your point about all the pathways I think takes us back to the importance of a different way of conceptualizing licensure, because where licensure is bad is when the requirements to be licensed have no relationship to whether you can do the job, and then they become just barriers and impediments, and they screw up the labor market.



So what you want is something that gives you really good information about people coming through a variety of pathways, because you want to leave these opportunities open, have met that standard that you talked about.



And I want to go back to Michael's very quietly made point about performance based licensure, that we need to have a way to have a way to have an assessment like a good bar exam or a medical 

licensure exam or an engineering exam, that lets people in on a basis that is closely related to whether they can do the job.



And so the -- an idea that the Department has put forth, that other people are working on, is this idea of teacher performance assessment for licensure.



We have one in California, Berkeley and Stanford and others were involved in creating it. We have some evidence that it predicts who is going to be effective. It looks at whether you actually can teach, and 20-some states are trying to pilot something like that.



There's a way that you could move the profession by saying let's have a lot of routes to prepare and get ready to teach, but let's have a clear bar that actually says can you teach, and by the way this assessment, unlike most of the teacher tests that exist, which do not predict effectiveness -- there's lots of studies on that -- and which are generally very discriminatory in their outcomes, this assessment shows no disparate impact by race of candidate.



There is a little bit of a gender effect. The women do better than the men, but you know, that's probably accurate data.



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  But my point is that we should push the edge of the envelope on this, because if you could get a good indicator, and get rid of the barriers that are meaningless to licensure, you know, it shouldn't just be seat time, it shouldn't just be, you know, have you taken this batter of specific courses, but can you do it, can you teach.



You could also use that as information for accreditation, and for program approval, and if programs can't get people ready to show that they can teach, then they should, you know, have to demonstrate improvement or go away.



So at some point these 1,400 programs that we have, does have to get to some smaller number of programs that actually can prepare teachers to teach, because there's -- there are still places treating teacher education as a cash cow and letting anyone into it and all the rest of it.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Linda, what would be involved in raising accreditation standards and how would -- what would have to happen for that to --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well I don't know how to -- I don't know how to talk about the current situation because the two accrediting bodies in teacher education are about to merge into one, and we will sort of see what that ends up being.



They both say that they will look for outcome-based evidence for teacher education, and I think that that is a useful thing.



And so you could look for outcomes like do your people go into teaching, I mean actually, do they stay, can they demonstrate that they are proficient on a performance assessment, what kind of evidence is there about the effects of those teachers later on student learning with better tests, you know, and all the other caveats that people have made about that.



But you could -- you could encourage the existing affirmations of the accrediting bodies to say that they are going to be increasingly moving towards outcomes-based evidence.



But you should also, I think, like other accrediting bodies, look for some very strong features of programs, I mean, you can't be accredited as a hospital or a as a medical school if you don't offer certain things, you know, you don't let people go in to become surgeons unless they have had some practice and you know, training.



So -- but you want to minimize what was the old style, just you know, 32 credits of this, and 15 credits that, and the seat time and all of that, which has not been organized around a quality dimension.



You want to put in place the features of programs that have been highly effective as things to be looked at at least, and you want to have some serious outcome indicators about what programs can do.



And I think that's almost within grasp. So while this would be a place where we would be edgy, I don't think we would be completely out in outer space because there's enough work going on to make it plausible that something like that could happen.



CHAIR EDLEY:  And the accreditation institutions are regulated by the Department of Education?



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  They are, so the Department does have some --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Sway over the process.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  something to do there. I'm not sure exactly what but they have something to do.



MEMBER ALI:  And which Department, state?



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  No, Department of Education approves accreditors.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Don't you guys do it?



MR. DANNENBERG:  That's right, in fact they are up for recognition right now, the teacher -- two accreditors which are looking to merge as Linda pointed out, are seeking recognition by the Department of Education, and if they are recognized, then all -- it's very valuable to them, because all sorts of state policies are keyed on the premise of being recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So what would happen if you changed your standards for -- if -- so you could not recognize them if you thought that they were not making the bar high enough?



MR. DANNENBERG:  Federal law has it in currently some very detailed requirements of what's expected of accrediting bodies, and we follow that. That doesn't mean that this Commission couldn't propose changing what the minimum federal bar is for recognizing an accrediting body.



Secretary Spellings pursued this aggressively in the last administration with a great deal of controversy and was eventually beaten back by Congress, but again, this Commission has a free hand.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  How do you deal with Sandra's point, though, about the very diverse entry points into education? I mean this is all aimed at making a better education school.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well no I mean, if all -- certainly in California we have a wide range of pathways of programs, intern programs, alternative routes of many kinds etcetera.



They all have to be approved. They all to be accredited. And in fact I think it makes it more plausible to have diversity if you have a clear performance standard, then some people can meet that standard one way and some can meet it another way and they can meet it in different amounts of time and the key is that the performance standard has to be strongly related to the capacity to teach, so that it actually makes sense as a standard.



But all of those different pathways, in most places now, are held to some standards. Right now they are pretty divergent in many places.



CHAIR EDLEY:  But what about this -- I think we are getting at is what about the selection into teacher training programs?



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well, you know, if you -- you have some choices there. You can go the route that Connecticut did of you know, kind of raising salaries and raising standards and putting in place forgivable loans and scholarships which were targeted to recruit minorities, to recruit men, to recruit --



CHAIR EDLEY:  But did they put a front-end screen on the teacher --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Yes, there was a front-end screen. But in order to maintain diversity, if you are going to have a screen, you also have to have higher salaries and more financial supports so that you are also increasing -- you are increasing the selectivity and the diversity of the pool at the same time.



The best program for that is the North Carolina Teaching Fellows which has been around for 20 years. It brings a disproportionate numbers of males, minority students, math and science teachers, special ed teachers, into the profession, hundreds a year. They stay at very high rates, they, you know, go -- they have a -- their college education is completely paid for and it's very selective. You have to have a very high GPA in high school.



And then they have put in place in some communities that have high needs, sort of cadet programs to get more kids ready so that they can get this fellowship so that you build a pipeline, but you are not sacrificing the expectation of high standards. You are building the pool and the resources to enable people to meet the standard and to bring diversity into the teaching force and get people to come back to the communities.



MEMBER ALI:  So I just want to flesh this out a little bit because this is -- I think we have enough to be able to take what we have heard and build upon what you see.



But just so that I am clear, a couple of the things that have traditionally third rails, that I feel like we busted through in this.



Alternative routes -- okay so long as there is a standard, right, so we are sort of busting through this idea that it's either alternative or traditional schools and somehow they are against one another.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  But it's a standard on the output correlated to teaching. It's not a standard on --



PARTICIPANT:  It's not a how many courses did you take standard, it's a performance standard.



MEMBER ALI:  Right it's a performance and so that brings me to my second question, so in articulating a vision for what that performance standard could look like, we are building on -- I mean what comes to mind is kind of a Louisiana-esque model for seeing what happens to their candidates when they go into the field, right, so tracking both whether they stay, whether they are successful, where they go to -- so if we unpack that, would it give us some of the ingredients for what this output should look like?



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  I think that could be a component of it.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  And then you also need something to determine when somebody is ready to teach, and that needs to be based on a performance that is highly correlated with what they are going to do in the classroom and that is predictive about whether they are going -- likely to be effective.



MEMBER ALI:  And is that, Michael, tied -- I mean I am not seeing a clear -- I can see evidence in the Louisiana and sort of in the current third rails on the first two points. It's hard for me to see where we could go to go deeper on the predictive value.



MEMBER BROWN:  Linda's done that work in California.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well I haven't done it, but a bunch of people have done it, and I have talked about it.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, I mean, she wrote a paper for us about it.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Yes, I wrote a paper for CAP about it.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  The percentage of teachers going through that test now is pretty low in California still, right?



MEMBER ALI:  Are you talking about the TPA?



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Yes, well the better-validated version of the California test is being used with about 40 percent of California's entering teachers now. There is another version which has not been tested in terms of its predictive validity that some other teachers are taking. It's kind of two versions of the requirement.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  And California is the success case?



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well, it's just started. The -- well, it's just a new policy for entrance. But that version that has done the predictive validity studies is the version that other states are now piloting.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well California is 47th in the nation in terms of student performance, so whenever we hold up California as the example I always want to check a little bit more on where the evidence comes from because --



CHAIR EDLEY:  It has the most powerful incentive to innovate.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  It has the most powerful something, but it's not --



MEMBER ALI:  Well but I don't -- I do -- I mean I do want to unpack that a little bit, because if this is such an important issue and this does sound like something that we would go pretty long on, right, that I don't hear the group suggesting that this relatively new thing in California -- it's how old I mean --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Yes, this is a couple -- a few years of people coming in, so it's not going to transform the result -- 



MEMBER ALI:  I'm not seeing a direct correlation between this, what sounds like a very good idea that's pretty research-based and I think got widespread support from a really diverse range of folks on the ideological spectrum, and then its poor performance overall, right?



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well, the key is whether people who do well on this assessment produce stronger gains in student achievement, and that is evidence that has been collected, and bigger studies are going on now to continue to look at larger and larger samples of that.



But that's the question we should ask about any of these things, is do we have any evidence that if you do this, and people engage in it, that it has anything to do with student learning.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  There are two alternative ways of looking at the world. One is that you try to guess at who is going to do well and put up barriers for those that you guess aren't going to and let others through, and the other is to look at who does well.



And I actually prefer the looking at who does well over trying to set hurdles that are quite tenuous by all of our evidence, with actual performance in the classroom.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't think you really believe that. I mean you wouldn't -- you wouldn't --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  That was probably the funniest thing you have said today. What do you mean I don't believe it?



CHAIR EDLEY:  No, I mean I can't think of -- I mean I can't think of any job, certainly any professional job where I would randomly hire people and then just -- and see how they do --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  You're not talking about randomly hiring people, but --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Then so you're going to apply some kind of a screen.



MEMBER ALI:  No, what he's saying is that rather than enmesh ourselves in a poor performing state and seeing what they have done, I think if I'm hearing you right, is we would look at one of the top-performing states and sort of see what they have done.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, more than that it's asking whether the up-front, initial, regulatory structure is what leads to success or failure or --



Yes, it's exactly what I'm doing.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, but that's a losing argument.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well I knew, I'm in a room of lawyers, how could I possibly win?



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  It's always the same kids who are at risk, either because their districts don't pay well enough to attract good people or they don't have a good hiring person or whatever it may be, it's always the same kids who are at risk of having bad teachers, which we find out later.



You just would never do that for any profession.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  And just to pile on Linda's thing, the pipeline has two problems, and it's number one, less-qualified people are going into teaching because it pays a lower starting salary as we said before, but then generations passed when there were so few opportunities available to women.



But once teachers get into the system, the best-performing ones are highly encouraged to go the more affluent areas which pay significantly more.



So you have a squeeze at the front end of the pipeline and then once you do have a few quality teachers, you got squeezed once people are in the system, where the best and the brightest are going out to the more affluent communities, because that's where they are paid the most.



So that leaves very little quality for the vast majority.



MEMBER RUIZ:  -- raised our basic -- they cut scores significantly in our basic skills test and then limited the number of times that people were failing it 8, 9, 10 times.



And the only negative byproduct of this -- and we have a grow-your-own program -- 90 percent of the folks, I think 70-something plus failed it, the basic skills test, last November, over 90 percent minorities.



So the grow-your-own community is going crazy at us, saying it's got no correlation whatsoever to be pushing a good teacher, they are asking us to look at a different test, and so we are going to do that, but there is a lot -- and so the Latino caucus and the black caucus and the Illinois general assembly was kicking my butt saying what do you have against minority teachers.



CHAIR EDLEY:  And the answer there is, is this is a job-related test, I mean, I've two fifth-graders and I -- I don't want you to experiment on my kids to decide whether or not somebody should have been hired to teach them.



I'd like a reasonable degree of confidence. In fact I'd like as much confident as possible, as feasible, given our ability to predict.



But I also don't want you to use a screening tool that doesn't have predictive validity because that leads to discrimination among --



MEMBER ALI:  Just a second, Reed and then John.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  I would -- would you say Rick that of all the forms of licensure, one that's closest to a bar exam in the sense of if you can pass it you get to play, would be better, and the more predictive validity it has, I think everyone would agree.



And at least in the past, the California one was a requirement on top of all of your input requirements. It still is.



That big step forward that we might be willing to call for is more of a, you know, this in-depth assessment of the relevant factors on teaching, and then the kind of quid pro quo is taking out all of the input factors and seat time and various things and opening up to more because the thing that would get a lot of the people that Matt wants to get in the profession would be having to avoid the seat time, or to minimize it, to let a program that might very effective at teacher preparation more than half the time, and still get a very high passage rate on this teacher performance exam, then there's less money to -- that you are less in debt when you go into teaching because of the school's shorter time period.



So that kind of bar exam model for teaching would be, you know, very useful.



Generally, schools of education have opposed it because they see it as a huge attack on their revenue, well, their belief system, and that's where I think, Linda, if you get out and said you know, it should be a bar exam and you shouldn't have to.



Let's take the extreme case, right, every year there's you know, like six lawyers who pass the bar exam who didn't go to law school, but you know, it's symbolic.



Okay, okay, but you know, it's symbolic right, of -- and so you know, that helps, anyway. But that might be where to bring that to.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  I think it is kind of a -- it's a quid pro quo, it's saying let's have a meaningful bar.



MEMBER ALI:  Microphone Linda.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  It's a quid pro quo. You want to say let's have a meaningful standard, a meaningful bar, and then let's not fight so much about all the different ways of getting there.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So I'm not quite sure how this is relevant but okay, John. Okay then I'll give my irrelevant story.



MEMBER KING:  Very much agree with Reed. I would say the theme for me in this section there is that historically, effectiveness hasn't been what's driven our licensure standards, or our accreditation of preparation institutions, or our evaluation of teachers, or their compensation, or their promotion and their career ladder, and what we are calling for is changing all of that to align with effectiveness, using multiple measures including student achievement.



But I think it has to be a coherent story about how we are changing the entire pipeline, beginning to end.



MEMBER ALI:  And I think I just want to put a pin in that to follow up on, because I feel like we've -- this conversation is really focused on recruitment. The issue about retention feels like it's somewhat separate, though obviously related, and in that, do we need to tackle or deal with the issue of tenure?



So it doesn't have to be decided right now, but those are sort of lingering issues that we ought to come to sort of resolution on soon.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  That was the question I was just about to ask about the tenure and seniority issues or whether or not you want to consider that under distribution of teachers and comparability issues all as one big thing.



But I also wanted to ask about whether or not you wanted to add the issues related to paraprofessionals in this, and the use in so many poor schools of paraprofessionals, because there's another equity aspect to all of that.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  If I could just say on the paraprofessional issue, it's a huge equity aspect when it comes to the teaching of special education students and others, who end up getting disproportionately taught by paraprofessionals, and who have no -- for whom there is really no standard at all.



And if Karen Hawley Miles were here, she would say, you know, that the evidence is that having trained -- having a smaller number of trained people is better than having a larger number of untrained people, and so this is actually one of the issues in the American distribution of resources, particularly the kids who struggle, because they end up often being at the -- so I don't know if everybody would want to take that on, but I would certainly endorse it as something we talk about when we talk about -- at least to identify some of the studies that say how you purchase human resources makes a difference. We may not want to make recommendations about it, but we may want to point out that some of our traditional ways of allocating resources to kids have not been highly productive.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, I think we can talk about the -- the appropriate, the proper use and describe what that is, what that might be. It goes to the point Sandra was making about different roles, that different specializations. Tom?



MEMBER SAENZ:  Just wanted to get back to something that Ralph and Mike touched on a little bit, which is that it's been a very rich discussion first of all, and I think very valuable, and I've learned a lot and I think it's good to have it incorporated.



But we haven't really touched on the issue that's the latter third of B, and touched on by C, and while I like all of this discussion it's a little long term, and I think that we have to at least grapple with what may be really the third rail, which is the sorting and distribution issues that exist.



And maybe we don't have to have that conversation today. We spent a long time on the laundry list and we are only half way through it, but I want to make sure that I get a sense of how that's going to be fleshed out, maybe not the specifics of what will be there, but what is the process to do that.



I mean maybe it's not fair to have that conversation with Dennis and Randy both not here, but we have to grapple with that set of issues.



MEMBER ALI:  Absolutely, Tom, we should have that conversation here, at least lay the groundwork for what the future conversations will look like, because as Mike just intimated, it is the sort of kit and caboodle of the recommendations and the discourse to date that gave us this somewhat laundry list.



 Now underneath that though is I think where Mike is going also, is that where we would tackle the seniority provisions that give rise to the vacancies, that give rise to the churn in -- the vacancies in suburbs that give rise to the churn in some of the urban communities for example, is here where we deal with the comparability issue.



We -- the group had talked about it in the finance because that's where it sort of fit when you are talking about money in reauthorization and ensuring that that loophole is closed.



But it is very much about intra-district funding gaps that are caused by the 85 percent of where education dollars flow at the school level, and that's teacher salaries.



And so it is I think a question for discussion that doesn't have to be resolved here. That is certainly one way to help try and close that teacher equity gap, but without more it won't, right, it would -- it puts -- it puts it -- some power and responsibility in the district hand to look at it in terms of dollars and not just bodies, but it won't ensure a kind of equitable distribution.



So some of the things that we have heard about, as we re-read the transcripts, certainly the financial incentives as Matt has been mentioning, closing the loophole, really looking at the entry and getting the right, strong teachers in communities in which -- where they are from, right, and a little bit of grow-your-own but with higher standards.



But those are it in terms of the ideas that have emerged from the group, so we absolutely need to spend a lot more time thinking out of the box on ways to ensure equitable distribution of effective teaching, and --



MEMBER SAENZ:  The one thing I would add, it also has to be -- I hope the conversation would be about things that would have more immediate impact, because I'm sorry, if we don't -- if that's where go --



MEMBER ALI:  No no, that's the point, sort of raising that these are the things that we have talked about and we have got to go much bigger.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, so let me throw something out.



MEMBER SAENZ:  Folks outside this room and some of them inside the room are going to take steps that are going to be about more immediate -- of interest to the issue.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So if we talk about -- if you talk about disparities, and at what point do disparities become unacceptable, I don't mean as a legal matter, I mean as a social policy matter, at what point does a disparity become unacceptable, you have to answer, it seems to me, three questions.



One is you have to -- it should -- you have to figure out how you measure the disparity. You have to decide on what your norm is, like how close to the numbers have to be to consider it fair enough, and your judgments about those are going to depend upon how important you think that variable is in the scheme of things.



Now, on the first issue, disparity as to what or how do you -- what are you measuring, if for example we were looking at the distribution of effective teachers, we would have to have a measure of teacher effectiveness, and presumably some cut score between those who are effective and those who are not effective enough, so you have to have a measure of teacher effectiveness which presumably is one of these new-fangled, it looks at student achievement but not only student achievement and we also look at their height and their blood pressure and whether they take care of their dog, whatever their -- however we decide we are going to figure out what an effective teacher is, and you look at the distribution.



The second question is suppose you see that in site A, site A only has 80 percent of the -- of the rate of effective teachers as site B. Is that enough of a disparity for us to say it's unfair, or would we insist that they be identical? I doubt it. Would we insist that it be 90 percent? I doubt it. Would it be sufficient if site A had half as many effective teachers proportionately as site B? Well that sounds a little thin to me.



If you thought about so, what kind -- by analogy, how would you think about how much disparity is unacceptable, you could look at discrimination laws, right, where -- correct me Tom -- but as I recall, you could make out a prima facie case if four-fifths, which is loosely like two standard deviations, on the theory that's a prima facie case in the sense that if the disparity is that much, the defendant better explain themselves.



So you could say the ratio of effective teachers to students in -- at site A has to be at least four-fifths of what it is in site B, otherwise dot dot dot.



Now, I am not suggesting we have to pick four-fifths as the number to be in a report, but if you wanted to be really sharp about this, you would say, I mean you would say that some kind of measure needs to be identified such as and some kind of standard needs to be set as to how close --



MEMBER SAENZ:  I agree with you in general, but with what you just laid out here, there's two problems that I have. Number one, it can't be one measure.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh of course, right, absolutely. Absolutely.



MEMBER SAENZ:  So for example when you get to secondary school there are things just basic, like math teachers ought to have some experience in education and math, or the AP biology teacher ought to have some knowledge of biology rather than have studied history or something else, but -- so there have got to be multiple measures, so I agree with that.


CHAIR EDLEY:  Right. Right.



MEMBER SAENZ:  But then I also think if you look at a measure of effectiveness, it has to be effectiveness in terms of whom they are teaching, okay, because the teacher who may be incredibly effective in Scarsdale, many of them would be very effective in inner city New York but some of them who would be very effective in Scarsdale are not going to be effective, or I know they are not going to be effective in downtown Los Angeles.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I think that's great. That's exactly --



MEMBER SAENZ:  So how do you incorporate all of that into the basic model that you have put out?



CHAIR EDLEY: That's a great point, so the notion of effectiveness combines characteristics of the individual with the setting, it's like it's sort of a dyad.



Just like we say are you an effective math teacher -- are you an effective teacher -- are you an effective teacher, it could depend if actually I'm the math teacher versus actually I am the literature teacher, so it's effective as to what, and you are saying it has to be effective as to whom.



So do we want -- is that the kind of thing that we should play out when we are talking about disparities?



MEMBER ALI:  Can I just unpack that a little bit more, because it feels like in order to get to a framework that is that, whether we agree with -- as you articulated it or not Chris, we need to -- we are going to be spending a lot of time on sort of defining an effectiveness and what that means, and that raises a number of issues, not the least of which, is you have several states moving an iteration of this, some that have really clear plans about 12 of them that we know of, and can see, but those are still evolving and as we have seen from some of the amendments, they are evolving and taking a little bit longer than they had originally planned.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm sorry, these are plans as to what?



MEMBER ALI:  So for example, in the Race to the Top states, where you sort of have plans around teacher effectiveness, those are really clear, those are still -- some of those are still plans being -- well, let me finish the thought before you unpack it and pick at it.



CHAIR EDLEY:  No, I just don't know why I should care about it.



MEMBER ALI:  Because I'm talking about it. So --



(LAUGHTER)



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay. But I mean we are not even --



MEMBER ALI:  We can all get a little Chris Edley in our blood from time to time.



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER ALI:  So -- so --



CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm going to the bathroom.



MEMBER ALI:  So, I wonder if we A, want to do that, right, I mean, do we want to sort of delve into what we mean by effectiveness, or do we want to lay out these principles of effectiveness and equitable distribution go hand in hand because you need fair distribution of the strongest, right, of among us in order to get to the kids that need them the most and drive achievement up?



I also worry a little bit if we spend too much time on an issue of effectiveness, you are also into subjects that are not tested, and what we mean by that.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Forget effectiveness. That was just -- that's one variable. Pick whatever variable you care about. It seems to me if it's an equity Commission, we ought to say what we mean by equity, not just say equity is important, but we also ought to say what we mean by equity.



MEMBER ALI:  Yes, yes, yes.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So that's all I'm getting at.



MEMBER ALI:  So that's the second layer of questions. So the first one, right, is -- I mean obviously, I think there is no disagreement that it's got to be effective, strong teachers, right, whatever synonym we want to use for that, my question was how much do we want to delve into what we mean by that proxy, or is saying some broad principles about what any system of evaluation that measures strong teachers ought to have at their minimum, right, which I feel like we are closer to, and then on the disparity -- and I want to unpack a little bit more, and I wanted you to, Tom, respond on the sort of idea of four-fifths and what -- because -- two standard deviations away from the measure used.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Let me try again. Can we -- let's not talk about teacher effectiveness. It's too complicated. So let's talk about access to AP courses. We are looking at high schools, and we are talking about access to AP, and your metric is percent of demand that you meet, percent of demand for AP courses that you meet. 



Let's just stipulate we agree that that's -- somebody -- somebody thinks that that -- the state thinks that that's an important metric.



Then the question is, in site A versus site B, how close do they have to be in terms of the percent of demands that they are serving, for us to consider it to be fair, right.



So the notion of four-fifths is that if the percent of demand being met in site A is less than four-fifths, 80 percent of the percent of the demand met in B, then you are not -- that's unfair, you are not giving a fair opportunity to the folks at site A compared to the folks in site B.



MEMBER SAENZ:  So let's talk a bit about that. First of all, my problem with what you just said is the metric of demand is not exogenous. You can influence it and it's in part influenced by the availability of those qualified and effective teachers.



So I might posit -- you started by saying this is not a legal standard -- but four-fifths is a legal standard, and the law intervenes when it reaches an extreme.



So I might say that the aspiration ought to be the other way around, that in the schools that have historically experienced the inequity, that they ought to have 120 percent, not 80 percent, but they ought to -- you ought to aspired to have 120 percent versus 100 in the other school, if you are talking about an aspiration rather than when you are on the hook for legal liability. I mean that's -- and to get to what you were saying Russlynn, I agree. I mean I think that we ought to stay at the level of principles. I think we have to then delve into the mechanisms, the sorting mechanisms ought to be considered in fairly immediate terms, because if we don't, the legal system is going to start doing it.



It has already started in Los Angeles in a way that I'm not sure, you know, is the best way of approaching the issue, and it's going to start happening more and more because that particular case attracted a lot of attention, from funders that had a lot of money.



MEMBER ALI:  Even from the world writ large, we are receiving more and more complaints on this in the Office for Civil Rights, right, so --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well what is the exact this that you are talking about?



MEMBER ALI:  This is the distribution of instructors, now, effective in quotes, right, until we get to systems that really can measure that, but the distribution of instructors, circa 1971 with Hobson, right, I mean we are sort of seeing it begin to play out again and I think --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  They are coming now based on experience --



MEMBER ALI:  Well they are using whatever proxies, and we have learned from the past that the unintended consequences of trying to do a shuffle of this is not going to help the kids, could not help the kids that we want to help the most.



So I think that's why I wanted to unpack this standard of a kind of four-fifths, and how we get at this distribution issue in a way that won't repeat the mistakes of the past.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Mike was -- and then Cindy.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, if I could take the other part the question, which was the principles versus the evidence, and I think Tom made a case for articulating the principles of effectiveness.



I think I would argue the opposite, and that is we have laid out principles of effectiveness and been wrong on not only the effectiveness question, but on all kinds of other questions.



And I'd hate for us in this Commission to do guesswork, and let's -- even if the research is not all that it needs to be, even though we know it's evolving, there's going to be better answers in the upcoming years, I think we go with what we know, and don't -- and don't rely on principles unless we have got solid evidence for it, or at least the evidence is emerging for it. That would be my bias.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, I think this stuff is really hard, and one reason we have gotten interested in the issue of closing the comparability issue -- closing the comparability loophole, or having comparability in expenditures, ideally with weights, including weights for concentrations of poor kids, but at least equal, is because it allows you to do some things you are not able to do in high poverty schools now, like -- I think the most important thing is to get master and mentor teachers paid more, so I am interested in your, you know, your differential -- yes -- job descriptions.



But because I think you are always going to have more novice teachers in high poverty schools, mainly because I think teachers transfer out of those schools for a variety of reasons, not just -- you know, it's not that they don't like the kids.



To the extent it's bad working conditions and bad leadership, I think you can hang onto them, but I mean take 30-year-olds who want -- we are taking about women -- you know, want to start families of their own, be nearer to where they live, have a little bit easier time so that they can devote to their own children, stuff like that, that also explains a lot of the transfer behavior.



And that's why I think you have to have other -- I am not sure you are ever going to get the equitable distribution you want -- God knows I want. We have a proposal with Education Trust about what to do in the ESCA about it.



But I think you have to have other -- we are also very interested in using this extra money for expanded learning time, and a variety of things that concentrated effort with these kids that is not only having a measurable effective teacher, it's about certain kinds of supports and -- and expanded learning time involves a lot of enrichment activities that these kids -- more affluent --



CHAIR EDLEY:  You may have to find a way to be effective with the teachers you have.



MEMBER BROWN:  Right, and that that I think costs money, and the -- and God forbid we should learn to do a much better, school-based professional development that focuses on the -- anyway so I -- I mean I am interested in a TAP program, Teacher Advanced Program which does work with master and mentor teachers and has, you know, I think a pretty good evaluation system.



And you know, it's expensive. That's why more schools don't do it.



CHAIR EDLEY:  But your point is the comparability fix would get more resources into those schools, just spent in different ways.



MEMBER BROWN:  Right, and that's different than focusing on measures of effective teachers. Now I'm not sure, I mean, how you write all this, and I think there's some different -- I know there are differences of opinion in this room about comparability.



And I haven't -- I don't think you should ever force teacher transfers. I think that's a ridiculous idea, and gets you nowhere, that you got to set up conditions that support the novice, younger teachers.



I think there are some master and mentor teachers, you pay them a lot, like, that will -- you know they want the challenge, they will do it. I don't know.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I think Ralph and then Linda.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Yes, just to follow up on Cindy's point, because I agree with a lot of what she said. I think what you do is you are looking at a standard -- let's say it is effective teachers, however defined -- and instead of tying it to what some other district has, so we expect every district to have nine out of 10 qualified as effective teachers.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, but not everybody is going to be there. Some are going to be closer to it than others.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  So then you have got to get resources into those districts that aren't there to either train existing staff or turn over existing staff and replace them with new staff to get them to 9 out of 10.



I mean it's that kind of thing where, you know, you are not going to get 100 percent, but I think 90 percent is probably doable, and you could design a system that would do that then, that would then devote the resources to training -- mentoring and training existing staff etcetera and try to move them up the ladder, because we haven't talked much about the folks that are already in the school system now, we can't -- we can't, even if that were the decision, we can't fire them all.



So you need something to try to move as many as you can that are in the system to effective, and you need some way to evaluate that.



So this may be one way to steer resources into poverty communities, create incentives, get some master teachers in there and move them up, rather than tying it to four-fifths.



And I'm worried about the four-fifths, not because I don't like two standard deviations -- I actually kind of love that -- but I worry about things like you were talking about Tom: AP classes.



Well geez, in -- Reverend Senator Meeks, and I'm forgetting the name of the high school in his district. Is it Fenger?



Fenger. Ninety percent the kids are reading below grade level. Ninety percent. Yes, but I mean, so AP classes, that's you know, it's almost not the issue for Fenger.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I mean come on, equity is -- let me be the lawyer. I think if you can't tell me what level of disparity should trigger an intervention, then you are -- what did you say, blowing smoke -- yes then you are blowing smoke.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  No, I like that, but I think maybe the trigger is even a higher standard than that. Rather than this good district has x and you are only three-fifths of x, if you don't have nine out of 10, if you don't have this, we are going to trigger it.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay so wait a minute, but I am saying it's a Commission on equity, right, so what is it that you want to provide equitably, whatever it is.



I don't care if it's calories for lunch, right? There's some kind of -- there's -- pick whatever it is, I think that it is not enough to say these are three or four or five things that must be -- that we believe have to be distributed equitably, if we don't say what equitably means.



If it's certified teachers, if it's certified teachers and you want to have 90 percent, that's fine, but there are going to be some places that have 85 percent and some places that have 25 percent.



I would say that's inequitable and somebody ought to be held accountable for fixing it, for making at least as much in the school that has 25 percent as they seem to be comfortable making in the school that's much closer to achieving the goal.



It's inequitable.



MEMBER ALI:  So -- Mike, I'm sorry.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, I am fine that Chris's standard on equity but I am -- in addition to not, or not defining what equity means, we haven't even defined what it is.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, exactly.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  And it's as much a part of this equation as the definition of equity because at the moment the solutions we have to this problem use a set of proxies that are pretty poor approximations of what we are thinking it is.



CHAIR EDLEY:  So, if I can build off-of that. So the obvious thing to do, which I would like to resist, is to speak about equity in terms of inputs, because what we care about ultimately is narrowing achievement disparities, outcomes.



Now, the Nickleby approach, if I can abstract away from it, is to say there's a problem if your school is not making progress comparable to the norm that we expect of others, right, and then there's -- in terms of student outcomes right?



Now, there's slots of screwiness with the way that's measured and blah-blah-blah, but the basic notion there is we are trying to move everybody forward, everybody is supposed to be making adequate yearly progress until they get to a certain level, and if you are behind that's not fair to those kids, and therefore we want something to happen to close the gap.



MEMBER ALI:  But Chris the Nickleby approach on teachers, separate and distinct from accountability for student achievement, is to find a measure and assess who's getting access to that measure.



The measure now is do differentiation, because whether it be a house or grandfathering in or all sorts of other things, the majority of all teachers in every state are considered HQT.



So I think there are three questions that we need to unpack here. One is what the "it" is, two is what disparity you are getting at, right, what disparity is too much, but three, that if I feel can't be separated from those, when you said triggers and intervention, what intervention are we talking about, right?



When we say right, what level of disparity triggers the intervention, what do we mean by that if it's not forced placement, if it's not, right, if it's not the -- what we are seeing in the lawsuits, Tom, then. Sorry.



MEMBER SAENZ:  Those are the -- you are right, those are the three critical issues. We have to define what "it" is, and I think that takes, certainly me, being exposed to more of the research, because I agree that what we have so far, doesn't really do it.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Why can't "it" be achievement?



MEMBER SAENZ:  I'm sorry?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Why can't "it" be achievement, and the intervention --



(Simultaneous speaking)



CHAIR EDLEY:  and the intervention is to be more prescriptive about inputs?



MEMBER SAENZ:  You see I mean that's -- you start with outcome --



(Simultaneous speaking)



MEMBER SAENZ:  You start with outcome differentials. That's why we are here. I mean, that's absolutely true and I think that's where the focus has to be, but then people naturally start focusing on inputs and the input, I'm saying right now, that lots of folks outside of this room are focusing on, is teachers, and teacher quality, and what that means.



So I think we have to make some contribution, based on what research is there, in describing what that is.



Now, I think it is worth having a conversation, the second issue identified, about what is the standard, what's our tolerance for disparity.



I have a different view than you because I think the legal standard ought to be extreme and we ought to -- if we are setting an aspirational standard, it's a good distance away from that.



But then I think the critical issue that I am really concerned about is if we don't really try to make a contribution on how to address this issue of teacher distribution, then people are going to seize on things like -- and I agree with you, I think that forcing teachers to transfer is a really bad idea.



Okay? But how different from that is coercing them to transfer because they are going to be on the cusp of the layoff if they stay where they are, but if they move over to another school that they would rather not be at, they are going to be saved from layoff because of what's going on in these cases.



I mean I'm not sure that's significantly different. But that's where it's going to go if we don't try to put in place better solutions then just incentives.



I don't either but if we don't make a contribution here, that's what's going to happen.



MEMBER ALI:  And what Tom is saying we are seeing that, completely -- but some of the testimony we heard in San Jose was from teachers that are not in the 35 schools and are in the 35 schools in LA, and you saw this kind of forced coercion as part of a byproduct in their thinking, right?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, Linda and then John and then Matt.



MEMBER MILLER:  I wanted to make a case for not -- I appreciate, it's almost like a legalistic conversation about how to lay the groundwork for what would be actionable.



CHAIR EDLEY:  And the problem is?



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER MILLER:  And I wanted to make a case for the report -- you know the work of this group being more -- less about that, although I understand that's important, and more about marshaling a set of kind of political, rhetorical arguments that would command the support of say 60 percent of the public, and think about it that way.



And I think in that case, I feel like all the work The Education Trust and others have done, you know, we can make a case today that poor kids are being screwed, and there's you know, I could write the three paragraphs now and probably have, you know, somewhere, about the out-of-field teaching and the lack of training and the, you know, all this other stuff.



And so the question is, you know, the tougher thing for the report as a whole is you've got two things which is the whole country, as Rick Hanushek's work, you know, has been showing so powerfully, the whole country has a problem vis a vis the world, and within that problem, poor kids are being terribly screwed.



And so what are you going to do about -- that's where the equity and excellence package in my imperfect wording -- but I think that the report should be figuring out how to describe the inequities and to me it's about the resources that are linked to teaching and principal talent and facilities, and that's related I guess to curriculum or whatever, access stuff, but those are -- it doesn't seem that complicated.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, except those are inputs and --



MEMBER MILLER:  Well, but some of the -- I mean the fact that -- the fact that  -- I guess I find The Education Trust style analysis of the way poor districts are being screwed by getting the youngest, greenest, least-prepared talent, is compelling enough to say that we ought to be doing something about that, and the -- anyway. So I guess I wouldn't think we'd be trying to work so finely on --



CHAIR EDLEY:  But you said it's compelling enough that we ought to be doing something about it.



MEMBER MILLER:  Right.



CHAIR EDLEY:  How much should be doing about it, in other words, at what point would you say that's good enough to consider equitable?



MEMBER MILLER:  When we can fill all the teaching slots with graduates from the top third of the academic cohort, and have per capita capital expenditures in the schools comparable to the suburban districts.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  Before you get too committed to top third of the academic cohort, you have got to establish that those teachers consistently teach better, because otherwise you -- you have a massive discriminatory effect ethnically when you do that, and it might or might not be sustainable but it definitely isn't unless you've got a lot of evidence that those kids teach better.



MEMBER MILLER:  Well here's the -- this was a -- this was a big axis of debate when we did that McKinsey report that I helped lead the work on, and I was -- the pushback we constantly got from the American academic research community is, what evidence do you have that those teachers would teach better.



CHAIR EDLEY:  And that wasn't going to stop McKinsey.



MEMBER MILLER:  That's right. It wasn't the case -- it wasn't the -- my feeling on this is different which is, I mean, because they are basically saying well where are the reports that Singapore, Finland South Korea have, that they are teaching more effectively?



Like well, how about being you know, number one, two and three for PISA in the last 20 years.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  Yes, well it helps to be a Confucian society and a number of other aspects, so you can't just say because they do it that way.



So you go -- what you can do is you could -- look, some teachers today do come from that top third, so you can do a study today in the states and try to establish that there's a strong linkage there.



MEMBER MILLER:  I would support that.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  And there have been lots of studies, and Rick knows this probably better than anyone, that look at academic ability and verbal ability and how do those track to teacher effectiveness, and often they have a small effect. They don't explain everything. They may explain something.



And then there's other things that factor in as well and people have mentioned some of the other things. So it's -- you know we do have research on it, is my point, and we could -- could point to that.



I'm going to take the opportunity, since I've got the mic, since I was going to be called in, to reinforce what  Cindy was saying many speakers ago, which is that I think that we have got to start with a comparability situation.



There's not an absolute shortage of teachers in the country. There's a shortage of people willing to work for bad salaries under poor working conditions.



And when you have that, whether it's the bad working conditions in a lot of the LA schools, that the decision didn't actually address, I mean that's the problem.



And so we -- and there's actually quite a number of studies that have looked at what happens when you raise salaries to a more competitive level, and when you improve working conditions, including who the leader is and whether there are supplies and equipment and whether you have reasonable class sizes, and you do get a better distribution of teachers when you do that.



You get a more equitable distribution of teachers. In New York City, some of my colleagues -- Susanna Loeb and some of her New York buddies, did a study of when they -- in New York City -- when they raised the standards of the salaries, this was partly because of Mike Rebell's work, they had to raise the salaries, but then they also equalized the distribution of resources to schools, and they got rid of having lots of untrained teachers.



They used a variety of strategies including alternate routes, and they basically ended up with much more equity in experience levels, in the proportion of teachers who were trained in their field, and people who had higher test scores etcetera, and they cut the achievement differential between the less poor and more poor schools by about a quarter, in a few years.



And there are other studies like that, that -- but they had to actually do something to break the cycle of bad working conditions and inadequate resources in the schools that serve the highest-need kids, which has just kind of been the norm in cities for such a long time.



So it's both what you get paid and what the conditions of your work, and Cindy's right, there are some people who are going to still want to teach you know, closer to their home in an easier context, but the extent of the disparity reduces very quickly if you require equitable working conditions, reasonable leadership and comparable or competitive salaries.



So we should start there, and then we should add things like, you know, mentoring and some other things.



The problem with trying to manage the distribution of teachers who are going to be deemed effective on whatever the teacher evaluation measures are, is twofold.



One is that people who are -- and Tom's mentioned this -- people who may be effective in one context may be ineffective in another, to the extent that it's based on student test scores, which would be a component in many of the strategies, we already have a lot of evidence that the same teacher teaching different kids, or in a different place is not -- there's no correlation between effectiveness measures, even teaching different classes. Who's in the class dominates the measure of the effectiveness.



So we can't just move around people who look like they got a -- and plus there's the instability of those scores, that the people who are in the bottom quintile one year, 70 percent will be somewhere else on the distribution the next year, 30 percent will be at the top, and the same thing is true from the top to the bottom. So --



MEMBER ALI:  The differentials are more within the bands.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  No, they are all over, they really are. It's the instability is very large, and so that's why of course people want a multiple measures system, which makes sense, and why the --



Well and you would look at the people's practices and look at what they do and what they know how to do in the classroom, along with whatever the given -- so it's not to say you shouldn't look at some evidence of student learning, but it is to say that using that as a way to try to equalize where teachers are assigned, is not going to end up working, because it's -- there's some inherent instability and there's the fact that people who teach well in one context don't necessarily teach well in another.



So we really need to focus on making sure the conditions are attractive for people to be able to have equalized -- more equalized allocations.



So I think comparability is the essential starting point and then the question about you know, how you look at teachers' capacities, we ought to approach that with some carefulness and caution, without making assumptions about, you know, what will happen if you start moving people around.



The other piece of it is that in the unequal conditions we have now, taking somebody who is effective in a school where they are teaching 25 kids and putting them in schools where the class-load is 40, and where there aren't books and materials equipment, and there aren't enough desks, and all the other things that you could describe in Los Angeles and Detroit and lots of other places now, means that virtually all those people will be ineffective when you put them in the conditions that make almost everybody less effective.



So it gets us away from the question of what are the resources that are there to enable kids to learn and teachers to teach.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, I mean, I read some of the evidence different than Linda, but skipping over that, I mean I agree with you completely that having crappy working conditions and bad leadership is a recipe for disaster.



Your microphone wasn't on so I'll ignore that. The -- the problem I have with these discussions is that some people find equalizing funding to be a good management tool, given other conditions in the schools and others don't -- other districts don't -- and sort of trying to legislate that from on high, I think is a mistake.



If you have --



PARTICIPANT:  Could you just put some names to that?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Sure. I mean I think -- I thought Randy Ward did pretty well by distributing funds locally. Who is our other Elk Grove superintendent who --



PARTICIPANT:  Gordon.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Gordon, who kept everything and made all the decisions centrally, I mean, and I think they were probably both effective in some way but it's not that because of their -- of the system they were using.



The problem I have is that if you equalize funds, are you going to accept all the other constraints? Are you going to accept a constraint that you can't pay teachers according to how effective they are?



Are you going to accept the constraint that there are restrictions on the movement of teachers, or that teachers have that built into their contract?



Are you going to accept -- and we can go on down the list -- I mean the current system is one in which there is no relationship between having a Masters degree and performance in the classroom.



There is no relationship past the first few years between experience and how effective you are in the classroom. These are what drive salaries now and lead to the comparability differences, but they are unrelated to performance.



What we are interested in is the performance issue, and so if you try to regulate on dollar comparability, you might get to a good outcome, but that's taking a lot of guesses about how the politics and the actual operations of districts work out, and it might work some places but not others.



MEMBER REBELL:  I'd like to follow up Linda's point and disagree somewhat with Eric. What a change. Anyhow, I do think it would be very valuable for us to identify certain inputs, and this is consistent with what we were saying this morning when we were talking about equity of services.



There are also very clear areas, like one we had in New York in our case that really stood out was laboratories, you know, the state required everybody to pass a lab science exam to get a Regents diploma, and a third of the high schools in New York city didn't have functioning labs.



So you know it doesn't matter what teacher you had, you just were out of the box.



But we talk about adequate conditions, and very often that's just stated as a vague term. I think you can identify laboratories, computers, libraries, some really hard things that every school needs to have, and maybe you can even get into some basic range of courses for a certain type of school.



And these are necessary starting points which are defining a level of equity in and of itself, but they are also defining a lot of the basic conditions that you need to attract and retain teachers along the lines of what Cindy and Linda were saying earlier.



And I think we could perform a valuable service by doing that. I am not taking away from the very profound conceptual issues that we have been outlining for the last 45 minutes about defining effectiveness, defining what the level of inequity is, and thinking through what type of intervention.



Each of those are of critical importance. I think at this point, we may have gone as far as we can go without maybe -- this is a good area for NRC research on each of those points you know, what the literature shows, what the experience has shown.



But I would like to be very specific in saying if there's going to be an outline of the report in this area, we should have equity in inputs and important inputs as a fourth category, along with those three so it doesn't get lost sight of, and as I say, I think we can be very specific and very concrete in those areas.



MEMBER KING:  I  think there's a risk, evidenced by our conversations throughout the day, if you have enough smart people talk about something long enough, at the end you sort of say wow, this is really complicated and messy and it's not entirely clear what your position is any more.



So I just want to go back to the original point here. I think we know that some kids end up with three ineffective teachers in a row and it causes them to lose a lot of ground academically, and other kids get three effective teachers in a row and they do really well academically, and that's not right.



And so we ought to stand for equitable distribution of effective teachers, and then this question of remedy I think is a really important one.



In some places there are fairly easy remedies. We have districts where, if they move the district lines -- if they move the ascending lines between two schools five blocks would make a huge difference in the life chances of many of those students, and dramatically change their outcomes.



I don't know if they should and those are complicated politics of race and class, but it's not necessarily a very complicated remedy. It's actually pretty straightforward.



So I think we at least ought to say in the report that equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals is a principle we are committed to, and that districts -- that the federal government, states and districts have a responsibility to figure out how to get there, and not how to get there 25 years from now, but how to get there quickly.



And then maybe there will be different strategies that will be used in different places to do that.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  Can I just seek a clarification? You said equitable distribution of effective teachers. Would you say that therefore it's equitable distribution of ineffective teachers?



In other words. If there's bad teachers, let's spread them around? That can't be what you really think, that that's the right policy.



MEMBER KING:  Well, I think two things. One is what we know now is that we have policies that cause ineffective teachers to be concentrated in certain buildings.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  I agree.



MEMBER KING:  And there's a story in today's Wall Street Journal that talks about how a school improvement grant was used in Newark to transfer ineffective teachers between school A and school B.



They were both poor-performing schools and they achieve their turnaround, they were transferring ineffective teachers between schools. That's definitely wrong.



At a minimum, you shouldn't be able to transfer the ineffective teacher out of the --



CHAIR HASTINGS:  If we can determine who is ineffective. That's hard.



MEMBER KING:  Yes, yes, but let's suppose that we have an evaluation system --



CHAIR HASTINGS:  Then let's not subject them to any kids.



MEMBER KING:  I agree with you. I agree with you. Point taken.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  Well, not over time, no, right, I mean, you know, I just think we can't shy away from saying if we could allocate effective teachers, and therefore allocate ineffective teachers, we can identify by that mechanism ineffective, and then the ineffective need to go.



MEMBER KING:  I agree with you.



MEMBER MILLER:  And if we have to -- we will fund a huge national rubber room if we have to, to do that. I'm not joking. That will make headlines. We will get them out.



MEMBER KING:  I think it's important though to say that -- I do think there is a time element. I do think one year's evaluation of being ineffective may not be sufficient to make that determination.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  Okay, so they're not ineffective. They're provisionally ineffective.



MEMBER KING:  Exactly. Exactly. Agreed.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  Well, once they are ineffective for counting and equity purposes --



MEMBER KING:  I agree. But we are pretty far from what you are describing and where we are now is that know ineffective teachers are concentrated in particular communities serving particular kids and that we ought to change.



And so, agree with you that over the -- I would prefer a policy scenario in which we removed those people if they don't improve. I agree with that 100 percent.



But at a minimum we ought to do something about the current issues.



CHAIR HASTINGS:  But also the right thing to do is to remove them and if for some reason we can't, then at least equally distribute them.



CHAIR EDLEY:  You should put them in the easiest to teach places, right? Not equitable.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  To me it's the point. You should give them the smallest classes. You want to minimize the damage.



MEMBER ALI:  All right, so, Cindy Brown and then we are going to -- and then Tom, and if there's anyone else it's then Matt, and then Michael -- Mike Casserly. And at that four, let's think about sort of next steps to get us to a place where we could work from a document that lays these things out, and then try and look at the -- which of the other topics we want to dig in deeply in this meeting. Cindy?



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes I just wanted to say, in response to Rick, that I don't think anything we do in terms of our recommendations -- we can't just focus on one. We have to make it very clear they are a package.



And it makes no sense to do comparability or I would actually argue, for weighted student funding if you are going to continue the single salary scale, or if you are not going to put in differential pay system based on responsibilities and maybe attracting shortage teachers and bonuses to keep effective teachers in high poverty schools and to attract them and to you know, the master and mentor -- I mean it just doesn't make any sense.



And that's going to be true in all the recommendations we talk about. They are all -- they have to be -- you know, we now know there are no silver bullets. You are going to have to do a bunch of comprehensive things.



And I just think we need to be, you know, to reassert that probably all the way through the document.



The other thing that came into my mind that we haven't talked about, and we can just put a pin in it. We don't have to talk about it for long.



But for a lot of these districts that are losing population, they have legacy costs in terms of their pensions, and health benefits.



And there's no way to -- if we don't figure out something to do with those districts, then the kids -- and actually -- maybe Jesse you were the one talking about it several hours ago -- you are going to have less and less money to spend on the kids who are in the system now because they are obligated by these legacy costs.



I mean, Detroit has to be the poster child for this. I mean, if -- and I don't know how to fix that.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Well the states should fix it. I mean, these are creatures of the state.



MEMBER BROWN:  All right, I agree, but I just think -- and we don't need to spend a lot of time talking about it, but we do think we need to somehow address it in the report.



And I just want to say I am with Reed about we cannot distribute ineffective teachers. We can't. I mean we may have to say that you have got to sit down and negotiate it with your union the next time your contract comes -- I mean you know, both the leaders of the two unions have gone on record saying they don't think ineffective teachers should be in the classroom, and I think that we can actually get consensus on that, as long as we say that it has to be the bargain the next time --



MEMBER KING:  But Cindy, there's always going to be a bottom, right? I mean there's  always going to be the last -- whatever grading system you create, whatever measure of effectiveness you create, there's scenario in which everyone is effective.



There will always be some set of people who are the least effective teachers. There will always be those, just as there are the least effective doctors, the least effective of anything.



And then there's a question of, are those people concentrated in particular places? Or distributed --



MEMBER BROWN:  Well you could distribute your lesser effective, but your least ones have to go I think.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I mean ineffective isn't the -- ineffective isn't the same as highly qualified and effective. Not ineffective, in other words, not -- folks we don't fire -- isn't the same as highly qualified and effective.



So we are not saying we want you to equitably distribute all the people that you don't fire. So --



MEMBER KING:  Maybe it's partly because in New York, so we have a four-category rating system, ineffective, developing, effective and highly effective, and I would worry about any system that a state claimed -- where a state said oh, you know what, we are so good that we have no one in the bottom category. That would not be believable to me.



So that's why I say they'll -- so maybe we shouldn't have called it ineffective. Maybe we should have called it least effective.



But that bottom percentile, whatever number you give it, is going to teach somewhere, and I worry that they all teach, or disproportionately teach in certain kinds of schools, and I would like to see that distribution change.



I could be wrong, I mean that's a hypothesis, but I am pretty confident that they are over-concentrated in certain schools and that ought to be changed, but I don't think that is changed just by removing people. At some level there will always be the weakest performers there, by definition.



MEMBER SAENZ:  I think that John's right, I mean, that's my point. We have to -- we have spent a lot of time talking about the aspiration of raising -- a rising tide raising all boats, we are going to get rid of all the bad teachers and we are going to create good teachers and retain them, and I think that's absolutely got to be here.



But there's always going to be a distribution issue, and I just wanted to make the point that triggered all this, that there's an immediacy to trying to address that.



I don't know the answer and I am perfectly happy with the remedy that we discuss being built around what Linda laid out.



But I think we have to lay that out and we have to explain why it's superior to what courts may begin to choose as for coercive mechanisms that I think would be counterproductive.



So we have to lay out what the alternative is, and I am perfectly fine, you know, subject to more research and discussion, but I am perfectly fine building it around the voluntary sorts of incentives, both monetary and conditions etcetera that Linda has laid out, and with even saying that we think the superior solution is still based on voluntary sorting.



I am generally fine with that. But if that's the case, I think I have to raise the question, we then have to talk about how voluntary and free the sorting is today because it raises in my mind issues about inter-district movement.



You know, if you create the perfect inner city school, so that someone -- in LAUSD say -- so that someone from a suburban school district wants to move, that's not easy.



And that raises governance issues so -- yes.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Right now you're going to get paid more outside of Los Angeles than you are inside of Los Angeles --



MEMBER SAENZ:  Yes but there are other, you know, tensions based on other barriers, I mean it's not voluntary movement in any event, and again, that raises some of the governance issues.



I don't -- we should put a pin in it because I think it relates also to what Cindy said about the governance issues in relation to specific school districts have these legacy costs, whether the state inherits them.



But it raises those issues, but I'm fine, we just have to grapple with more immediate remedies to the sorting and distribution problem that will also exist and state some things that are important to say in t he context that more and more courts are going to be looking for approaches, and I'm afraid they are going to use a meat cleaver, and it's going to be counterproductive.



MEMBER ALI: In the long-term getting at what John said, right, so even when we have this world of the perfect evaluation systems that do quantitatively the sort of sorting and selective that we are trying to subjectively, how do we avoid a scenario where the bottom of those most effective teachers, as opposed to the current least effective, are teaching the kids that need their strongest teachers.



And so as we lay out a document for us to review, we will raise that as kind of a short- and long-term, right, in other words it's Lake Woebegone run amok.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  It's a uniquely American conversation to always be thinking in norm reference terms, because if we were in Singapore or Finland, they would not be saying well we are going to always lop off our ineffective -- because they would say well we have effective teachers and, you know, occasionally we have to move somebody out.



We are not there yet and by my language there are a lot of teachers who are inadequate, but I want to change the language a little bit for a moment to allow us to think about whether we would always want to have a norm referenced process by which somebody is always then going to have to be -- because we will never get to be Finland or Singapore that way.



So that's just a comment about the way that we conceptualize the problems right now. Yes, we have a huge distribution, we have a big lot of teachers who need a lot of support to become much more adequate, and some who are really inadequate.



The other challenge about this that is just worrisome, is that there are teachers who really need serious support, and many who need to be encouraged to find another profession.



Whether we will have the tools to properly identify them is the challenge. When -- I was very bullish about value-added bottling. I have done studies like that. I have worked with colleagues.



We were going to identify all the teachers who were ineffective and effective and go look at their practices and so on, and then we saw how unstable putting people in these boxes are.



And one of the things that's most worrisome is that a number of studies have found that the teachers who will look on value-added measures, least effective, whether they use school fixed effects or not, and a variety of other modeling strategies, are disproportionately those who have new English learners in their classrooms, and high levels of special education students with great needs in their classrooms, and as Tom Kane puts it, the classroom composition effect is one that is strong.



So we are going to have to figure out how to have measures which do have a way to look at what teachers can do, that don't encourage a situation where the way we get more effectiveness from a teacher is that they run away from the English learners, that they don't teach the high needs special education students, or that we get rid of the people who are teaching those kids because they look like they are getting -- or they look in the norm referenced system as though they are the least effective, and put somebody else in that position and then they have the same situation.



So it's -- I'm not arguing against the importance of having evidence of student learning as part of teacher evaluation. But in the context of the norm referenced framework, and some of the evidence we have that student characteristics can have an independent effect even after you have tried to control for those, we just have to be very careful that we don't create disincentives to work in hard places with kids who have great needs.



MEMBER KING:  But Linda, that's sort of a straw man. I mean there aren't people walking around -- there are very, very few people who are advocating for a strictly value-added teacher evaluation model that doesn't control for student demographics.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  No, but even after you control for those --



MEMBER KING:  Right -- 



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  you still have the additional effect of those demographics on the gains.



MEMBER KING:  Sure. Sure.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  And so that's the one measure --



MEMBER KING:  And I do know in New York state, the teachers who teach the gifted and talented programs, because there's a low ceiling on the test will have smaller gains.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Right, but no one -- but also --



MEMBER KING:  Nobody is saying it should be --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  there are very few people arguing for a single measure evaluation system. People are arguing for a multiple measure system and even in a system that didn't include student achievement gains, I would still argue you'd want a distribution of performance, otherwise you wouldn't be using a tool that differentiated and figured out who needs help and who is doing well.



MEMBER KING:  I don't disagree with you, I just think we have to be eyes wide open as we are thinking what the incentives are that will be created and be clear that we want the right kind of incentives.



MEMBER ALI:  And then what we are seeing from some models, like TVAAS, is high value added, is high value added as compared to not just classrooms that look like yours, right, but teachers that look like yours with the students that look like yours, over time, to try and control for some of that.



But can we just get to the hands and Rick, come back to you? It was Mike and Matt and I think that's it and then we'll come back to Rick.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  I'm in agreement with Linda but there's -- part of what I am hearing in Linda's comments that make me worried that we would back away from achievement-based work to the extent that we could get it in the end, because of its imperfections, and then fall to a set of proxies that have equal, if not greater imperfections. So --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  So what I am making a plea for is a careful look at the evidence and a careful approach to this that doesn't lead districts to do what many of them are now doing, which is to ignore some of these issues that are associated with the metrics that they are using.



And for example, we are getting evidence now from studies in some districts that in fact those incentive effects that I talked about are having, that teachers are saying I am not going to teach here, I am not going to teach those kids, we will leave that class to the new teacher, because it's going to bring my --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  I don't want us to back into a consensus on the inadequacy of these measures and move then to a set of proxies that are probably worse than the current set of research that we have.



CHAIR EDLEY:  If we observe -- if we observe a teacher in a class of English language learners and they are not making achievement gains, one possible inference is that the teacher is not good enough and you are cautioning against drawing that inference. A second possibility is that the teacher is just fine. It's just that to be successful with these kids, they need things in addition to a good teacher. Maybe they need a different teacher-student ratio. Maybe they need some other kind of supports.



In other words, what I am getting at is when we see inadequate achievement gains in the classroom, I don't want to blame that all on the teacher. You want to control for the students and so forth.



On the other hand I don't want to take -- well, I don't want to take the school off the hook for being effective. I want there to be room to say, well, Ms. Rodriguez is a good teacher. The problem is it's simply not realistic to think that any teacher can be successful enough with a class profile that looks like this, unless we give them exceptional resources.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  I think your point is very well taken. But the point I am making is that some of the evidence suggests that that teacher who looks ineffective in that class, the very same teacher looks much more effective in another class, on a systematic basis.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Which underscores my point.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Right.


 
CHAIR EDLEY:  Which is the problem may not be with the teacher, the problem may -- the teacher may need an extra something.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Or it may be that the kids, you know, aren't well measured in their achievement gains on that test because they don't yet speak English and you know, in following years you'll see it differently, it may be test validity issues.



There are a lot of reasons it could happen, but if it happens systematically that the same teacher looks highly different moving from the top of the distribution to the bottom of the distribution, from year to year or from class to class that they teach, and there is a lot of evidence about that, and if it turns out that that's highly correlated with the non-random assignment of students to their class, that's when you worry about creating an incentive effect, because the teacher knows that they will look more effective if they are teaching this group of kids rather than group of kids, and that's the kind of evidence that worries -- yes -- that.



So I don't want to say that we should be not engaging in the use of student achievement evidence and student learning evidence in evaluating teachers. I'm just saying that we have to be very cautious that we are not advocating a system that is going to create disincentives, that are to run counter to the ones that we want to be sure are being put in place.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  A clarification or my own version of interpreting this is accepting your line of argument, and the imperfections in all of these assessments and evaluation systems, let's not back into erstwhile measures of effectiveness, say based on salary or seniority or something like that, that in terms of defining distribution, that may or may not have anything to do with overall --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  I would totally agree and we have to evaluate, you know, what kind of evaluation tools, standards-based evaluations, how you incorporate the right kind of student learning, I mean I wouldn't back away from any of those things to say we just go back to a seniority-based system.



YYY. So I have two separate things. I wanted to sort of reinforce what John said before, and in general, we want to have multiple measures and nobody that I know of talks about evaluating teachers solely on the basis of value-added measures, I mean that's just -- nobody.



Secondly --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  In New York City they are denying tenure to people on the basis of test score data.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, I don't know what New York City is doing. Secondly, the instability of teacher value added goes down dramatically if you have two years of observation of a teacher and almost disappears with three years so that --



(Off mic remark.)



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  No, that's not what the research is about. It's about comparing where people stand if you have multiple two-year periods as opposed to single-year periods, and in that, the instability goes away dramatically.



And so, like the D.C. system that requires I think three years of value-added measures, observations of students, I think shows what can be done.



But even there, it's only at most 50 percent of somebody's evaluation, and it's only for 15 percent of the teachers, so I mean I think this is getting us distracted a bit from the idea of whether you in fact focus on student outcomes as sort of the driving force.



What I really wanted to talk about long ago, but the conversation went off, was a distinct or a specific proposal on comparability.



My proposal on comparability for the report is to say that our expectation is that the growth in student achievement is comparable across schools based upon the concentration of kids or not. The poor schools are expected to have the same growth -- at least the same growth in student achievement as non-poor schools, or disadvantaged schools.



If they don't have similar growth and if there are large disparities in funding, as Ed Trust-like disparities, we take that as a prima facie case that they are screwing up, that they are not in fact deploying resources in ways that are designed to deal with these disparities, and that, sort of in a legal stance, they have to in fact provide proof that those disparities in funding are not the root cause of this, or they have to in fact justify these funding disparities, if in fact they aren't getting comparable results.



So this allows districts to in fact take young, bright, effective teachers and put them in disadvantaged schools and pay them less, because they are young and don't have Masters degrees, but still get the results that people want, and doesn't require the school system to then layer on some other system that uses proxies that aren't related to teacher performance.



So there's a specific kind of proposal of how to outline merging these two streams.



CHAIR EDLEY:  -- like creating a safe harbor for schools.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  That's precisely it, if the school's doing okay, and even if they have instability of teachers, so what if they are doing okay.



But if they're not doing okay then we are going to look at these other measures and we are going to say well it looks to us like those could be causing these problems why don't you deal with those?



And they could say well no, that's not our problem --



CHAIR EDLEY:  I like that. That's consistent with the point that Cindy made seven hours ago about it may be that you have got a young teacher there but if you put him or her in the right structure and with the right supports, it may work. The package may work.



And the point that I was trying to make with Linda is you could put a terrific teacher there and it still may not work because something more is needed to create student success than a good teacher, and we don't want to hide that fact.



The ultimate test is are we getting the achievement that we want?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I also had -- Cindy is prompting me that our research suggests that good teachers are good teachers and that they do well with high-end kids and low-end kids.



So there might be some disagreement around which research you look at but what we see in Texas at least, and what I thought that Goldhaber saw in North Carolina was that a good teacher is a good teacher and a bad teacher is a bad teacher, and it's not the matching as much as it is how effective the teacher is.



MEMBER MILLER:  I just wanted to build on a thought that Linda had, which is I think that one of the potential powers of our report, especially for the media and for opinion leaders who aren't aware of this, is how different this conversation is in the U.S. than from what it is in the highest-performing school systems in the world.



I feel like a lot of the debate that we have, a lot of Tom's justifiable concerns about what's coming down the pike, some of the things that have been echoed elsewhere, is because the debate in the U.S. is largely about triaging mediocrity, and how it gets assigned.



And in Finland, South Korea, Singapore, the focus is so much on getting in great people, training them up really well, that when we interviewed, you know, senior officials in the ministries of education there and say how do you deal with the ineffective teachers, that's such a big deal here -- what are you talking about? It's not really, you know, once in a while, but it's just not an issue.



And you know there was one -- there was one senior Singapore official who was talking about how they make sure that you know, because they have got disparities in kids and they make sure that the toughest kids have, you know, have very strong teachers, and I said that's interesting, you know, it's so different in the U.S., where we systematically assign the least qualified people, you know, to the others, I said I guess it's a social norm there that you do this.



He goes it's not a social norm, it's a policy choice. And that always stuck with me and I think we should be laying out -- I think we shouldn't just get bogged down in the triaging mediocrity debates, even if we have to address some of it, but the report should lay out and show how different we are from these other nations that are now doing better than us, and what it looks like if you get to, you know, something that is more of the promised land.



I understand you know, there's differences, and blah-blah-blah-blah-blah, but we are just nowhere near these -- the kind of conversation.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Yes, no and I agree with Matt and so I think a lot of where we are struggling now is in the short term, remedying the problem of putting a high-quality teacher in every classroom is very difficult because of those pipeline issues we discussed, both on who is coming in and then how they get sorted out, the really high- quality ones once they are in.



And so the real solution to this, Matt you put your finger right on it, is the longer-term solution of ensuring a higher-quality pipeline coming in, universally, and that gets to some of the bigger questions about the credentialing process, the bar exam type thing and all that other stuff, putting more money into the opening salaries, and that doesn't turn around overnight.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Should we take a 15-minute break and then come back and spend -- try to do part four?



MEMBER CASSERLY:  -- maybe require a quick answer from Linda. I just wondered what you thought of Rick's proposal.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  About the comparability? I think from a funding perspective we ought to have equitable distribution of the resources, which is what Cindy was talking about, that is the dollars, so that you could purchase equitable working conditions.



But I think what Rick was talking about was the concern about whether teachers were, you know, similarly distributed and you would only worry about, that is to say, experience levels or qualifications levels or effectiveness levels, you would only worry about that in a case where a school was doing badly. Did I understand you --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  It's more than that --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  which I wouldn't disagree with that.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  in the sense that -- it's more than that in the sense that Cindy said yes, conditional upon eliminating the single salary schedule and getting a more rational system, and at that point I'm perfectly happy with weighted student formula and so forth, if you don't have the constraints of a single salary schedule and other bargained constraints about moving of teachers and so forth.



In that world, I think weighted student funding is exactly what you ought to do.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Right, I would agree. You want to -- you want to give people a fair amount of resources, and then let them make good decisions about how to spend the --



MEMBER BROWN:  And these kinds --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  And all the things you mentioned as things that schools might do would be eminently reasonable.



MEMBER BROWN:  And we are moving to differential salary schemes in this country. You know, the logic of the single salary scale is really --



(Simultaneous speaking.)



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  It had a good reason at the time.



MEMBER BROWN:  Oh yes, yes, but those reasons aren't valid today, and some people are moving. I mean this isn't a static situation.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  I don't think having sort of a weighted student formula or comparability locks you into other preexisting conditions.



MEMBER BROWN:  Right.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  No no, but if you have the preexisting conditions, I don't think that you can proclaim that you are going to get any necessary benefits from it. That's the point.



MEMBER BROWN:  Right.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  It's not the other way around.



MEMBER BROWN:  Right.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay, so what we will do is we will take a quick break. As soon as we come back I do want to lay out a little bit of some next steps to get some resolution on these issues, not distinct from the issue you guys just raised about the single salary schedule, right, part of its reason was the disparity in race and we have heard today insinuations that we could lead to the same result using a different measure, right?



So we want to really try and preempt those, then figure out which of these we think we can get through over the next hour or what will end up being 45 minutes and then some next steps so that we have the master document that Rick and Cindy want so much. Thanks.



(Whereupon the above-entitled matter went off the record at 3:59 p.m., and resumed at 4:25 p.m.)



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, section four. Section five.



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER TERANISHI:  So the only point that I would make more pointedly is we need assessment of postsecondary preparation opportunities and outcomes that's inclusive of equity benchmarks.



My concern about things like the college completion agenda, is that there's ways to reach our numerical goals but increase the equity gap, right, increase disparities.



So there's a lot of unintended consequences, and we have seen the disparities widen in college participation, particularly if you look at institutional type, and also in attainment.



So we need some kind of mechanism to evaluate work towards decreasing disparities between groups, so somehow if we could put -- make that more explicit.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, so it's not only about the excellence piece. 



MEMBER TERANISHI:  Right. Right.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay. Mike.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Also on four, I think all of us are likely to be in accord with bullet C on rigor and standards and expectation and time.



There may be somebody in the group who is more familiar with this research than I am. But there is some stuff that came out of Chicago from Elaine Allensworth a year or so ago about what happened to course participation rates and graduations for poor kid, ELLs, African American kids, when the rigor of the requirements went up.



CHAIR EDLEY:  It was not a pretty picture.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  It was not a pretty picture. And she has done subsequent work on what needed to be in place to prevent that from happening.



So in our recommendation on rigor and expectations and standards, we might want to add, not just a cautionary note, but what needed to be underneath those standards and rigorous course content in order to support the kids as the expectations were rising.



CHAIR EDLEY:  We did -- the Warren Institute did a roundtable on this topic with representatives from a set of civil rights organizations last year, some time ago.



And those Chicago results, I mean she was there and she presented them, we talked about it, and I think to a person, all the civil rights groups were saying to achieve and the other folks pushing this college readiness agenda, you can push things like college prep and algebra for all and so forth, but you have to have the student supports there. You can't just throw them into it and let them sink or swim because of the discouragement factors and how that can lead to dropouts or it can lead to low GPAs that actually reduce the likelihood that the kid will go to college, I mean all of these effects that we are seeing out of the Chicago --



And the response from the college advocates, if I could call them that, was okay yes, we will do that. That's okay. But they wanted to focus on getting the curriculum piece in place first and then later on we will worry about whether the supports are adequate.



And what the civil rights groups were saying is no, has to be together, because otherwise you have these untoward consequences for the kids.



But I have to tell you, it was very discouraging to have such resistance from these advocacy groups in the face of the evidence.



It's like oh, we don't want to be bothered with the issue of whether there's adequate support. It's -- I mean the analogy is to the folks who have said we are -- want to have a high school exit exam, but then not worry about whether the kids have actually been exposed to the curriculum that they need in order to be able to pass the exam.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  In some ways I can -- I can understand the rhetorical jam that people get in this discussion about rigor and college and issues of excess were either/or conversations, and with both sides of this debate really quite suspicious of each other and their motives.



I think Elaine's work presented a cautionary tale, but also a way of moving forward on higher standards so you could make them real and you could avoid the disparities in the outcomes.



And it's something I would encourage us to try to do for this particular bullet, so we didn't fall into the same trap.



MEMBER ALI:  And then if I could just add to that, I think it's also important that while very sensitive to that dynamic, what we have also seen is when, given the stretch goal, that sort of without the hook either of the stretch goal, of college prep for all, or in the case of some states, of the high school exit exam, you wouldn't then have the tool to drive the resources that support students to get the hook.



So -- because the utopia part doesn't come. So I understand that you disagree with that. There are places where -- that we have evidence that that is what the -- albeit, unfortunately and tragically, right, that it took a lever like that to drive the kind of reform where the kids were otherwise ignored.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I -- Stuart -- can we -- see there's another topic it seems to me. Do you have -- what do you want to -- do you want to -- exit exams?



MEMBER ALI:  No, why would we, this is -- what I think -- I don't mean to say that it's silly to try that but we are not talking about an exit exam as sort of a tool here. We are talking about college and career ready for all.



So if we want to focus on the hook of that and assessments that can help drive change around that, happy to, but I think to say that high school exit exam equal college and career ready, there's abundant evidence not at all, right, because it's more like a middle school competency test than a high school. So that's my --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, so I guess what I was -- I was talking about your general proposition about the stretch goals and the effect that that has on helping the bottom lift up the bottom, or leading systems to focus resources on the bottom, and I would be interested in whether that's true, because I suspect it's not.



And so maybe -- maybe you and I could talk with Stuart to frame that question as one that they can go and see what the literature is, because I understand it's very popular, and also a very popular theory of change, especially when combined with high stakes for kids, and that's -- that's where I kind of -- that's where I have trouble.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Sure. You -- you look like --



MS. KING:  So I enter on this one as the GEAR UP program, right, which is billed as a stretch goal program. It's based on the idea of college for all, right. The expectation is that everyone has taken a college prep curriculum, and then as part of that you also have all the tutoring, and you have all the cultural social supports you need to be part of that culture that breeds that achievement that meets those goals that gets you to college.



So there are -- you know, that would be one example of doing this, not in isolation and not as two separate pieces, which comes first, but as doing it as a package deal based on the assumption that if you raise the expectation with the -- built in the cultural support that you need, and the economic support that you need, that you get the achievement.



CHAIR EDLEY: Evaluation service.



MS. KING:  Right. And I mean it's out of the states, right, like it came out of past experience showing this works.



MEMBER ALI:  So obviously in a world, we -- you'd want both and at the same time, no doubt, so I'm not even sure it's a worthwhile sort of research question if framed in either -- in any kind of either/or.



CHAIR EDLEY:  But you keep doing it. But you keep doing it. So the other example is retention in grade. Okay, so there's a stick, it's supposed to provide an incentive for the student and everybody else in the system to make sure that the kid gets closer to grade level, or we are going to do retention in grade, when, as far as I know every study shows that it's bad, and the reformers, these reformers and so on say oh no, but it's -- what we'll do if we hold them back is we will give them all of these supports so that they can do that, but they don't do it.



MEMBER ALI:  I don't recall that being a question that we talked about here today or an issue that's on the table about grade-to-grade retention so --



CHAIR EDLEY:  You know what I'd like to do though? I'd like the report to list some -- I'd like the report to list out some silver bullets that turn out to be silver blanks, and that -- and politically popular but contrary to the evidence policy measures as -- because I think it would be great if we can, as we are saying we are pursuing equity and excellence, if we can warn people away from some snake oil, if there's strong evidence that it's snake oil.



MEMBER ALI:  So we should definitely sort of talk about how that -- I mean I think we have been weaving all of those in, in terms of the unintended consequences and lessons from the past.



But let's definitely sort of carve that as a place sort of to talk about what that could look like in the report.



MEMBER KING:  I mean I think we should just argue there are no silver bullets.



MEMBER ALI:  Right.



MEMBER KING:  I just worry this is a bit of a -- it's going to be very hard to find examples where any -- in any policy environment where someone did only one thing.



So New York City has a very aggressive retention policy, but it was alongside a very aggressive small schools policy, alongside raising teachers' salaries, alongside -- and their high school graduation rates have gone up significantly. It was also alongside changing how credits are earned, and I mean there are just so many pieces.



So to say that retention didn't work is -- would be a stretch there, because it was part of a battery of things that helped, but it would be very hard to isolate it as the cause of those improvements either.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Let's just see if the research tells us anything and if it doesn't I'll shut up. Rick then Linda.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I was just going to invoke the Miller pablum argument about section four, and wonder if, in the few minutes that we have left, we shouldn't move to some place where we can make more progress, like I would suggest six.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Because that's going to end up probably more controversial.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Could I just make a plea, before we leave four, that we come back later and be serious about what we mean about career ready as well.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Good idea.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Because even if every kid in this country were prepared for college, we can't -- we don't have enough college spaces for them and in California we have fewer and fewer every day.



You know, we have to have some way that kids make progress towards good jobs and careers and the opportunity to go back to school whenever they want because they have got the foundation.



But just as we are thinking internationally, I mean in Singapore about 25 percent of kids go on to college right away, about 50 percent go into career technical institutes of about three years after 10th grade.



They come out with preparation for computer degrees and engineering. Half of them go on to college then, half go into jobs.



But there's nobody hanging around with their hands in their pockets saying I don't know what I'm doing, I've nowhere to go, you know, I have no preparation, I have no skills.



We just have to get smarter about having a system again. We just don't have a system that works for all kids now, and we don't want it to be tracking, right, but we also don't want to pretend that even if all kids could get prepared for college, there would be places for them in college in this country. There wouldn't. So we need to just be honest about thinking about that.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, we don't want to --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  In an equity frame.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Your point about the tracking is that we want to create a career in technical education as a valuable and valued track, but we don't want to recreate what we had when I was in school, which is all the poor and kids that go into tech, don't even get the college option --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Exactly.



CHAIR EDLEY:  on their radar screen. So shall we go to six? Okay.



MEMBER REBELL:  Can I just ask one point about five, that if the staff is going to be doing research and filling this out a little bit more, can we define a little more what the etcetera is under comprehensive services as family support etcetera?



And I assume after school and extended day and things like that are in there but somebody ought to give some thought to how we are going to define that. Okay.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.

 

MEMBER CASSERLY:  A quick moment on five. Michael earlier had raised issues about equity and facilities and materials and all of that and we didn't have a category for it. Five might be the closest. It's not quite what he articulated but we didn't really have some -- unless you want to subsume it under one.



CHAIR EDLEY:  We had talked about making that more capacious than dollars.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  As long as somehow it got articulated. 



MEMBER KING:  Sorry one more thing on five. I think, listening up -- because we have talked about international comparisons in every other section, and I think the international comparisons are particularly striking here. The countries we are comparing ourselves to, at least in this conversation, have universal health insurance, have a very small percentage of kids in poverty, have robust employment programs etcetera, etcetera, etcetera.



And so it's worth noting that, if we are going to note what they are doing on teacher prep, we ought to note what they are doing on healthcare for example.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND: The summer learning loss is huge. The study that Karl Alexander and others at Johns Hopkins did that found that if you look at affluent and poor ninth graders, a third of the differential in their achievement occurred before kindergarten and two-thirds occurred during summer learning loss, because the trajectories of gain were about equal during the school year but you know, rich kids got smarter over the summer and poor kids lost ground.



And so it's kind of in the mix, but it's -- if we are trying to be efficient, I mean, it kind of leads us maybe to number six, because I know Rick wants to get there and I agree.



But it is, you know, it might be a more efficient way to think about some of what we are doing than some other things we are trying to do.



So we should at least be sure that that piece of research is there.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, we will include that somehow. It may be part of four in terms of things you need to do to help kids meet these standards, meet these standards or something, but okay. Got you.



Going once, going twice. Okay, six. Rick do you want to start us off?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, I clearly think this is an important issue, and that this is central to anything we say for a variety of reasons.



I would probably narrow it a little bit. I don't understand the trying to worry about district size is one thing. I mean I would -- before I worried about school districts, I would worry about large districts, and -- but I think that that's sort of tangential to our general story here.



I think that the general story here is how do you make sure that funds get to -- lead to higher achievement, and to me the main part of that comes down to how we compensate teachers and reward teachers and make teacher decisions, since by all accounts, they are the big item in the budget and if we are -- so we have to take that on front and center. That would be my starting point.



The information -- sort of data systems and information I think is the second running thread that I would have throughout this whole report, is that there are so many areas where we really don't know the right policy and we are not going to be in a position to say from Washington this is the policy you should have, in part because the policies differ by different schools and different districts and so forth, for both capacity reasons and for demand reasons on who they are dealing with.



And so there has to be a culture of -- I guess it's A here -- of using data and information over time to get rid of crummy programs that didn't work and try to get down to ones that work better, and that that -- a major theme should be to say we don't know the answer from Mount Olympus here, but we have to have a system that will get us there.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I spent a lot of time on Mount Olympus so I don't know, you shouldn't diss it so much. I -- what --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  The Gods always die.



(LAUGHTER)



CHAIR EDLEY:  But they have fun before they die. What is the -- if -- who is to make the judgments about whether there's inefficiency? In other words, here they are -- if you go to a company and you say boy, you are being inefficient, why do you think anything is going to happen?



I mean they obviously don't know that they are being inefficient or they don't care that they are being inefficient, or the incentives to be efficient aren't strong enough to overcome whatever cultural or organizational impediments there are.



So what would you imagine with respect to schools, when you say you don't want Mount Olympus telling them what to do?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well who tells companies to get efficient? I mean this is -- markets. It's markets --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Markets and consultants.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I mean this is not somebody sitting back and saying who is efficient.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, but we don't have -- we don't have that kind of signal for schools, so how would --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  The pressure on -- the budget pressures on schools right now means that there's really quite an active and ongoing discussion inside of these school districts about how it is they use their resources, their scarce resources more efficiently, so they have to cut less, or they redeploy those resources in a way that gets them better results, for less.



So it's not a market-driven, it's a budget reality conversation that is going on, that actually has led to some pretty interesting -- and Rick knows the stuff that we have been doing on kind of operational efficiencies -- but it's a real conversation that has a different origin than the markets, but it's -- it leads school districts to many of the same kinds of decision-making.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I mean I would highlight your things on non-operational things, but I still see that we can't get around, if we are serious about this, talking about how compensation is done in districts.



MEMBER RUIZ:  And it was interesting. I had a charter school come see me last week in Chicago and they were complaining that the neighboring neighborhood public school was taking too many kids from them, and they weren't succeeding like, they should divert some -- I'm like are you kidding me? 



I'm like -- markets. I'm like, that principal has stepped up. It's an isolated case but I found it very amusing.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well the existing charter schools don't want new charter schools. I mean we know that.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Mike.



MEMBER REBELL:  Yes I have got a general comment on this one that is similar to Matt's comment on I guess the teacher effectiveness thing, which is these are all very laudatory, general principles and all, but where's the beef?



And I  hope that we can provide some concrete examples in this report about specific ways that we can achieve the kind of efficiencies that Mike Casserly is talking about.



I mean, if his organization has been doing some serious work, as I understand it, on the operational efficiencies, we ought to look into that and give some examples.



We have been doing some work on special ed efficiency in a couple of districts I have been working with in New York, and New York happens to have the second highest incidence of kids being assigned to special ed in the country, so you have got to ask the question why, why those rates are so high.



If you can bring them down, you get the dual advantage of probably providing better service to many of these kids at half the price. So it's a real win-win.



And that will be true for a lot of states, you know, Rhode Island is even worse than we are. We ought to look into things like that, and there are huge savings you can get in that area.



So those are a couple of examples but I am sure around the table, people can come up with other concrete things that we can really spell out here.



MEMBER MILLER:  Just -- it would be nice to see -- like I have always heard about this, maybe I just haven't read the stuff yet -- but it would be nice, of the 600 billion that is spent nationally, K-12, just to even lay out how much is special ed and what the per pupil amount is on that, you know, so folks can understand, and if there's ideas on what's driving that, where there's opportunities.



The non-classroom expense, you have talked about this, others -- versus the rest of the OECD, we apparently have a very high non-classroom expense compared to other industrial nations. I'd like to better understand that and we can flag that somehow and what drives that.



CHAIR EDLEY:  That's where the 15,000 local school districts I think is relevant.



MEMBER MILLER:  But it's not just that. I think it's the -- even seeing the, you know, the total of the 600 billion that's health and pension costs, I mean just sort of backing out some of the stuff that we thing has nothing to do with the rest of what we are talking about, and you know, would be interesting and I forget, I don't know if you mentioned this, but I guess the example I always see is one a couple of people mentioned, about spending 10 billion a year on Masters degrees that don't -- Masters degree-related compensation that don't have any proven -- 20?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Twenty.



CHAIR EDLEY:  This point about the lack of effectiveness of Masters degrees was made by the NRC experts that we met with as well, as an example of things that could be listed in a box of popular but actually ineffective school improvement strategies.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Yes but one of the problems with that is, most -- at least the school districts I have looked at and I am now on my local school board again, but that they gain more from a teacher that gets a Masters degree irrespective of whether the Masters degree is at all related --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Exactly.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  to what they teach.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Exactly.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  So a new policy going forward has got to be the Masters degree has got to be tied to what you teach to qualify you to be bumped up the pay scale.



And just little common sense changes like that, I think, has to be part of what we talk about, and one point, we were talking offline about wanting to go online about that, a lot of the fiscally-driven efficiencies are limiting damage rather than providing the service at the most efficient level.



So that point, you have to really understand because --



PARTICIPANT:  Say more about that.



CHAIR EDLEY:  And there are also the politically -- the course of the political least -- least political resistance where you have to make fast -- cuts quickly.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  So what you see happening is you see the art, support and music programs, they cut really quickly -- I'm sorry, art, support and music get cut really quickly because you know, there is no testing for that.



The other thing in Illinois that we have seen is a complete disinvestment in vocational. So vocational technical is almost out the window in Illinois because there has been a cut in federal coming into that, it's not tested, and the school districts, if they're going to cut an academic program, that's the first place to cut it.



We have to be very sensitive about it. I mean, efficiency doesn't necessarily generate a better product if it just means cut costs.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I think there are lots of circumstances in which the pressure for budget savings actually leads you to do inefficient things.



But more than that, I guess we also have to have an eye towards that brighter day when resources start getting restored to some schools. We want them to be used efficiently, not just poured -- not just poured back into an efficient --



MEMBER MILLER:  So should we write the section just kind of pre-VAT and post-VAT?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, that's it. That's it.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Well, and administrative costs tend to -- at least when we studied them -- not consume a ton of educational resources. In Illinois they jump between about 3.8 percent and 4.6 percent of all expenditures on education.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  What did you say? I missed the --



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Administrative costs have not been a big driver of costs in education, at least as far as we could tell. We have looked at a couple of other states at the request of other states, and once again administrative costs weren't a big driver of costs.



There are a lot of things we have already thrown on the table -- the pension costs, the healthcare costs -- are much bigger sort of just growth areas in the cost line that don't necessarily correlate to existing educational needs.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  Chris, to follow up on Ralph's point, I think it would be helpful to illustrate a number of things that are penny-wise and pound-foolish in this idea of efficiencies, like cutting the arts or vocational, educational, career and technical education, which may seem to a school district in the short term to be a smart move, but in the long term, getting to this point again about outcomes, can be counterproductive, so kind of debunking some of these common assumptions about what are the best or the best places to cut, listing them out, some things that are -- that point out the fallacy of that I think is important.



But I think because this -- for districts, oftentimes, these kind of what I would call business or back office operations are not their core mission nor competencies, how do you help them understand what some best practices might be, like what Michael was talking about, is there a role in this report to highlight or to talk about the role of the federal government possibly being a clearing house of best practices around efficiencies, and rethinking district -- or school system organizations,



Because a lot of what we are talking about, the way school districts are set up, are not really functional for the 21st century either, in terms of what they are trying to deliver, centralization versus decentralization of certain services.



So do we need to highlight some emerging practices that are showing promise in helping districts drive dollars into educational outcomes and away from some of the things that are not as useful, efficient or as relevant now. Is that something that we can hone in on?



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, if you want to include those kinds of things, we have got plenty of them.



CHAIR EDLEY:  But so can you -- get to you in a minute Cindy -- so if you compiled a set of best practices, or at least some of the best practices, or promising practices, whatever, can you say a little bit of something about why you don't see as much uptake of those ideas as we would like? Do you see what I mean?



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, it's a -- you know, if you are looking for efficiencies in food service operations or your procurement practices or transportation, your routing systems and stuff like this, there are -- I don't know. Why doesn't anybody do something that they know is better practice?



I think a lot of it is just people not knowing you know, it's --



CHAIR EDLEY:  I guess I'm --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  I am not sure if I am going to answer your question.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, I'm being too subtle in making what I believe is a deep and profound point.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Well no wonder I missed it.



(LAUGHTER)



CHAIR EDLEY:  Which is we do have this general problem about the diffusion of knowledge in the education sector, and this is just another example.



I mean you have the same thing with respect to innovations in effective pedagogy, or whatever it is, and so what would be good is if we could -- I mean I would love to be able to say something about that problem, because certainly, if you want to improve the pace at which school improvement occurs on a systemic level, we have to do something about the mechanisms -- something to improve the mechanisms for diffusion of information and uptake of best practices, because the -- there's something wrong with the infrastructure of institution evolution here, whatever -- however you want to put it, that we need to work on.



MEMBER MILLER:  In that spirit, don't we need to talk about class size and technology, or technology-based learning as part of this? I ask that as a question -- South Korea, bigger classes, higher teacher salaries.



CHAIR EDLEY:  You know, from -- I would -- I mean sure, it's related, I mean maybe --



MEMBER MILLER:  Is that a metrics proposal?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, I --



MEMBER ALI:  No no, but you do see it emerging in our deliberations. It's listed here very short hand as using technology and innovation to get better outcomes for the same dollars right, and so unpacking that in a way that is meaningful and drives the efficiency conversation is a next step.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I've got to say ultimately -- I think ultimately the way to -- I mean technology is coming. That's inevitable. It's coming.



I think the question is, is it five years or 15 years or 25 years, we are going to start using more and more technology and my sense is that it will be a more constructive discussion if we talk about the potential for technology at improving learning outcomes and oh, by the way, it might be a quite cost-effective way of improving learning outcomes, at least in certain circumstances.



Something like that, as opposed to doing it in the reverse order, which says here's a way to save money and you can probably do it without doing too much damage to your educational enterprise.



Because I think a lot of people break out in hives if you give them the sense that they are going to be replaced by a computer, and promising them that it will be a really nifty computer doesn't make the hives go away.



But on the other hand, if you indicate ways in which the technology can help people do a better -- do their job in better ways, be more creative in how they do their jobs, etcetera, so that -- I'd like to try to -- I'd like to try to write the draft that way and see what folks -- see what folks think about it.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  That's fine. What do you say about class size?



MEMBER ALI:  It's on the list of silver bullets, yes? I mean it goes both ways, right?



CHAIR EDLEY:  You know see, I don't have this problem because my framework is you have got to figure out what works for the kid, and with some kids, with certain supports, you can have a huge class size, but with other kids, to be effective for them, you may need to have a really small class size, and I wouldn't -- you know, I wouldn't -- I don't think it's one size fits all for all the kids.



So if we adopt that kind of individuated, instructional strategy approach, then you don't have to take a position on what class size should be, because it's all going to be driven by outcomes.



MEMBER KING:  You do have to -- I think you do have to take a position on class size because people are, whether it's as a matter of board policy or a matter of contract, making very stark resource decisions.



They are saying in order to maintain a class size of 25 versus 26 in our school district, we will have no music next year, and they are making a choice, class size versus music.



And so I do think we have to -- I do think it's a silver -- it goes on that silver bullet problem list. There's good evidence about small class size in the early grades when it's really small.



I don't think there's really good evidence that that 25, 26 makes a difference, and I would take music over that difference.



But we ought to put this issue on the table, because it is a pretty significant one.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  What about California? California just -- California made it illegal to lay off teachers in anticipation of any budget problems, but it is okay to cut the school year by up to seven days.



MEMBER MILLER:  That's what they did. That's what we just did, right?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Can you think of a worse policy?



CHAIR EDLEY:  No, but Sacramento can.



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  I just want to sort of reinforce the nicely nuanced way that John presented the class size thing so that we don't get in the box of is it good is it bad, but we really say you know, what's the evidence and how might you evaluate this question you know, in some nuanced way.



CHAIR EDLEY:  You know what it is? It's I mean, I think a lot of people cling to it because it seems like such an easy metric for quality, right, and we haven't really given them an alternative that they like.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  I have just a quick caveat on the technology piece, because to follow up on that --



CHAIR EDLEY:  And then Cindy.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  A lot of the problem with implementing technology in classrooms is that in poor communities, the buildings have to be completely redone to -- so there's examples in Chicago where computer equipment was donated to schools in poor areas, they couldn't use them, couldn't use them because there was no way to hook them in.



So it gets to a bigger picture -- and maybe this is the bigger, one of those bigger federal role things, if we are -- if the federal government can help in a bond program to rebuild the schools in communities of poverty, that's a major jobs program, in addition to creating an atmosphere where you can incorporate technology and save costs and provide higher education in low-income areas, quicker, and that's a great role for the federal government, is to support a bonding program that would make that happen and then you could prioritize the poorest communities as the ones that get the first bonded capital work under schools.



MEMBER MILLER:  Didn't we have a thing, when we were at OMB, wasn't there -- didn't Clinton have a school construction -- whatever happened to that?



MS. KING:  They had poor schools fix windows and rich kids built their schools.



CHAIR EDLEY:  It was a trivial amount of money.



MS. KING:  I mean the problem is that as you fund down the list of the poor schools, the priority for poor schools are fixing windows and rebuilding walls, and the priorities for non-poor schools are rebuilding -- you know, building computer labs and rebuilding schools and --



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Except that that's if you've gotten adequate money. What I'm talking about is saying give us this, then we are going to rebuild the schools.



MS. KING:  But you just have to give only money to poor schools and you'll be fine, as a general rule of thumb.



CHAIR EDLEY:  The problem with the way Clinton tried to --



(LAUGHTER)



(Off mic conversation)



CHAIR EDLEY:  The problem with the Clinton approach was that it was a cash grant to districts. It wasn't a bonding -- a bond program of the sort that Ralph is talking about, and for -- and they are quite -- they are obviously quite different.



Okay so we need a -- we will have a thicker technology piece. Cindy?



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes, just three quick things. I think the way to deal with the class size is to say uniform policies don't make any sense. This should be the way you described it.



The other thing is I hope we stay away from laundry lists of you know, programs that are being cut that would be great, I mean, like vocational education.



I mean there's a whole rich literature out there about -- and lots of evidence -- about high school level vocational education, that it does not serve disadvantaged kids well.



And while that community tries to argue against it, they have still -- the outcome data has never changed.



And then there's a whole argument that you need to move that kind of training more to the community college of post-high school level, and that you are responsive to markets, changing business communities, because high schools will never be able to keep up with the equipment changes that would be necessary to operate high level --



I mean, yes, there needs to be some career work, and I am into multiple pathways, but if you start just ticking off the stuff, we are just going to look like idiots, and so I urge us to not fall into that trap.



And finally, this last bullet, increase capacity of state and local education agencies, God knows what it's doing there, I was going to say.



And -- and we need to do that that. If you want to read anything about capacity of state education agencies, yesterday Rick Hess and I released a study we did on state education agencies.



But I don't know that we want to go there in all of this. It's really not much about --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  It might be that we want to talk about some functions of agencies, which goes back to why do we have knowledge that doesn't travel in education.



It's got to have somewhere to go. Right now, researchers write reports and they go into research journals and nobody reads those and that's the -- you know so we do need to think about how do you disseminate knowledge and in better ways, and state agencies may play a role in that that would be more productive than some of the other things that they you know, try to do and do badly. So -- see John wants to do it, and he would do a good job.



MEMBER KING:  No, but I do think -- but to Linda's point, I mean, we say we want better assessments, well, who makes the assessments?



CHAIR EDLEY:  Exactly.



MEMBER KING:  The state education agencies. We want better data systems, better accountability. I mean, starving those agencies of resources is a big problem.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I will tell you something, at this NRC meeting, there were several people there who were total maniacs about capacity, and they just kept saying capacity, capacity, capacity, by which they meant this whole cluster of things that John is talking about, and it's at the state level and the district level.



MEMBER RUIZ:  In some states, you have got the state board taking over entire districts, and in a way we are going to be doing that in east St. Louis where we have got a former U.S. attorney investigating the whole district.



MEMBER BROWN:  Right, well you can -- one of the things, because it was CAP and AEI, we could only go so far on federal recommendations, but -- and what we did was we interviewed a lot of state school officers and we talked about the bad situation.



But I mean there used to be federal investment and state education agencies. It was Title V -- old Title V of  ESEA, and it was taken out by the -- during the Reagan years.



And it did help build capacity of state education agencies but the real problem, and something we need -- we should say here is that state -- not only has the federal government given more responsibilities to state agencies, I mean, states administer federal education programs -- that goes back to my Head Start program, the problem of the morning -- but state legislatures have also been giving more responsibilities to state education agencies and at the same time cutting their budget.



And this was all the product of -- remember the -- some of you -- the '90s cry, dollars to the classroom, dollars to the classroom, and so legislature after legislature appropriated money that had to go directly into classrooms, to pay teachers, which was appropriate, but nothing could be kept to deal with --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  And I think making the efficiency argument around this is important.



MEMBER BROWN:  Right. Right.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  That if you want to do things smartly and efficiently, then people have to have knowledge, they have to know what the best practices are, they have to have -- there's certain things that you know, become very inefficient if you just say to every little teeny tiny school or district, you figure out how to do this, you figure out how to do that, and do it on your own.



So we might be smart about talking about some of these capacity issues as being part of the efficiency argument.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, that's why I, this morning, I really believe we have to aim this whole report heavily at state legislators, because as much as we all would like to see greater federal investment in education, it is going to take us a lot of years to get there given the mess we have at hand.



And states are going to have to step up to the plate and the problem -- we have horrible problems with term limits in state legislatures, so we never build up any expertise and knowledge, you hope the staff maybe does, we -- I mean, we have gotten ourselves into quite a governance mess at the state level and we have to -- I always -- maybe because I worked for CCSSO for 15 years, I always used to say every -- some states have really lousy tax bases and really are not going to ever get straightened out if they don't get help from the national level, but you know what, every state thinks it's viable, and they think -- and they think there's something they can do to, you know, to strengthen their economy and to get a better-educated work force, and they are willing to make investments in it, and that's what -- the ROI study, Return on Investment study we did at CAP, and work we have done on the Title I formula, makes it very clear that some states make a much bigger effort, you know, at investing in education, some poor states, and some rich states have a very low effort.



But we need to get into this and somehow convince the people who are making decisions at the state level that they have a reason to pay attention to this stuff.



CHAIR EDLEY:  I think that state capacity may also be the antidote to the 15,000 school district problem, right, because -- I don't need to elaborate.



So maybe it could be framed a little bit that way.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well and there's a way -- I mean if -- remember Doris Williams is on this Commission, and she would be screaming bloody murder if she was sitting here today.



But there are ways states could take on responsibilities that don't totally undercut some kind of democratic, self-governance input into schooling at the local level.



I mean I don't know what those are and --



CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't know how bad it is -- is that your point?



MEMBER BROWN:  No, no. I mean I am lousy at articulating this because I focus so much on urban stuff, but there are -- you know, people who work with rural school districts can be very eloquent about this, and the same way with the tribal stuff -- she's not here today either -- and I mean there are sophisticated people who work on these issues, and who can probably help us through this. I am not the right one but --



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay so we will try to thicken this up, but I take it -- but I take it there's some general support for something that suggests that as one makes investments in education, you can overdo the strategy of driving administrative costs to zero, because you do need to capacity to orchestrate many of the improvements that we are talking about? Something along those lines and something about the evolving role of the states and the inevitable importance of state and blah-blah-blah.



Okay, Ralph and then I think we have to wind up.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  I'm just going to reiterate a point I made earlier, I am going to disagree a little Cindy. If we leave it to the states we fail.



I'm just saying that now. You got 50 different state legislators. They have had the primary responsibility for taking care of education and they haven't done it.



And for all those reasons you cited, Cindy, you were running down the disconnect, and for someone who has worked with state legislators in a number of different states, not just Illinois, but Illinois is a nice microcosm because we have a demographic base that is very similar to America. We have 12 million people. We have urban, suburban, rural, our demography is very similar to America.



And I have to say, they don't want to deal with the issue. It's too hard. It's tax policy and they are not going to get it done.



And so, and so it -- I am all for doing whatever we can to encourage them to do the right thing, but at the end of the day if they don't, the kids are still American kids, and we have to find a way to make the feds step in and make the right thing happen for those kids.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, here's my prediction. My prediction is that the report -- the body of the report -- will not be particularly bold with respect to the federal role, and that you, Ralph, Matt and I will have a separate statement that is visionary, compelling, and truth.



MEMBER ALI:  Okay, so we are going to strike this last and adjourn.



(LAUGHTER)



MEMBER ALI:  Thank you all so much for your time today.



MEMBER MILLER:  Why assume that?



MEMBER ALI:  And we will have a bold and vicious, audacious yet realistic report in this master document that we talked about earlier.



Expect it within the next two to three weeks because we are almost there, and then we will really figure out with you all, again, meeting you where you are, how we can get the best of your brainpower without taking too much time out of the meeting context to get your individual feedback. 



On some of these one-pagers that we talked about, we will regroup and think about exactly what they are and reach out to you all individually and help construct them and we will work with NRC I think through the remaining issues.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Within a few days you will also get the preliminary list, to be included in the outreach webinars, so please take that, and it will be a prompt to you to add additional groups, or researchers that you want to make sure we do, okay? So we are done. Thank you.



MEMBER ALI:  Thank you so much.



CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



(Whereupon the above-entitled matter adjourned at 5:18 p.m.)


