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CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.  I'll call us to order.  Thanks, everyone, for coming and I hope that on balance losing the morning for the event over at the White House was a valued experience for at least a few of you.



I think you have an agenda that the Department folks put together for us in front of you and some other pieces of paper.  Let me just go through Part 1 quickly.  We had a second webinar web conference that -- well, I guess we've had two now, I think, with several groups.



You have a one pager here that for some reason says Berkeley Law on it and that lists the folks who participated in the two sessions.  It says Berkeley Law because it's the best law school in the solar system but, as you can see, it's quite an interesting group.



If you have further thoughts about groups to which we should reach out for participation, we're going to do at least one more of these in October because we got several groups suggested to us by Congressman Honda and Fattah, so we'll have at least one more of these.



I have to say that for the commissioners and staff who have participated in this, we've all thought it was enormously helpful and interesting because it's given us a chance for some rich conversations with people who are relatively expert, in some cases very, very expert, on slices of this problem, so it's been great substance and, of course, I think also good politics for us.  That's on the webinars.



On the National Research Council, we had a second all day session with them yesterday at the National Academy of Sciences building in Washington.  That, what I thought, was also a fabulous discussion, very interesting, a lot of information, several papers on important topics to our work, draft papers, succinct papers have been prepared and we will be sharing those with you in draft form.



Molly or Jim, what did we decide in terms of giving those papers, the NRC papers, to the commissioners?



MR. EICHNER:  We need to talk to the NRC about the rules, but we are definitely going to be able to give out the ones that were passed out yesterday and I have those and I'll circulate them -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



MR. EICHNER: -- and we're going to work on the rest.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.  So those were good and then we'll be able to look at those and the Commission collectively can decide what further use, if any, we want make of them



But I am confident that you'll find much of what's in the stack both useful and interesting.  That is all I wanted to say by way of the webinar and the NRC stuff.



You have a package of material here that Jim -- do you want to describe what this is about?



MR. EICHNER:  Yes.  We put together a packet for everyone of everything that was submitted to the Commission by someone from the public.



And then we did like a little summary of it for your information so you don't have to slough through the whole thing if you don't want to.  You can pick and choose or refer to it.



We didn't include all the things that you all have submitted but we are working on providing that in another form.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I'm still confused about the webinar.  I understand the political advantages of having these webinars but how do we learn?  Do we all have to spend 3 hours looking at the replay or is somebody going to summarized?  Is somebody going to summarize the insights that we got out of it?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't particularly have a view one way or the other.  We haven't tasked anybody with doing a summary.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  We can.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't have anybody to do it.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  We can take that on if someone would like.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  If there's sort of -- 



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I mean, is it useful?  What I don't understand, you gave the high gloss -- 



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Right.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  -- that said that there was which discussion but I have yet to understand what useful things came out of this.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, I think -- 



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I wouldn't encourage anybody to write, you know, transcripts of these meetings, but I would encourage if there was something that hasn't been part of our discussion or needs to be emphasized.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I think Russlynn is volunteering Department resources to prepare summaries of that but otherwise I thought that some of those insights would just find their ways into draft of the report for people to then see and react to as appropriate, you know, and footnoted to say which group had this thought, contributed this idea.



Okay, so these are the things that will go in the record and lastly, by way of throat clearing, is schedule and, Jim, you want to talk about that, the December meeting?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  October and December.



MR. EICHNER: Sure.  The next meeting that we've already talked about is October 26.  I think we've sent out emails about that and gotten some RSVPs.  If you haven't let us know whether you're coming yet, please do.



We also have tentatively scheduled the last meeting of the Commission, hopefully, on December 5.  It's on the calendar that got passed out, so we're hoping that is a good date for people.



MEMBER REBELL:  Chris?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Michael.



MEMBER REBELL:  I'd just like to raise a point that I've raised before, and I know others have, but I'm getting more and more concerned about it now.



You know, we're here September 23.  We've got one more meeting and then a final meeting on December 5.  We don't even have a draft of a document.



I don't know how with two meetings we're expected to finish anything and I still don't understand why December is some kind of holy date.



It looks like our work has gotten richer.  We've got all kinds of research coming in, public webinars, so I'd like to ask a hard question if you don't mind.



Why do we have to finish by December 31 and, quite frankly, I don't think two more meetings is enough to do it.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, then, yes.  We should hear from Russlynn on that.  I mean, I share your concern and also share your concern about meetings.



Especially two meetings if they're going to be relatively short meetings and I definitely share your concern and your frustration with respect to draft.



I think that several of us have been writing and have stuff drafted and I think we -- so let's let Russlynn talk about when I'm going to be able to share that with you and what the process will be for getting feedback and so forth.  I had thought that we would be circulating draft stuff by the end of August.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  So I think -- let's step back for a quick moment and first let me apologize and sort of own a process that has clearly not met any of our time line expectations.



I do want to say, though, Michael, as you pointed out, it absolutely has become much more rich, much more defined, much more knowledgeable through the series of events of community conversations, of interviews, of subcommittee groups, of testimonies, of town halls.



So it certainly has not been time not well spent.  And all of your sort of collective work in helping us get to a place where the universe of topics and of issues that this Commission is probing deep on has gotten all the more defined.



And the folks at the Warren Commission have been terrific in helping to guide that process as have most, if not all, of you.



So that said, especially over the last several weeks, the intent was to get you all a kind of working draft of this at the same time as we were solidifying the fundraising base that would bring in the additional resources of writers and others to help frame and crystallize the Commission's work.



All of those things have actually taken a lot longer than we anticipated, that is, getting the work with the new venture fund set up, getting the funding on board, et cetera, et cetera.  It's not surprising that it's taken longer, but it has taken longer.



The original December date was set out in the Commission's charter as we worked with the Congress and internally to set the kind of time frame.  Right.  That is not to say that you all cannot decide that it should be extended.



Our goal was to try and meet that time frame, not only because that is what we intended when the Commission was set out but also because that is what we tried to promise each of you when you entered the Secretary's call to serve on this Commission.



And more time in terms of calendar time means more time on your parts and we get how very busy you are.



So I very much appreciate having a conversation now or footnoting it to decide post this meeting because I do think that throughout the day the framing, the process, the focus of the Commission's work will be all the more clear.



And that between today and the next several weeks what has been circulating and being drafted will be crystallized and the narrative will be set around the kinds of issues we hash through today.  So all that to say I'm really hopeful.



Lastly, also when it comes to the draft you can hear Dean Edley's frustration and I own that.  I think what I did, especially over the last couple of weeks, is allowed that perfect to be the enemy of the good.



And what was circulated we wanted to do our best to make sure really was reflective of the Commission's collective thinking to date given all of that rich discussion material, conversations, transcripts, webinars, et cetera, et cetera.



Quite frankly, it just took longer to unpack, peel the onion, if you will, and try and narrow down the places where we needed to come to some real agreement on.



Because there had been not resolution on big issues that we tried to outline and go deeper with in the documents you have before you today.



And that, despite our best efforts, didn't get done at a time line that would have allowed you to spend several days or several weeks as we had hoped to really dig into this offline.



Moving forward, I truly believe that that's not going to happen because we are where we are, because these processes have not been for lack of real results in getting to a sort of place where there is a kind of collective thinking than can be translated into elegant and narrative prose that we can get circulated really quickly.



So I am falling on a sword on this one, team, and it's not going to happen again.



MEMBER REBELL:  Russlynn, if I just can respond.  One quick thing.  If I understand you correctly, then you're saying we all should really work hard today.



We're going to get a draft hopefully sometime soon and with maximum efforts maybe we can complete this thing in December.  I doubt that we can have a marathon session of three days or something in December.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Sure.



MEMBER REBELL:  But if I'm hearing you correctly, if despite all these efforts in December or before that, we decide we need more time, that's something we can probably -- 

ASST. SEC. ALI:  Yes.



MEMBER REBELL:  -- count on.  Okay.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Let's talk about it.



MEMBER REBELL:  So we're not going to -- 



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I think it should be -- 



MEMBER REBELL:  It's not going to be a rigid absolute deadline?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I don't have the authority as just a member of the ex-officios to change those time lines, right, if that is something that collectively you all think and recommend.



My hope though is that I can help a process that informs that.  Not by what's happened but by what will occur over the next several weeks.



Because my hope is that we can give you the kind of supports and materials that will make you more comfortable with a speedier time line that is not to suggest that December is absolutely rigid.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay.  Thank you.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Cindy.



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes.  So as one who's managed efforts like this before, I have to say that you only get to the end when all the members of a commission or task force or whatever it is have input and in a written form and are able to engage in exchange where there are differences.



And when I've done this before. and maybe this will be different, I don't want to say it'll have to follow processes or time frames that I've been involved with in the past, but I've never seen anything get resolved this fast with no paper at this point.



And if we're going to have our names on this, there's a lot that's going to have to be worked out and you end up going almost sentence by sentence.



And, you know, managing all that is a big task and you and your staff are going to have to manage that and that it can't be in the dark.



It's got to be a very transparent process that every member buys into and, I mean, everybody on this Commission is very serious about these issues.



But getting to a point where we have something that a majority agrees with, I just don't see how it's going to happen this fast.  We can try but we got to like get going.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Were going to go to David but I completely agree with what you're saying.  I think that, I mean, with the process as it's going now I just don't see anyway possible that we can complete this in a timely and legitimate, much less, high quality way.  David.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  I'd like to sort of amplify this a little bit, these comments, and beyond the question of deadline that Michael raised, which is the drafting process itself.



So I think we need to have a conversation.  I'd like to have it about how the drafting is going to be done, who's going to do the drafting.



We haven't really had this discussion.  We know some things have been going on so far but I think the transparency issue is important.



I think there needs to be a discussion about, okay, what's the drafting process going to look like, who's going to be doing drafts.  The role of the Department in drafting, I think needs to be very clear.



Outsiders, if outsiders are going to be brought in, that needs to be clear so that when we get drafts there's sort of an understanding that all the commissioners have of how this got here, who was involved.



And then I think there needs to be, beyond that once we get to that point, some serious discussion about both time line and process for commissioner review so that we can have the time and the, you know, the ability to dig in in the way that Cindy's talking about.



So in addition to time line, which Michael's raising, I think we really need a discussion about the drafting process.  How that's going to occur, who's going to do it, what outside money's being brought in, where's that from, who's going to be retained.



Things of that nature so that there's a lot of confidence that we have that we all understand how this is going to come forward so it just doesn't land on our lap.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  We could pursue this.  I can describe for you the process that I think we ought to have and Russlynn can describe for you the kind of process she thinks we ought to have.



And then we can have a discussion about what kind of process you guys want.  Does that make sense?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Okay.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Do you want to start?  Why don't you describe you want to have.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  So I would hope that we could -- David, you're exactly right where the thinking was for the next steps at the end of this meeting.



Our hope was at the end of this meeting we really would articulate a very clear process for moving forward.  Again, based on a lot of the peeling of the onion, if you will, that we will discuss today.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Why don't we do that now instead of waiting until the end because I know several people are going to have to drift off early.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Okay.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And also, you know, it can go either way.  I think if we have a sense of what the process will be then we know a little bit more about what we're trying to get out of this conversation today.



So here's a process that I think could work.  I have a team of people lead by Monique Morris over here.  Wave your hand Monique.  There's Monique.  Hi, Monique.



I have a team of people out at Berkeley and we've done a first cut at a draft, sort of a body, that we think hits most of the points that need to be in the final report.



And in some places tries to frame what we think, based on the transcripts, et cetera, is where the Commission is and in other places says stuff that's more like trial balloon, is this what you folks are thinking with the idea of eliciting feedback.



I think what we could do, this is my proposal for a process, what we could do is serially send out drafts to groups of folks here, get feedback, send it out to another group, get feedback, have sort of a rolling draft.



What I'm reluctant to do is circulate something to the group all at one time that would then, my understanding of FACA is, also have to be posted for public comment.



And I think if we go that route we should get further down the drafting process so that we actually have some confidence that there's consensus on most of the elements that are in the draft.



So at least for the next few weeks what I would propose is that we have a kind of a rolling process in which all of you get multiple chances to see stuff in writing, react to it.



And then we would facilitate lots of phone conversations, both one on one and maybe in small groups to try to work through some differences, work through the -- mediate the language as well as some of the ideas.



And through that kind of process hopefully narrow the differences as much as possible so that there's a limited set of things that we have to work through as a committee of the whole in a face to face meeting.



So I think we have the staff capacity to do that process if we could have your participation in a timely way in getting back to us with your reactions to what we send you.



It is, I mean, at this point I am even more skeptical than I was previously about the feasibility of hiring an outside writer to come in and do anything substantial in producing the report.



I'm open, and I think it would actually be advisable to get a professional editor at the very end to try to help make it sing, certainly, but until we get substantially further down the road.



I feel like the last thing we need is yet another person holding the pen whom we're trying to make sure understands the nuances of the conversation or of the policy domain.



So before I turn it over to Russlynn, does anybody have a point of clarification in what I've described?



MEMBER HAWLEY MILES:  I do.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes.



MEMBER HAWLEY MILES:  I do but I'm not sure it's a point of clarification so -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh, well, I was going to have Russlynn put an -- 



MEMBER HAWLEY MILES:  Okay.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY: -- alternative on the table.



MEMBER HAWLEY MILES:  Good.  That's great.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Just one quick question.  And the sequential process is entirely to try to avoid any FACA complications?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No.  It's not so much -- I mean, just for record I think FACA's just wonderful and I joyfully want to comply with FACA.  Should I repeat that?  Did you get that on tape?



Okay.  But I also think that if we send out something and get 30 sets of comments, I think we'll just be overwhelmed with trying to consolidate all of those.  So I think if we do a 3.5, a 3.6, a 3.7, a 3.8, a draft 4 and then we'll have a full draft that is close enough so that the feedback that you provide won't be cacophonous.



PARTICIPANT:  Do you want me to jump in?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  So let me just say this in terms of kind of process of where we are.  I don't have an alternative plan, okay.



This is what our role is and my role is is really trying to support this Commission's work and ensuring that your time is sort of organized and how we can help.



If that is a process that you all agree to, that is one that we will try and help manage.  Regardless of where we go from here.



Let me tell you a little bit about sort of the starting point we had hoped to be a place where there was agreement on really key and important issues.



The reticence in circulating a document where we were concerned that there wasn't agreement on really key issues is what caused us working with staff to stop and try and peel the onion a little bit so that we can get to a place of key agreement on key issues. 

Decide how much we were going to tackle because as it turns out when you peel that onion there's a whole, whole, whole lot in there.



One that we have heard the Commission say that the sort of behemoth of what it would take for a world class system versus narrowing into key issues with something that you wanted to address and talk about.



And in addition the frame. We've heard, for example, Dennis talk about the frame of one that is inspired and hopeful.  We've had conversation, the frame of one that really paints the picture that could be very, very abysmal.



So we wanted to get some consensus on that and then the starting point of a document that was circulated, whether it was circulated to everyone where we tried to feedback or circulated to groups.



And it's not that FACA guides that decision.  FACA guides the entire process, right.  Any document that we provide to you, and Jim can go into much more detail again.



You may recall we had early briefings on this with our general counsel before the whole Commission is to be made to the public upon request.



But again the starting point, we were hoping to try and make that at a place where it was more of a consensus than not.



And I don't want to keep going back to today but I do want to go back to today, which is we believe that the discussion we'll have today on some of these key issues absolutely will get us to a place where a document that is circulated very, very, very soon, the makings of which Chris and his team have done a yeoman's job of getting us to, will be circulated very soon.



What I'm sure is being seen by many as a process that is binary in one or the other has been an attempt to ensure that the collective process is at a starting point.  David, to your point about the Department's role in writing.



Thus far, what I've described is what the Department's role has tried to be.  Where we point out places where there might need to be further discussion.



Where we are pulling together the research that each of you have presented and ensuring that what comes before you is based on the research.



That where there might not be consensus on really tough issues, like the role of testing, that those are the things we can identify to say we need to have further discussion on this or should we, right, is this something that the Commission wants to tackle and you might imagine there are a host of others.



But thus far, it has not been in a drafting sense and we don't anticipate that it will be.  The question of whether we hire a writer or not, again, that is a decision that the Commission will make.



There seems to be two key decisions.  One is about that, the editor of process.  That's a brilliant idea as well, right, it really is.



Obviously the plan was to be able to get resources in quicker.  We're going to have a briefing on fundraising later today as we do every meeting, so we'll give you an update on where we are with that.  That's it so far.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I should clarify by the way.  The reason I'm using folks out of Berkeley is because I was willing to pay for them in the hope that eventually we could get reimbursed because obviously my students' tuition should not be supporting the work of the U.S. Department of Education.



But my cash flow is such that we could at least get started on the work of both the research and the drafting.  It is also convenient for me but putting that to one side that was kind of the accident of that.



And just that the Department's resources, it hasn't had lots of bodies to throw into this as you all recognize.  Two terrific bodies.  If you guys want to stand up and twirl, okay, Robert and Marc. did you want -- 



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I'm sorry.  Just lastly, I'll also say one of the other issues that we need to resolve both in terms of the writing and editing process is the NRC.



I know that's a question many of you have raised in terms of the research and that and that's also something we should decide today.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



MEMBER TERANISHI:  I just have a question for clarification.  You guys are talking about documents, is it the same document or are you guys working on two documents?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  No.



MEMBER TERANISHI:  So there's two documents being worked on?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Three, four, at least two.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I wouldn't say that.  I think -- 



MEMBER TERANISHI:  Well, I guess I'm asking are you guys working on a document that Chris developed at Berkeley and then it got passed over to Ed and that's the document we're going to see?



Or are there literally, you know, two streams of work happening at the same time that need to be put together



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I think the characterization that I would like to suggest for it is that I and my team have been working on a draft.



Russlynn and her team have put together a rejoinder that I think will help inform the Commission about where the points in need of further discussion, elaboration, may be.



MEMBER HAWLEY MILES:  I would just like to make a couple of comments and then actually a suggestion for how we use our time because this is like, I mean, if we count up the dollars and the things we're giving up to be here in this room, this is not what we need to be spending our time doing.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Amen.



MEMBER HAWLEY MILES:  And the process thus far has actually not drawn on the expertise and resources and things that we can contribute right now, this moment.



And so what we need to do is figure out right now, this moment.  We have four more hours.



How are we going to use that time to do two things.  Clarify what we're about in each of these areas and then highlight the key things we've got, you know, highlight the kind of areas where we have disagreement and disagreement to go forward.



We're not going to do that in four hours, first of all spending another 45 minutes on this discussion and then going for one hour or one half an hour on each of the core topic areas.



So I would suggest a process where even in this room today, with this really distinguished group, I mean, I would kill to spend a day with any one of you picking your brains about this and yet we are sitting here not sharing what we know.



So what we need today is to break out into some groups and have a process where we take some key issues, get some folks working together to draw on the work that's been done here.



So whether there are two or three or one or two key points we want to make in this area as this Commission, and what are the two or three discussion areas where we collectively need to use our expertise.



To either identify places where we're never going to come to agreement for this work, and it's going to be a much longer thing.



Or identify places where with some more work and research we might get to a place where we can come up with something that could be useful for kids right now at this particular political moment and so on, which again we all know.



So I would actually suggest we go back a little bit to where we began the very first meetings in which we had groups together that were pulling together kind of their thoughts.



And being in a place where we could then come back to the larger group and say, okay, here's where we are, let's get some thoughts and reactions that we can then now turn back over to someone that's then building off of the input you've gotten so far.



As well as what we all bring to this and have continued to thought about it.  So that's just my -- 



MEMBER MORIAL:  I want to offer a suggestion that's in that vein and this is, I think that with all this brain power in the room it's tough to -- some more brain power -- all the folks in here to come to total consensus on every word of a document.



I think what is critical is that we need to put in front what our recommendations are.  Clear, salient, understandable, and then the justification.



It's like deciding on the holding of a case before you write the opinion, because I think if not we're going to be sort of mushing around trying to determine words and ways of saying things.



And I think it's fair to put in front of us the actual recommendations if they're going to be eight, ten, 12, grouped into key areas.



And if we can achieve consensus on the essential recommendations, it'll make the writing part, which is basically the rationale, the justification, the research, a lot simpler.



Because we have to get our heads around, we've got a statutory authority, we've got the support to the Department, and a very, very critical issue that we've got to speak to the nation about.



I don't think we can be timid.  I don't think we can sit here like a bunch of politicians trying to decide how the court of public opinion is going to react or not react or what criticisms we're going to have.  We have to be intelligent about it.



But the idea of a commission is to get out ahead on an issue and to deal with something that's sticky and thorny.  If the staff could write this report, we wouldn't be here.  If the staff could solve this issue, we wouldn't be here.



The purpose of a commission is to deal with difficult issues, draw on peoples' minds, but I think we have to almost invert.  The work product of it is the recommendations and I think maybe it's not "the report" supports the recommendations.



And I think if we could come to consensus, or look, maybe we can't come to consensus around the recommendations.  Maybe we can come to consensus around six.



I am not in the camp where on certain issues, for the purpose of consensus in this room, I can say, okay, I'm going to go along with this because of the constituency and the organization I lead and I think everyone's in that position.



So there may be some areas where we have differences that are fair, considered, and rational and it's okay that you can't come to unanimity on pressing issues that face the nation whether it is on the recommendations or maybe the rationale.



But I think we might do ourselves, and it's in the vein of what are the key areas and then what are our key recommendations.



And I think guidance from, maybe from you, Dean Edley, is to say this looks right if we can boil our recommendations down to a dozen or ten or 15 in these three to four key areas that I think we've identified along the way, whatever they might be.



And then my suggestion would be based on that we charge Dean Edley and his team to go write the rationale and then we review the rationale and see if the rationale fits, you know, our vision.



Because if not I think we're going to have a great deal of difficulty because we don't have our brain fixed around what we are saying to the nation on this issue in these key areas, what these recommendations really ought to be.



So it's a thought of how the Commission, you know, might be able to organize our work to go forward because, you know, I would trust smart people at Berkeley to be able to write a very good document if we give them guidance on what our recommendations are.



We need to be saying here's our recommendations in these five or six areas and then they go write.  They go add.  They go supplement with the research that we need and then we take a look and see.



Does this fit?  Do we like the way this sounds?  Do we like the rationale?  No, I don't.  It doesn't quite go far enough.  It's not strong enough.  It's not considerate enough.



So, I'd maybe put that out there as an approach that we almost have a chance to visualize what the key recommendations are, battle over that a little bit, and then I think it makes the remainder clearer and give direction to the writing team.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I do think, Marc, today the documents that you are getting there, hopefully you'll see it in terms of sort of federal, state, and local levers for change under each of these areas that have been discussed.  The hope is this is not that exactly.



We're not quite there yet, if that's the process we decide to go to, but this will certainly inform that in a very expeditious way because, again, it tries to peel the onion on the spirit behind those recommendations.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, I think this document kind of moves in that direction.  This is not the document I would have given for you, and I agree with the way you framed it as being possibly correct.



Look, here's our problem folks.  We cannot make decisions about how to proceed with 30 different voices.  I mean, that's why you have co-chairs it seems to me.  I love you all and I'm happy to sit here and talk about it forever.



But we can't have, you know, we're just not going to get to closure with everybody -- at some point every group that I've been of said can we please get to the substance and, madam chair, whatever you want to do let's just do it instead of talking all around it.



But the continual arm wrestling over process is not a good use of our time and it's definitely not a good way to get this report done before I reach retirement age.



And I can promise you lots of opportunity for input, lots of opportunity to either fix it or dissent and I can promise you a product that will not embarrass you if I can guide it.  And so -- 



MEMBER REBELL:  I just want to -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Michael?



MEMBER REBELL:  -- quickly endorse what both Karen and Marc said on maybe trying to pull it together a little.  I agree with Karen that we ought to divide up into subgroups.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Press your button, Mike.



MEMBER REBELL:  Oh.  We ought to divide up into subgroups today along these topic areas and I would say see if we can do what Marc said.



At least come up with the main recommendations or the main areas of recommendations even if we don't agree on them and then I would say the process you described of sending drafts around and all -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes.



MEMBER REBELL:  -- send them to the subcommittees so there's some coherence that if there's a finance and equity subcommittee you send that section to that group and have a conference call and see if that subcommittee can work out whatever needs to be worked out instead of, you know, it going to whoever who's going to comment on the whole draft.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Let me take that under advisement.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And the reason is I'm very reluctant to cede that much control to a group of folks who are working on one particular section.



And it may be that somebody  who's been helping with school finance really doesn't what to be kind of the last person on the bus as the Commission is shaping what it wants to do on teachers.



But in general let me just say that this approach of breaking up, my thought was that would be a terrible way for us to spend our time.



If we had had all day and if we had had to start with a succinct piece of paper that said here are the five key elements about early childhood, here are the five key elements about school finance, and we could have marched through that and everybody said, yea or nay as to whether or not that, in fact, represents the core of our agreements.



We don't have that document and we don't have all day.  From my point of view, if it's my responsibility, along with my co-chair, to produce draft stuff for you, the thing that would be most helpful for the rest of this day would be to divide up into a group that's going to go formulate that on school finance.



A group that's going to formulate that on teachers, and a group that's going to formulate that on, let's say, early learning and, let's just say early learning.



Now the reason I picked those three, but I'd like feedback if you don't think those are the right three, is because on the one hand I think both school finance and teachers are just major substantive things that have to be in the report in some detail.



And on which we have to be creative and compelling and we ought to try to get as much consensus as possible in those two areas.



The reason I say early learning is because we haven't talked about it very much and so if there are, in fact, some people here who feel strongly about early learning and what we say about early learning, that would be helpful to us rather than having the staff just generate it cold.



But if somebody wants to substitute for early learning, I'm very open to suggestions.  Linda?



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  I just want to endorse that idea -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  -- of going through these three big areas.  And we did, you know, at our last meeting we actually went methodically through an outline and did say, what would we recommend, and I assume that's what was captured in the draft that you were working on.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Correct.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  And so I think getting us, you know, through some focused discussion and getting back to that draft and getting it to us expeditiously right after this makes sense.



I also think it makes sense to stay as a committee of the whole, which I think is what you're asking.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No.  I'm willing, given the limited amount of time -- let me put it this way.  In order to keep moving forward with the draft, I feel like I need more guidance on at least those two topics, finance and teaching, just more guidance.



So I want to get that and maybe given the limited amount of time the only way to do that is to subdivide.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Maybe.  I do think that -- before the morning was devoted to offsite.  The documents that the team, Chris' team, and folks from here at the Department worked on this week and especially last night, is before you that addresses key issues in the topics described just now  So finance, teachers, and K-12.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  This will be very useful for you to refer to as you're talking in subgroups.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Yes, and you'll notice that there are some, like the key issues -- let me just make sure I have what they have.  This -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  This.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Same page?  Sorry.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And then what's attached.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Right.  So on Page 2, for example, you'll see under levers for federal finance reform two key issues that were brought up that would need some resolution that we haven't had a group consensus about and that was the issue of Title I funding formulas, that was resource accountability system.



I'm sorry.  Under the finance, the finance three pagers.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  What do they have?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I'm sorry.  You have -- yes.  Before you you have a document.  If you could look under the note to commissioner's in bold, the summary of key discussions on school finance and efficiency.  That is the one I'm talking about.  You also have one on teachers.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And one on early learning.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  And one on early learning.  If they have not been distributed, I believe the teams are redistributing them now.  There might be some confusion.



Just give a new pack of everything if there's confusion so the commissioners don't have to -- and you'll see on Page 2 of that document, Page 1 was summary of key discussion items and it lists out the things that were talked about.



Page 2 you'll see on paragraph 4 and 5 under the Federal Levers for Change the question of Title I funding formulas, which had been discussed again.



But there were differing opinions among the commissioner's to date, the issue of a resource accountability system and what that might look like.



So there are a series of paragraphs that illustrative of questions that we need to resolve, issues that have been brought up where there does not appear to be a lack of consensus or we don't have record of that so we wanted to help ensure that today.



The larger question in all of these is that of, are we going to tackle all of these issues, right.  But, again, as we peel the onion and try and narrow down to get at, Marc, what you're talking about, the heart of the recommendations, that then with the narrative could be wrap around.  These documents that you have before you are intended to do that today.



Whether we do it in full committee or break up, I'll leave it to you all to decide.  Sandra?



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  I may be like Cool Hand Luke.  I need some help getting my mind right as I'm not really following this.  It would be very helpful to me if someone could restate the charge to the Commission from the Department.



And in the context of that link what we are approaching with this outline and these priorities and how they fit into that charge.



I'm not quite following, sort of, the report I thought was to be centered around the role of funding inequities in the state system of funding and what the Federal, by and large, big umbrella, what the Federal Government could best do to approach that.



And I'm not following how that links to these specific priority areas but how do they tie into that overall charge.  I may just be slow and missing it, but I'm not really understanding that.



And, therefore, how it then relates to the recommendations to the Federal government around state funding inequity and fund systems.  Could you link those things up for me, please?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Sure.  Let me try based on the summary of our discussions today as I understanding them.  Yes, at least the Commission's charge and charter was -- you have a question?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No.  I just what is the Secretary expecting?  What do you, the Department want us to do as opposed to what the Commission has talked about?  Right?  Because we report -- is that your question, Sandra?



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  Well, let me, I mean, if there's a, because I didn't bring my charge.  Literally, what is the charge?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Yes.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:   There was a formal charge -- 



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I hear you, Sandra.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  -- given to us.  What is it and how does our framework for this report address and answer that charge?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Yes, I hear you, Sandra.  So the charges, as you know and stated, was to help tackle the issue of physical equity but in the world of, to close the achievement gap.



It was at least to tackle systems of finance and to make recommendations on what the appropriate roles should be of the Federal government to help.



Through the Commission's conversations, right, to Chris' point, the Secretary has said, as you know to all of you, go long, right.



He wants the best thinking on how we can build a world class system that ensures that we close the achievement gap in this country, with systems of school finance certainly addressed not necessarily exclusively or in isolation.



From there the conversations have narrowed around these buckets that Chris talked about, these issues of finance, for sure, and the Commission's had conversations about framing it in federal, state, and local levels.



Because systems of school finance are so much more than about just the Federal Government's role, given the limited Federal Government's role.



The teacher's and ensuring that we make recommendations both about teacher equity but the teaching profession at large.  The document you have before you on teachers tries to unpack the Commission's conversations and get to a place where we could get consensus on some of these key issues.



Early learning.  There were two other issues that were brought up in big buckets but not quite addressed in detail which were the higher ed access and this idea of wrap around services and community engagement.



So we do not have documents for you that peel the onion there because we have not had substantive conversation about those yet but wanted to at least get guidance from you today on how to proceed on those two issues as well.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  And I think just to just then, my concern would be that we not lose that central focus because I don't hear or see much reflected around that central focus of the Commission in what we review from meeting to meeting.



I understand these pillars that we sort of expanded into.  We spend a lot of time on that but we don't, as a Commission, really get at the core of what I feel that we were called and charged to do.



And I'm just curious.  I don't understand where that gets developed or what you've heard on that so far that we are including in this report.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, I think we actually have a pretty substantial split in the sense of what it is we should be doing.  And let me try to pose it this way and ask Russlynn to tell us what the Department wants.



It seems to me one approach is to say that this Commission is supposed to think about how to reform school finance in order to promote closing the achievement gap and promoting excellence.  So that's conception one.



Conception two is, how should we go about closing the achievement gap and promoting excellence.  No.  What should we be doing to close the achievement gap and promote excellence, including finance reform.  All right.



So, if you're doing the first, I could see you writing a report that doesn't talk very much, if at all, about the teaching profession except noting, we got to pay teachers.



If you're doing the second, I can't see how you could possibly write a report without talking quite a bit about teachers and so forth.



So, I'm sure some of us got on the Commission thinking it was going to be primarily, that really it was going to be about the first.



For example, we a lot of people here who are deeply expert and their entire professional lives at the moment, or most of it, is about school finance.  On the other hand we have people here who quite the opposite, their entire professional identity is primarily about other stuff related to the achievement gap.



Certainly, I think Reed and I both joined the Commission thinking that it was going to be the broader issue about the achievement gap with finance.  A big part of that but by no means overwhelming.  So, I think we've had a little bit of confusion here so -- 



MEMBER MORIAL:  What does the legislation say?  What does it specifically say?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  The charter in the Federal, sorry, the charter in the Federal Register, we can redistribute that if that's helpful, talks about systems of school finance at least, right.



It doesn't stipulate that it is only and it really was the Secretary wanted the Commission's expertise as we all did to try to -- so I think that it -- 



MEMBER MORIAL:  So the emphasis is on school finance but it's not exclusively.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Exactly.



MEMBER MORIAL:  Okay.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  And so it's not -- I don't think the issue is as clear cut or binary.  What we haven't had in the country is a good hard look at systems of school finance in the world of working on school reform and closing the achievement gap.  It is as if it has been the 800 pound gorilla in the room that's often not tackled.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And that's another discussion.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  And so he did not want that -- 



MEMBER MORIAL:  And that's that 800 pound gorilla we want to tackle, right?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I'm sorry?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes.  That's exactly right.



I think both the Secretary but certainly I've spoken with both members of Congress.  And the reason they are saying school finance is because they have thought that this is an important piece that has been missing from, especially from the Federal discussion about closing the gap.



And that's why they also mention that, but they -- 



ASST. SEC. ALI:  But not exclusively.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  It's certainly not in their minds -- 



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Right.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  -- that the other stuff isn't hugely important.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Right.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  It's just they, it's more like they want to make sure we don't avoid it, we don't treat it like the third rail to be avoided and to be sure you address this is the spirit that I know that Congressman Honda and Fattah had.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Yes, absolutely.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And I think that the Secretary had as well.  Well, and then Kati and then Rick.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  You know, the reason we were directed to work on school finances, it's the political hot potato.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  At the state level and at the Federal level.  And the reason you never get adequate educational policy reform, implementation reform, systems change, is no one wants to deal with the revenue.



So the way I've always looked at this is you can't fix the finance system unless you're talking about what it ought be buying.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  That's right.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Correct?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  That's right, yes.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  But that said, you got to fix the finance system because the one that we have now won't do it.  It won't buy that high quality public education for every child, particularly children in poverty.



And if we leave it to the states, and I don't care what kind of incentives we create and blah, blah, blah, the states won't do it because their politics are just as nasty and brutal and evil and vicious as what we have here in the Beltway.



So nah, nah, nah, I've always viewed this charge as we've got to identify what it takes to eliminate that achievement gap because if we don't eliminate that gap then we are consigning a segment of the population, be they children in poverty and now middle income children and particularly children of color, to not being competitive in the economy.  So we're not going to accept that.



But on the flip side, I don't think we have to accept the given that the Federal government has a limited role.  You want to solve this problem, we got to blow up the Federal role.



Those children in Alabama and Arkansas and Illinois and California and whatever the state is that aren't getting a quality education because they're in a poor community, are American kids.



And the Federal Government ought to make damn sure they get a quality education one way or another.  And I think it falls on the Federal Government to mostly pay for that because the states won't do it.



So when we are looking at this, if we want to make a big picture reform, we got to say the Federal role ought to be to ensure the resources are there to finance this stuff.  But you can't do that without saying what this stuff is and that's always been the tension.



I think we struggle too make in the weeds.  You know, the Title I funding piece, I could spend hours on that.  I'm a total geek.  I love it.  I'll talk about it forever.  It's not important because no matter how we fix that, it ain't enough to solve the problem.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  So just to get to process, but to try to get us focused for the rest of the afternoon, it's exactly that that we need to get to.  Hence, this document tries.  It's not meant to say let's decide whether we're going to do funding formulas.



It's meant to ensure that a document that goes before you that is a draft document, doesn't talk about changing funding formulas without us deciding we're going to talk about doing the funding formulas.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I just want to make clear.  I'm going to go to Kati and then Rick and then I'd like to try to wrap up.  Kati.



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  Yes.  I want to say something that may put be slightly at loggerheads with Marc here, but when he said six to ten recommendations then I thought, well, maybe we are on the same page.  It seems to me we've not talked adequately about what's changed in the context since we started our work.



And I think it's important to put those on the table.  Number 1, what's changed is the economic situation and nobody around this table knows, I mean, we all know that if we put out a set of recommendations, 80 recommendations, all which have to do with spending money, in this economic climate the report is dead on arrival.



So we have to be attentive to what's going on out there.  Number 2, when we started this there was not a war going on to try to convince the American people that all this focus on low income kids and kids of color was doing huge damage.  That war has started, right?



So it started inside the Beltway with Fordham and AEI.  It is continuing outside the Beltway and while we dither, right, they are out there in the court of public opinion trying to convince the American people that this at best a side issue that has done huge damage to high achieving kids and we are way behind that and we got to get out in front.



And third, we've been talking as though it's going to be easy to like to get the Federal Government to do more on the issues we care about.



The reality is we will be lucky to get them to do as much as they have.  So thinking about how to energize the American people more generally, which to me means it's the narrative report that's actually more important here.



It's what goes with that to help people understand why it's in their interests that we take this on as a country.  That it is not about doing damage to other kids and that in the end is more important than the detailed recommendations on any of the things we'll talk about.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, I just have a small addition.  I really want to support what Marc said.  I don't see that we have a drafting problem.



We have a problem that we don't know what we want to decide and what our recommendations are and if they were decided in our last meeting last meetings, I guess I wasn't there.



I mean, I think we have to discuss what we think is important.  I think that I'm a Number 2 person in your taxonomy in that I believe what the President said today, that it's extraordinarily important for the country to elevate the performance of all kids in this society and that's equity in excellence.



And I think that we have to find the means to do that.  Part of which might be finance, part of which are other means, but that that's what we have to be doing.



And so I would be reluctant to think of dividing up into subcommittees, frankly, because the people in this room have opinions on most of these three topics or at least two out of the three and breaking up, I think, would not serve us well in terms of having a set of recommendations that we agree to.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Thanks, Rick, and I share your reluctance.  I'm just a humble guy trying to get one foot in front of the next but stumbling frequently.



So can I just ask.  I want to people who have a strong objection to the financing plus strategy for our continuing work and report.



MEMBER MORIAL:  The only thing I, Dean Edley, is I think I'm looking -- Beth pulled up the Federal Register to really look specifically at our charge.  And it is, to examine the disparities in meaningful educational opportunities that give rise to the achievement gap with a focus on systems of finance.



So we have a broader charge but we have a centrality of focus on the 800 pound gorilla, elephant.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I'd like to get some clarification from the Secretary on this, Russlynn, okay, instead of just going around and around.



Here's my concern folks.  My concern is that I believe in my heart of hearts that the finance issues are absolutely critical.



I also believe that anything we say while a helpful footnote to David Sciarra and Mike Rebell in writing their briefs will, for the most part, be completely ignored and have little effect on any debates that are taking place in the environment that Kati just described.



And, therefore, while I'm happy to include substantial discussion of finance in the report, if somebody thinks all of that is immaterial, irrelevant, utopian, I still want there to be something there for them to read, pay attention to, and act on.



So I would be very disappointed if we construct the report in such a way that if the finance stuff is a non-starter, then the entirety of the report becomes irrelevant.



MEMBER MORIAL:  Well, I want to give everybody a bigger perspective in this.  You know, instantaneous politics is instantaneous politics.



And I've had a chance to be in leadership positions in good times and bad times.  The emphasis of a commission is to define a long view.



If we're going to fix a system of finance, you're not going to do it in two years with a single piece of legislation.



There can be an acknowledgment that it's difficult now because we're in a tough shape economically, tax revenues are low, but we've got to create a vision in an arc about where the country needs to go on this issue.



And I just have a, you know, a little bit of a fundamental problem with being intimidated by dissidents in the political environment because a political environment is not static.



It's changing.  We've seen that in the last three years in this country, and we have to define what is best for the future of the nation.



A commission, to me, and I appointed many and I've served on many, is designed to confront the things that is difficult for the day to day Secretary, the President, to confront because political reality is a meaningful restraint for elected officials and even appointed officials.



And so I think that while "it could be dead on arrival" and people could challenge it.  You know, there's a half dozen of us out here who, with the right report, will take on anybody, anybody on why this issue of fixing a system of finance is critical to solving the achievement gap.  Not the only issue.



And that's the key thing.  I can tell you money counts.  Anybody who's ever won anything knows money counts.  And it's cute and it's nice and it's sweet to say it doesn't matter.  It's sweet.  It's nice.



It's politics sometimes, but it counts when you examine the real conditions at school sites in America across 50 states and look at the real situation that principals and school superintendents confront.



So I really believe that while I am, I think, confronting the political constraints is also a degree of how it's languaged.



Now, I'll say, candidly, the purpose of a commission is that if the Department has to distance itself from some of our recommendations, then they have to distance themselves from some of our recommendations.



I came because if this could be solved by just going to see the President, going to see members of Congress, and they'd fix the problem, we wouldn't need a commission.



But we need a commission to articulate the vision, the long -- for that maybe it takes 10 years, maybe it takes 15 years, maybe it takes 20, maybe it takes some time.



But what's the pathway for states and the Federal Government to begin to confront this?  So I understand, you know, the realities and the dead on arrival and all of this sort of stuff.



I fundamentally not am not going to say let's dismiss it, but I think it is important for this Commission to stand on principle, to stand fundamentally on principle.  Otherwise, then I am in the wrong chair.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So, Marc, I'm for principle too most days.  Just two things.  There are lots of commissions that are appointed to actually not just talk about the principle but also to give people an agenda to work on, you know, the 9/11 Commission, the deficit reduction Commission, you know, etc.



There are commissions that are meant to be describe the perfect whatever and I think we're sort of somewhere in the middle.



I think there are a lot of people who do want to walk out here who may, in fact, in their current lives want to focus on bringing about in the long term but as quickly as possible a school finance system that helps promote equity as well as excellence.



And that's fine and I think we'll write a report that will do that, but there are also people who want to work on fixing the teaching profession, improving the teaching profession, all right, and people who believe that we need early childhood learning and so forth and so on.



And all I'm saying is they need vision too.  They need a vision.  They need an agenda and if we really want to mobilize a movement, we're not going to have a movement about, I don't think, we're going to have a movement about school finance reform.



We're going to have a movement about improving education for our kids that will include school finance reform but will include these other things too.



MEMBER MORIAL:  No, I agree.  I believe in -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm for being visionary.



MEMBER MORIAL:  No.  I believe in everything you say and I agree with the multiplicity of issues, but I want everyone to recognize the charge of this says a focus on systems of finance.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.  So -- 



MEMBER MORIAL:  And so it doesn't mean that's all we do.  Early childhood, we're on record for that.  Improving teachers and finding ways to improve effectiveness, all of it.



I mean, it fits in a package.  I think what I want to just, just on an overall basis what I'm saying is that, you know, we got to be savvy about how we communicate this.



But there's an element in this country.  I don't care what we say, they want to shut this building down.  And, you know, I'm not going to -- that has to be affirmatively defended.



If people don't understand that education is the precursor to a competitive economy, period, then they have not traveled the world and looked at why nations that have advanced themselves have been able to advance themselves.



And we really, to me, I think that's one of the lens through which -- that's why the wording counts.  The wording is really important and the recommendations a key, but it's about why do we think this is important.



It's not because we just want everyone to have a good education because that's makes Johnny and Mary good kids, but because it's essential for us to be able to compete in a changing global environment.



So I agree with you fully that all these other issues are important.  I just don't want us to shirk the responsibility that we've been given to confront school finance.



But I don't want anyone to think that we're going to make a set of recommendations and they're going to end up in a piece of legislation in 6 months.



That this is going to take time.  It's going to take effort.  It's going to take a lot of hard work to move the ball.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.  Here's what I'm going to do.  I'm going to, if you don't mind I really would like to go on.  I will draft a letter to the Secretary from me and from Reed Hastings.  I will circulate it to you in draft asking for some clarification on this.



Okay.  And let's just, for those of you who feel as though the charter he issued is controlling in our mandate, let's go to the horse's mouth, what Sandra?



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  I don't think they're at odds and what I wanted to say was -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No, I don't want to keep having this argument.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  No, no, no.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't want to keep having this argument.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  Okay.  I just want to make my comment then since --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  I just want to make my comment.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Go ahead.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  I strongly agree with Marc's context for the work we're doing.  So I just want to say that for the record.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  Secondly, I think to me Ralph's articulation of the relationship between the two, the finance and the what for makes a lot of sense and, therefore, blends the two things.



So I just think that works for me.  I just want to say that for the record as well.  To me it's not one against the other.  That fits, that makes sense of how they are interrelated.  So now that helps me.



It helps me understand the kind of conversation you'd like to have for the rest of the afternoon.  That's all I wanted to say.  Thank you.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  David.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  So let me -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Let me chair the meeting, please.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Chris, let me just try because I think there might -- a little way to get, bridge, the two buckets you talked about.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, because you want this to be about finance.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Well, no, no, no.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No, come on.  You want this to be about finance.  Repeatedly you have said to me that you want this to be about finance.  So I'm trying to -- 



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Well, let me just explain where I am.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  So it is true our charge says to get input about how the Federal government could increase educational opportunity by improving school funding equity and then it goes on.



So, and I have said this before, we just heard the President talk about high standards for everybody, having the states move in that direction as the way to get at, you know, as the strategy for getting all kids where they need to go and getting the outcomes we want for all kids.



It seems to me that consistent with that, and this picks up on Ralph's point and consistent with our mission, they go together, because we have finance systems, the states control the finance systems.



They control the money.  And we have finance systems, systems of funding public schools which are completely disconnected from the cost, the real cost, of delivering what the President talked about today.



And because of that the equal educational opportunity that's discussed here, which is the delivery of the resources, the teachers, the quality teachers, the curriculum, the buildings, the supplies, getting kids into school early so they're ready to learn.



It is in so many places across the country you can, you know, mandate all you want but it's not going to happen because of the disconnect between the financing systems and what it takes to give kids that opportunity to learn rigorous standards, all kids.



And that means, you know, it means making sure that there's adequate funding, funding is distributed relative to student needs, so if you're in a higher poverty setting you get more money, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.



So it seems to me that's the frame on which we want to go and that's get to what really both issues where this Commission is picking up what the President said and said, look, this is a piece that nobody wants to deal with but we have to deal with it.



We may not be able to deal with it tomorrow.  Congress, I doubt, will deal with it in 12 months from now.  The states, God knows from those of us that have worked on this in the states both in the courts and in state capitals, I mean, it's tough and it's getting worse.



I mean, look at what happened in Pennsylvania this last year where the equity money that went in after eight years of hard work got wiped out in one budget cycle and all that money was targeted to the programs that we want to buy, gone.



So it's going to be, this is a tough problem but we have to take a stand on that and the lens that we look at it through is that we have to have a whole new generation of re-engineered finance systems that really make an effort to figure out what it costs to deliver rigorous standards to all kids.



To make sure that there's the extra resources to get kids that are in high poverty settings where they need to go, that has the resources to make sure that every low income kid and every low income kid in a poor community at the very least has access to well planned, high quality pre-school education.



Because if we don't do that we're not going to get them to the outcomes that they need to meet and we're not going to get to closing the achievement gap.



So in essence, you could combine these three bodies with the need for finance reform.  And what I say by finance, I don't just mean the money in the financing system.



It's also what we're going to spend for in the service of what the President talked about today.



He can't talk about that.  I mean, he can't.  It's hard for the Secretary to talk about.  Let's be honest about it.  But we can and somebody has to and we have to stay focused on that it seems to me.



And underneath that umbrella of promoting rigorous standards for all kids and financing systems that deliver that, that's where we talk about what does it cost to get high quality teachers to teach in high needs communities, urban and rural.



How do we get teachers in the Chicago metropolitan area where we have inequity in funding in the labor market so that there's a decent shot that Chicago public schools have to attract high quality teachers, etc., etc., etc.



So there isn't a disconnect between these two.  We can talk about them all under the context of this umbrella of ensuring that -- it's just what the President talked about today.



So I don't see the disconnect.  I think we can frame it.  Then you've got to write it and all of that but I think we can frame this out where we start with this notion of getting all kids to high standards, what it's going to take to do that.



This is going to be about the key issue of making sure that -- our finance systems are broken.  I think we've got to say something about that.  And then we've got to talk about the kinds of financing systems that we need, which is a whole new generation.



It's not finance that we've thought about before, just, you know, how do you figure out the dollars.



It's both figuring out what it costs and driving resources, particularly in high needs communities and communities of color, etc., etc., that we know we're going to have to fund in order to get to that end goal.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  John?



MEMBER KING:  So, two quick points.  One, and I think we do have to address both what we spend and how we spend and I don't think we can avoid addressing both issues.



And, Dave, although I agree with many of the things you said, it is worth noting that in New York if you map academic performance against spending, although there is a line of fit, there's also wide variation at every level of spending and that's interesting.



And we ought to spend some time figuring out why that is and whether there are some things that are better to spend on than others.  But I guess I feel like we've spent a lot of time re-asking ourselves the question.



So, I guess, I wanted to recommend that we start with the finance question and sort of ask what specific recommendations would this Commission make to fix the problem that we have all repeatedly described to each other.



I mean, I think we all now understand a general sense of what we think the problem is.  So I guess I'd give the question back to David.  So in one sentence what is the specific thing?



And it can't be, I don't think we can say things like rethink how we do school finance.  I think we have to give a specific recommendation.



So I guess I'd ask what's the specific thing, you know, the one sentence, the two sentence recommendation to Marc's point.  I mean, we're going to get ten, we'll be lucky if we get ten recommendations described in the article in Edweek about our work.  Lucky.



So we should figure out what those ten sentences are.  So, David, on the issue of finance and efficiency, what is the one recommendation that you would make?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Tino.



MEMBER CUELLAR:  If you don't mind, let me just make one comment.  I think much of this discussion has been very interesting and very relevant but I really do want to just kick it back to the Chair to ask us to do whatever he thinks will be helpful at this stage of the game.



Just in terms of the fact that we have a lot of topics to cover and part of what we've been trying to figure out is how to use this time, maybe go back to your point as well.  So just -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And we need to talk about finance, okay.  Let's see a show of hands.  How many people would like to break into subgroups and how many people would like to have the discussion of finance in a committee of the whole?



I'm going to seek for the clarification from the Secretary on the charge.  Russlynn, you can draft his reply to the note I'm going to send.



So how many people want to continue the discussion of finance in the group as a whole?  Okay.



How many people want to break up to talk about a couple of different issues?  Okay.  So let's do the finance.  Going back to John's question.  Where's the piece of paper?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Do you have the--



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't.  Does everybody else?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Yes.  Walk them through this and then we'll sort of -- .



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No.  Let them -- do we need to -- 



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Just make sure they have it.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Do people need to be walked through?  I just want to make sure they have it.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I want to make sure they it, Chris.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.  You have to look down 12 lines where it says, summary of key discussion items, school finance and efficiency.  Anybody who does not have that document?  David?



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Well, I mean, it's just out of context.  I mean, again, you know, what we want -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  You can't get -- 



MEMBER SCIARRA:  No, back to your question about what do we want.  It's that we want the states, what we want to do is to get the states and it's not here.  I don't see it here.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  It's buried on page 2 or 3.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  It is?  I mean, I tried to find -- well, let me say what I'm thinking.  Maybe it's kind of mixed up in here.



MEMBER MORIAL:  Frame with a recommendation.  I mean, I think if we operate through frame with a recommendation would read like, I mean, in the area of school finance, what would our key recommendations look like?



MEMBER SCIARRA:  So my -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Stop. Stop.  Let me make a suggestion.  Let's take a five minute break but not really a break.  Okay.



Read this finance, you know, at least skim this, all right.  And then we will reconvene, all right, in seven minutes.  Okay.  Two minutes for the bio break, five minutes to read the document.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Stay on the top of Page 4 if you want to see where -- 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.  Everybody understand what I'm doing?  So just read it and then we'll continue from there.

(Whereupon, the above-mentioned matter went off the record at 1:34 p.m. and resumed at 1:51 p.m.)



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, folks.  Let's reconvene.  Okay, just for clarification, I think don't, please do not treat this as draft language for the report, because it's not.



The point of the paragraphs is to frame an issue that, for discussion.  So, this is not an exercise in word-smithing.



You'll get plenty of transparent opportunity for word-smithing, I promise you.  But this is really just to try to focus in on issues around financing.



So, with that caveat, here's what I'd like to do.  Let's just march through this document paragraph by paragraph.



Let me pause if you have a strong comment, if you think, if you disagree with the idea, or want to comment with it, let's do that.



And then after we, if possible, we'll move through this, and then step back and talk about the framing of it and relevant emphases and things of that sort.



Because I'm afraid if we start with the general discussion of how it should be framed, we'll end up taking an hour and a half on that.



And I think it would be most helpful to us in drafting if we get some concrete guidance from you on the particulars.



I know that offends those of you who are deductive rather than inductive in intellectual aesthetic, but humor me for a minute.



Russlyn, you want to add something about, at this point?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, this guy right here next to, between Marc and Matt, is, what's his name.



REP. HONDA:  Fattah.



(Laughter.)



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  That was a softball.  Welcome, sir, as a guest.  Please without objection, let me invite you to participate as you feel moved to do so.



We're just trying to, we're just trying to nail down some ideas on the financing issues for the --



REP. HONDA:  Okay, thank you.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  -- drafting to come, okay.



REP. HONDA:  Yes, you're coming towards the end.  And this is probably where, this is the ninth month of the third trimester.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, we wish  It doesn't  feel that way, believe me.



REP. HONDA:  And it's moving down, ready to be delivered.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh, God.



REP. HONDA:  And let me just say that, you know, I really do appreciate and understand the amount of work that you put into this.



And just to reiterate, the title of the commission is the Commission on Equity and Excellence in Education.



And it's always been an elusive prize that eludes all of us who are dedicated to public education, this thing about equity for each child.



And I know that I made a point on how policy language does drive, sometimes, solution sets, and how, you know, all of us are experts in our own areas, and bringing together all the experts in education and then ask ourselves to challenge ourselves to move beyond our own comfort levels.



And see if there's another arena where we all can stand together and say, this is what it really is, based upon our understanding of history and listening to people and the effort of trying to scale on a national level things that we know that works.



And I think one of the things that we know that works is time on task. But, you know, we don't want to bastardize that research by creating all kinds of things around it to make it look like time on task.



And I think that this is the big struggle of those of us who understand that we want to deliver equity to each child, regardless of who they are, where they live.



And in my mind, achieving that sort of sets aside all the political faux pas that each one of our states are faced with, all of us school districts are faced with and would allow us a comfort level where we could really move towards making sure that the equity and the rights of each child are met.



Let me just closed by, this document, to form educational accountability, this is not the document I suspect is what we're looking at, right?



Okay, good, because I'm not talking about accountability and I'm going back to old language.  I'm looking at equity.



It was Package A saw that on my place, here.  But you are looking at --



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Oh, no, these were, this is submissions that came to the commissioners.



REP. HONDA:  Okay.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Outside groups, yes.



REP. HONDA:  Oh, I see, okay, great.  Thank you.  And I am really looking forward to reading some of the initial drafts that the commissioners are writing on the subject and to read some of the things that you pull together.



And this is the exciting part.  And so before the egg yolk and albumen goes through the shell, this shell section before the hen lays the egg, I want to be where the yolk is.



And I appreciate the process that you're going through, because it is going to, it is challenging us to be true to the outcome, to the main reason why we're here.



And that's to achieve that, those statements that will guarantee direction for policy makers, for the administration, and all of us who believe in equity for each child. So I appreciate this time, thank you.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Thank you, Congressman.  And I can assure you that when you start reading our product, it will be visionary, it will be uplifting, it will be inspiring, it will be soporific, just wait.



(Laughter.)



REP. HONDA:  English is my second language, soporific.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, Mike.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay, now, I'm happy to go along with the approach.  You're saying we should go through each of these items --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, I hear a lot --



MEMBER REBELL:  -- and leave the larger framing for later.  But I am concerned that what, for me, is a really critical element of the finance piece that I thought we agreed on at the last meeting isn't here.



And I see it going beyond framing.  But there's nothing here about inadequacy base to start with.



And for me, you know, this relates to what the President was saying this morning.  If we really believe in high standards, this is the way to overcome the achievement gap.



I think we have to say right off that we need funding that's adequate to reach these goals.  And that should be a starting point.



The environment's changed.  We have to be more cost efficient.  We understand all of that.  But it seems to me that that should come first under the particulars.



And then a lot of these methodologies of how do we find an adequate amount, how do we relate it to the standards, how do we relate it to constitutional standards in states that have the constitutional provisions, and then how do we efficiently provide those services and those things that are needed?



So I don't know if that's a frame, or that's put in another one about an adequate base to start all of this.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, whatever one calls it, it's a great point.  So can I get comments and reactions on it, on the adequacy issue?



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Speaking of, that's only a component of adequacy, right.  I mean because, I think to do when you look at school funding is isolate out instructional, what we call it the CTBA, instructional expense versus other expense.



So instructional expense includes what you pay for your teachers, what you pay for text books and curriculum, what you pay for technology that's learning based, what you pay for enrichment programs, and put all that together.



And then what we've done is then we've looked at school districts where education was being reinforced at home.



We've looked at school districts with very low poverty, five percent or less.  And we ran a regression analysis between their instructional expense per kid and their outcomes.



And what we found was a statistically significant correlation between instructional expense and outcomes in a certain level, below which, even in these communities with, for the most part, two-parent families, zero poverty, education reinforcement, there's no correlation between taxpayer investment and outcomes.



So you have to identify some sort of baseline like that, nationally, based on school districts that are doing what we want them to do and looking at what it costs for them to provide that quality education.  And I think that's how you find a baseline.



All the other expenses, keeping the classrooms clean, administrative expenses, all that is on top of this baseline.  You need to have a number for that, then, on average.



And then I think you have to understand that overcoming the hurdles toward educating a child in those communities that do have significant poverty, and frequently that means lack of a two-parent family or lack of education reinforced at home or hunger at home or crime on the streets, all these other things, you need some sort of intelligent multiplier.



You can look at Allen Odden's methodology in Wisconsin.  I think he had a pretty good one for that.



But I think once you've identified the baseline, I think what the federal government can say is we are expecting X percent of this baseline to be covered in every community of poverty by every state, just for the instructional expense.  And we expect you to add on those other things.



Over and above that, if you're looking for the big idea, the feds will pay like a federal Medicaid match system, this much more, to get you to where we know you now having the capacity to provide an adequate education to possibly overcome poverty in these communities.



If you are doing a greater effort, the feds will do a greater effort, up to a certain top level.



And if you created something like that, you may have a workable framework, at least, for an enhanced federal role on funding.  I think the second piece, though, so that's on the adequacy issue.



I think the second piece, then, is capital improvements, which we haven't discussed yet.  But that also have to be on the table for communities of poverty.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So let me parse this.  We need to have some more discussion about this.  So we're talking about number 11 and adequacy issues is the topic on the table.



Let me try this.  One piece is whether the commission embraces the concept of adequacy as a component in thinking about finance reform.



Second is the question of methodology on deciding what adequacy is.  A third is the issue of what the federal role should be if ensuring that adequacy, that funds for, I'm sorry.



First is the concept of adequacy.  The second is the methodology for figuring out the money associated with adequacy.  The third is figuring out the intergovernmental responsibility for providing those funds.



Those are the three major headings.  So can I get some more comment on those?  I saw Rick first and then Cindy and Karen.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, I can't imagine starting at this end of the business.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Let's not worry about the order of everything.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  No, but it's the framing that David and Michael have given great voice to, that the President has been vocal.



What the President talked about was getting outcomes and achievement in knowledge and skills of the population of all parts of the population.



He did not speak to adequate funding.  He said that that was a component, and that that wasn't it.



And I can't understand how you could possibly start from the end of how much do we spend.  And then we'll work about how we spend it and what it's going to do and what the outcomes are.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I didn't really understand the suggestions in that spirit.



I thought what they were saying is if you stipulate that one wants to accomplish programmatically what the President was talking about, then what kind of finance system would be needed in order to make that possible.



So, I think we're putting to one side, because you guys wanted to talk about finance, we're putting to one side the issue of what we're going to spend it for, and how to do that efficiently.



Just for the purposes of this immediate conversation, we're just talking about the finance piece.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  You mean assume we knew how much we wanted to spend, we should say we should spend it?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, exactly.



(Simultaneous speaking.)



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  If you have to start somewhere, and I'm just doing what the majority of the commission wanted to talk about right now.  Cindy.



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes, I mean, I think there's a way to have a framing statement that talks about the outcomes you want, I agree with Rick on that, you know, a sentence or two, a recognition that we don't have equitable resources to reach those outcomes.



And then I think it's really important that we not use code words.  Like, I would use a synonym for adequacy, foundation or something, than adding on weights for poverty and concentrations of poverty, and looking at efficiency and not rewarding people for wasting it.



And I would not get into methodology at all, and, because it's too technical.  And that's pretty much how I'd handle it.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Karen.



MEMBER HAWLEY MILES:  Yes, so, this is, you know, what we talked about the very first day we got together was are we as a commission going to talk about whether there is some level of adequacy that this commission can get around, sort of, saying, talking about.



And I think it's worth grappling with, because of a couple reasons.  One is that we know, I mean, so all my research and all of my work is about the fact that we can find, actually, schools that do amazing things in closing the achievement gap at a wide range of spending levels, even when you adjust for cost of living differences.



And we find that within districts across states, within states, because of, and that's why we can't just talk about money, because it matters how the money is used.



But I don't think we can, but I don't think that absolves us from, that absolves us from saying there's some level at which it's really hard to do this, or we have to go outside the bounds of what we do, or when people succeed, it's because of, sort, of heroic things outside the system.



My challenge in my work has always been that I don't know that we know how to define that level, because we don't, we have systems, now, that don't enable the kinds of innovation and experimentations, and sort of different ways of structuring dollars and also because we don't have ways of comparing productivity across states, because the standards are just so different, or even across districts, because the standards are so different.



So I've been thinking that this is the moment in time where we say this finally having common standards across states gives us, as a nation, the ability to begin to understand and to pour some significant resources into understanding what it takes to reach our standards across states that are using different levels of spending and so on.



So that we really begin to understand, you know, Massachusetts does spend a heck of a lot more than Mississippi.  And Massachusetts gets a lot more results.



Now, there's a huge ranges inside Massachusetts from $18,000 to 12,000, no, maybe $9,000.  But most districts in Illinois spend less than $9,000 a pupil, adjusted.



So anyway, what I'm saying is I don't know.  And I think it's worth grappling with a little bit, can we say there's some level at which, or do we say, there's obvious, or is the federal rule to report rigorously on the level of resources across states, create incentives for using those resources well within states, and then publish really closely and research the relationship between resources, uses of resources and outcomes, now that we finally have a way to measure those outcomes.



And I know that doesn't make good policy, but just I feel like if we don't, and then the other part is the practical part of my work as I've learned, and this is different than the role that Rick plays.



But I've learned that if you don't actually provide some guidelines about what makes sense, it's hard for people on the ground to actually act.



So, you know, so you say it's got to be in the range of such to such.  So I go out and say you got to have at least 90 minutes of common planning time a week, or you're not doing anything.



And that's been really powerful.  It's generated a lot of change across a lot of district, because it's something you can motivate against.



So I don't know how we get at that adequacy question.  But it feels like we need to.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Mike.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay.  I want to be clear something and direct response to Rick.  At this point, I'm not looking for us to agree on some amount of money and plug it in and say, this is the adequacy base, and now let's talk about how we spend it or don't spend it.



I'm sort of picking up on what Karen says.  To reach the standards, to reach the outcomes we want, I think we can define certain important services.



And it's a quality teacher, so that fits in.  It's up-to-date textbooks.  It's early learning and some of these comprehensive services.



But the important thing I think we can do as a commission in this economic climate is say kids have to get these services.



And if you're going to cut budgets, you have to show that you're still able to provide these services in an adequate way.



If you can get cost efficiencies, that's great.  But the bottom line is the kids have to get these services.  And I think the commission can stand for this.



And it's a difference, it's a huge difference.  Most governors, most legislatures now, when they're under budget crunches, they'll cut 10 percent across the board, and that kind of thing, and leave it to the school districts to figure what the impact is.



And it moves that, classes in high needs, schools with high needs have to do away with AP courses, and they have to do away with after school programs and all.  So be it, because we can't afford it.



Well, this is a way of really putting discipline on everyone in hard time, and say, look, I happen to think after school services are vital for these kids.  Maybe the rest of the commissioners do or don't.



But that's the kind of thing we ought to talk about.  And if we agree that we need after school services or early learning, then we ought to say, okay, we stand for the most cost effective ways for providing these things.  But you have to provide them.



And recession or no recession, kids, in my terms, have rights.  In the President's terms, kids should be given what they need to meet these standards.



And it seems to me that's, I call it the adequacy focus.  You can call it a foundation.  Call it whatever you want.  I agree maybe better language, new language is better.



But I think that's the starting point that as a commission we need to come from, and that we can add value to the current discussions and make a statement that's lasting, as Marc said, whatever the economic circumstances are.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh, I got it.  Why don't we call it the Hanushek floor.



We'll never hear from him again, though.  Okay, so, let me ask, I think we're getting enough here to, guidance, to produce something that people can react to.



But let me add what do we, if people have thoughts about the issue of whether this determination of what funding is required by the education elements we've identified, do we leave the determination of that up to each state?



Or do you expect the feds to have a role for that, obviously adjusted by local economics, et cetera?  That's one question.



And then the second question is, is there really federal responsibility for ensuring that states or districts have the financial resources to actually deliver that amount?  So do those two questions make sense?  Do you see what I'm saying here?



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Are you asking me?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Just a quick answer to that, David, and then Ralph.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Okay, I think somebody was talking about the brain power experience we have in this room.



I think we should bring it to bear.  And to the extent we can, we ought to outline, and this goes to your point, too, or whatever, yes, you need quality teachers, you need early learning, et cetera.  And that's national, and we think every state should do this.



How much it costs in any state, what efficient systems they can come up with, I don't think we can speak to.



But I think what we should speak to is federal incentives in all that states have to provide these services in order to reach the goals we're all talking about.



And we ought to talk with them about incentives in ways of moving toward that.



And yes, every state somehow has to find the resources to provide these services.  And they should do it in a cost efficient way.



But bottom line, the kids are entitled to it.  And that's what a finance system should do.



And the federal role is to ride herd over them and incentivize and make sure that they provide these services in a cost efficient way.  That's my answer.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  So let me just add a little to the pot, here.  I was reading that the, Congressman Fattah sent around the Nixon Report in '74, and their main recommendation was this.



"We recommend that each state assume responsibility for determining and raising, on a statewide basis, the amount of funds required for education for the allocation of those funds among the school districts of the state, and for the evaluation of the effective use of those funds."



So that goes back to 1974.  I'm really suggesting kind of an update on this.  So the issue is, and it's consistent with what Michael and others have said.  The issue is the states have a responsibility.



I think we have to, a central recommendation here, kind of the central recommendation is the states' responsibility to have school finance systems that provide, and let me say it this way, an equal opportunity for all students to achieve rigorous standards.



I would also add a wide variety of content areas, so we make it clear it's not just mathematics and language.  But it's also art, music, health and physical education and the like.



And I would add to that, that the determination, that the responsibility to determine this that the state has is to ensure that that includes the additional resources that are necessary to get students that are in certain settings, certain types of students, students with disabilities, English language learners, at-risk students, and more importantly, at-risk students in high-poverty settings, to those the opportunity to achieve those standards.  So the states really have to determine these things.



Now, there's a lot of debate on costing out and how you do this.  And, you know, I'm not going to, methodologies and whatnot.



I think we might want to point out some examples of good approaches.  We do have some states that have labored heavily to come up with more transparent, clear ways built on expert efforts and involvement of local educators and whatnot.



So we have some examples, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Vermont, there are a number of states where we can almost box, if you will, places where the states have stepped up and made the effort.



Pennsylvania did a good job with their costing out study, until now.  It got torpedoed.  So there's a lot of good examples without, really, preferring one method over another.



Let's just leave it to the states.  But we have to make it clear that the states have that responsibility.  They've got to figure this out.



And they've got to figure out the, and what I mean the cost of achieving standards for equal opportunity to achieve standards for all kids, particularly kids of color, English language learners, et cetera.



That includes, you know, we've got to talk about the resources that are commonly accepted that, you know, have to go into that mix for all kids, and then extra resources.



So that's the states' responsibility.  And we expect the state that we, you know, as did the Nixon Commission, we, the states have to fix these systems.



I think we have to have a separate conversation about what the federal government needs to leverage its money, because it gets a little more complicated.



But we need to talk about the role of the federal government and leveraging the money that it currently puts in and then additional money it might put in to get the states to do that, to make the states demonstrate, the statement we have to make is that, is very strong.



Part of what this commission has to do, I think, and Kati talked about this new narrative that about, I don't know, what was it, the middle class kids are getting hurt, too, was that, I quite don't fully get it.  But there's a new narrative about if you're helping poor kids, it's hurting other kids.



Well, there's another narrative I think that we have to really address on this, I think on this issue, and that is the narrative that there's plenty of money in the system.



We spend a lot, we don't get anything for it.  And we can do less with more.



When the reality is, the state finance systems were broken long before the economic downturn.  So many of them, so many of them with few exceptions, were deeply inadequate even before.



Amid the height of the boom periods they were broken.  And now they're, you know, getting worse and more and more states are getting worse.



So we have to change that narrative.  We have to frame out that we have these broken systems that do not serve our kids, that are vestiges of, because of the reliance on the property tax and all this stuff.



And they were developed 30 years ago, before the advent of common standards, before all of these efforts to close the achievement gap, et cetera, et cetera, they're dinosaurs.



They're budget driven, politically driven, and they're not connected to what our educational system needs in order to get where it needs to go.



And so this recommendation to me is central.  Now I don't want to write it here.  But I'm trying to give you a sense of how it needs to be framed.



The methodology, in terms of how states do that, I think we need to not do, not prescribe weighted student, you know, weighted student, you know, particular weights or anything like that or particular costs or particular methods.  That's what I believe.  I don't think we should go there.



I think we should have some examples of states that have done that, different approaches to do that, because there are some different approaches and ways of getting at that.



The other thing on the federal side I would add, I think we need a longer discussion about how the federal government can push the states to do this.



But the one thing that's related to this that I want to add that's not in here is the state, the federal government has to do what came out of the '74 Nixon report, which was a significant investment in school finance reform, research, which we don't have now.



We did, if you read the history on this, and Eric knows it well, there was a kind of, you know, mushrooming of research and researchers, many of whom are in the field still today, with, you know, lots of gray hair now, who came in it as a result of that.



And there was a lot of work done for periods of time at the state level around trying to figure out the cost of delivering, in a rational way, a high quality education to kids.



It all sort of, you know, that needs to be restarted, along with the issue of the federal government collecting in a more rigorous way deep comparative data on what states are spending, how they're spending their money across districts, et cetera.



You know, it's sort of the determination of what all kids need to reach common standards plus the additional costs for kids who have special needs.



MEMBER HAWLEY MILES:  Can I just build really quick, because it builds exactly on that.  So I really agree that we don't want to specify the amount.



But I think we want to specify that they have to do it by weighting, and here's why, two big reasons why.



If the federal government is giving money to adjust for need, but it's doing it on top of deeply inequitable systems, then we're, you know, we haven't done anything.



So we have to create some kind of incentive for, and because the federal government portion is so small in comparison to what the districts need to be spending there, or spending way below, kind of, these threshold levels.



So, we can't be pretending they're addressing inequity if the states aren't doing some things to do that.



But the second thing is, the federal government is now getting into a position where they're advocating charter schools, which will, and because state finance systems are so different across states, they're different across states to start with, and they're hugely different in their treatment around charter schools.



Some states require that, like Maryland, require that a charter school get the full amount, average per pupil amount for every student that goes there.



So the result of this is, is that if charter schools have a much less needy population, then the whole average amount goes and it drains it away.



Other states have very different rules about, where they're weighting students within their states.



And so opening new charters doesn't leave, you know, sort of dumping grounds of kids left in major systems that have ever declining resources and concentrations of needy kids.



So this issue of putting federal dollars on top of broken systems and encouraging charter schools inside states that don't adjust for differences in student need is really problematic.



So we got to create, sort of, incentives that say, look, you don't get this if you're not already weighting.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Okay, so now for something completely different.  My answer to both your questions is yes, the federal government ought to find some sort of minimum adequacy standard.



And we could argue about the model.  And the federal government ought to significantly enhance each its role in funding it.



I love that you read that from the Nixon Commission Report.  That was issued in 1974.  That's 37 years ago.  How's that been working for us?



Well, this commission's here today, because relying on the states to provide a quality education, particularly to children in poverty, has not worked, despite the recommendation of the old Nixon Commission, hasn't worked.



And I guess we could come up with another recommendation that sounds a hell of a lot like that one.  But I'm telling you what it would accomplish, nothing.  States won't move.



So, while it might be, you know, consistent with past practice to do something like that, and it certainly will be far more difficult to define a base level of adequacy in a significantly enhanced federal role, I'm saying, just repeating what we did in the past is a pretty hollow gesture, and one that I think in a 37 year sample size that hasn't worked has had enough time to try to work.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So, I'm confused, Ralph.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  All we said before the Nixon Report is states come up with a better system of funding schools.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  But you were at the White House this morning.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  No, I wasn't.  I was the one that didn't have security clearance inside.



So I didn't have the advantage of hearing the President.  I said that he used to be on my board, and I worked with him on school funding.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, I think if you'd heard the President, you would have been persuaded that states are the engine of innovation, and that all we have to do is get out of their way --



MEMBER MARTIRE:  I don't think I --



(Simultaneous speaking.)



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  -- and give them waivers.  You wouldn't have been persuaded?



MEMBER MARTIRE:  I wouldn't have been persuaded.  And so here is what I think I would recommend.  I would recommend that we be somewhat prescriptive on what the base adequacy level is.



We could give them a choice of methodologies.  You could look at the Augenblick & Myers methodology, of an efficiently operated district that's high performing.  You could look at Allan Odden's input methodology.



You could pick two or three and say, states, you could decide which of these two or three you're going to use.  But you got to use one of these two or three.  And then that's your base.  And this is your multiplier.



And you've got to at a minimum put in whatever the minimum is.  And it's got to be something realistic, folks, because once again, state governments, and I hate to talk about tax policy, but I'm going to, they're almost all regressive in their taxing policies.



And almost all of them are not going to put in the type of progressive state fiscal system necessary to fund a significant education reform.



There's only one major fiscal system in the entire nation that is progressive, that's the federal government's.  And it raises money from the entire population.



So it seems to me having the federal government assuming a much higher role in paying for educating children who are in poverty is one of the best things we could recommend.  It does go counter to prior practice, but prior practice hasn't worked.



We are supposed to look at a system that will move us forward.  And if you want to repeat the mistakes of the past, I guess we can.  But I don't see any value in it.



So I do think we ought to define some minimums.  I do think we ought to say the federal government ought to ensure that every child, whether thy live in Mississippi, Alabama, Illinois, Washington State, California get a quality education, and particularly children that are, to broaden our base, middle income, because they are now getting hurt, low income, and children of color, because these are the ones that are being denied a quality education under the current system, which we've lived with too long.



MEMBER KING:  So just I want to suggest --



MEMBER MARTIRE:  He wasn't talking about New York.  Wait, I just want to be clear to you.



MEMBER KING:  So I just want to raise, yes, I know you are Michael.  I want to raise sort of a feasibility question, which is that I think if the first recommendation of the report requires radically more revenue.



I just don't know, even if that becomes purely rhetorical.  And that might be of value.  There might be value in, sort of, making that rhetorical assertion.



But then in terms of the specific policy proposal, I do think there is a question of how do we ensure through the use of federal funding that things don't get worse in each state.



And I think what we do see over the last two years in states is states making decisions about how they do their cuts, or how they tweak their formulas in reaction to the fiscal crisis that actually gets, we are further from the adequacy place than we were two years earlier.



And so a more modest way to sort of move towards this rhetorical goal might be some way of thinking about how federal funds help us avoid or incentivize states not getting worse each year.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Can I ask Matt Miller, who I know has thought a lot about what the federal goal ought to be financially to comment on this issue, and also, maybe pull back in Mayor Morial as to whether or not this is the kind of visionary, you know, reach in, throw in the long bomb, reaching for the stars, climbing the highest mountain sort of thing, that you had Nixonian, no I don't mean Nixonian, but you know what I mean.  Matt.



MEMBER MILLER:  I'm in favor of proposing a much bigger federal role in school finance.



I mean, I've written about going from eight or nine percent to 25 or 30 percent, which Nixon almost was going to propose before he got in trouble with Watergate.



I don't pretend to know how you would give direction on the adequacy thing for, you know, for what, how you would instruct districts.



Although I guess the thing that comes to, sort of pops into my head when I hear that is it would be something about if you could measure the gap between the distribution of effective teachers between wealthy and poor areas and find that that gap was being closed some how, or the gap between the capital investment per student was being closed somehow, that would get it, some of it.



I mean I've always thought the best, one of the best outcomes for this commission would be the kind of simple logic about the, everyone knows teachers matter most, everyone agrees on that.



We have a uniquely unequal distribution of effective teachers, principals in the country.



And that's directly linked to the systems of school finance that we, that's also unique in the advanced world, and document all that.



And that that injecting that in the debate, that we're an outlier in all those things, and to change that, you have to, I guess I believe, but there may be other options, increase the federal role to lift the bottom is something that's not part of the conversation at all, and would be an enormous contribution to inject.  So that's my story and I'm sticking to it.



MEMBER MORIAL:  I was going to say, this is kind of a thought process that the role of the federal government is to outline the basic principle, that there needs to be a sufficient or adequate level of funding to allow states to achieve the core standards that they voluntarily agreed to for all students, and that the federal government mandate that the states do an adequacy in financing study or analysis every 24 months, every 36 months, every four years, and that in doing that that they have to follow a methodology that's been established by literature and research as being sufficient.



But I would go further.  I think that within states, the adequacy there could be a differential, school district to school district, depending on a large metropolitan area versus a rural area, because costs of teachers, costs of operations can, in fact, be different.



I don't want to complicate it.  But I think that the idea would be for the federal government to say that every state must establish a baseline of adequacy in accordance with these methods, and that they got to do it on a regular basis, and that that be tied to one of the things that would be tied to the continuing receipt of discretionary or formal federal funds anywhere in the education area.



So you begin to assemble the data, you begin to assemble the research, you force rigor in the determination versus just a pure political situation that happens inside state budget processes from time to time.  It forces transparency, and it forces a discussion about what is adequate.



The fed's role would be to determine what are the inputs that you got to meet to get to that level of adequacy of sufficiency or whatever terminology we're going to use to do it.



So it's a combined role with the federal government creating a framework within every state, and in fact plugging in the numbers, if you will, to achieve the outcome.



So that might be the way that a recommendation, if we want to go in a direction of trying to determine what is the federal versus the state role, versus just an affirmative statement that every state has to have a financing system that provides an adequate level of funding sufficient to allow all students to make the common core standards that they have all stood up at a press conference, 45 of them, and said this is what we're for.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Do you have a particular reaction to Matt's specific suggestion that the federal share of K-12 spending ought to go to 30 percent.



MEMBER MORIAL:  I mean, I think honestly that there's going to have to be a case made for a combination of changing school financing systems at the local level, and maybe a greater federal share.



But I think you have to get into what the need is as --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  As a predicate for --



MEMBER MORIAL:  -- as a precursor, you know, before you -- yes, I mean you have to define it.



(Off microphone comment.)



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Button.



MEMBER REBELL:  Two comments that you've made, you know, the federal government funding level is so small now, it really can't incentivize much behavior in one way or another.



I think that's right.  In fact I've heard those discussions in the state houses.  I mean they don't care.  They lose some money, so what.  They don't care.



And the first thing they cut, at least in Springfield, the first thing they cut this year was the poverty grant.  Why?



Those kids aren't going to achieve anyway.  So let's just cut some of their money and keep it going over here.  I mean, this is the discussion in the liberal democratic caucus.



I am not sure that if we don't significantly enhance the federal role in funding this that we are ever going to solve the problem.



And I don't view that as a rhetorical stance.  That is the goal to attain.  And I have no belief or expectation, I should say, that that happens this year or next year or the year after.



I have every expectation and belief it happens within a decade.  And that's part of the charge of the commission.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Congressman, did you want to get into this?



REP. HONDA:  Yes.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I see that light.  I thought you'd might, yes.



REP. HONDA:  You know, and this is someone who hasn't had the kind of experiences all of you had.



But hearing you are debating, you know, there's, the things that you're debating, there's pieces and parts that are the things that I've been thinking about in trying to pull together as a, and resulting in this commission on equity.



And I still want to reemphasize the idea that we focus on the child first, and not all children, but each child.  So if you do each child across this country, you don't miss anybody.  That's number one.



Number two, you know, you got to figure out what the child needs.  So there's all kinds of diagnostic things that we can do to find out what they need.  And I guess based upon those needs, you could weight the needs of that child.



And then from there you can determine what kinds of teachers you need or what kinds of professional interventions or help that you need.  And from there it starts to cost down.



That's one thing, just refocusing back on the child rather than, and refocusing that whole argument.



The role of the federal government, that's been a real bugaboo for the longest time in terms of trying to move forward in this country.



I think we ought to challenge ourselves and ask ourselves, what is it about the constitution that says the federal government has no role, no, you know, major role to play.



When they wrote their constitution, there was no Department of Education.



There was a need for Post Office, Commerce, Navy, other things, but education was left up to the community whenever and wherever they formed, historically.



And that's why these community meetings was important, so that we can, you know, tease out the regional notions about what public education really needs and where it's roots are.



We say equity and public, we all sort of understand what that means.  But when it comes to policy, it all breaks down.



And if we break it down by states, we'll continue to have 50 different arguments every year.



There's going to be at least two or, California's going to be one of them, legislators who are not going to have a good time trying to figure out how to pull a budget together, because their looking at cuts rather than growth.



And so, you know, the children and education becomes a political football every year.



And so we look for blame, you know.  It's the immigrant children.  It's the bilingual children.  It's the poor kids.  It's the children of color, you know.



And it's the neighborhood.  And all of a sudden our remedies start to center around those adjectives.



And I think that if we step away and start looking at determining what the needs of each child is, it'll become self-evident, and may become greater as we assess each child, you know, in the school or neighborhood.



But we got to start some place.  And I think, if I had my druthers, the whole idea of this Medicaid, you know, where the feds and states share in the cost of delivering services to the poorest and the most needy is a model.



But we went to Afghanistan and Iraq without the benefit of taxes, right.  An amount of money we spent up to now with no back up, you know, we could use that money and really turn this country around on our education, and not worry about talking about money.



So I think the money part and the federal role should be really way up there.  And the feds ought to step up.  And the states ought to expect the feds to do something more than what we're doing now, and not let the constitution separate us away from our responsibilities, you know.



It just doesn't make sense to me.  If we accept those arguments, then we're just going in circles, I think.  And I've got more to say, but I better shut up now.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Thank you Congressman.  Let me just say that personally I really appreciate your saying each child.



And I hope that that each-ism, I hope I'll be able to persuade the rest of the commission to embrace that as a pole star.



Okay, Rick, Cindy, Karen, David.  And if people want to talk about something other than number 11 and adequacy, please feel free to work it in, because, boy, you guys like to talk.  Go ahead, Rick.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I would like to simply assert that there's no scientifically rigorous way to determine adequate spending.



I've spent a lot of time thinking about this.  And so why would that be?  And the simplest way to see that that's the case is to think that the largest spending item in schools is teachers.



And we have a system today where salaries of teachers are unrelated to the effectiveness of teachers.



So if you say how much money do we have to spend on teachers when we have a system that underlies it, that does not relate at all to the effectiveness, you can see why it's virtually impossible to come out with a way of defining what an adequate education is.  So that was just in reaction to other people.



The one thing I wanted to say and suggest is that one of the big issues that I think we have to decide is to what extent do we want the federal government to intervene on what states are doing now, and in what ways.



Because if you look across the 50 states, you see extraordinarily large differences in how schools are funded, how money is raised, how schools are funded, the share between state and local funding of schools, and how each state has decided on that, how they use specific categorical funding versus general base funding and so forth.



We have to, I think, take that into account and decide how much, you know, and I'm not sure that I have an answer, but how much we want to intervene in the state role, in the state politics, or how much we want to say that this is all federal.



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes, so I have some quick points on foundation.  One, I still don't think we should get into the details of defining adequacy synonym or methodology.



Two, I think we have to look at state and federal, state and local monies and look at tax effort combined so that you can see what the investment is in kids.



I, myself, would, I mean, I'm about to go on the record in another publication saying all money for public education in a state should be done from the state level.



I doubt this commission would ever totally buy into that.  That's my own personal position.



We have to acknowledge in the report that some states are a lot poorer than others and that in the short term we have to do what John King said, use federal incentives to try to get more fairness within the states.



But in the long term, the federal government is going to have to make investments in those states who tax themselves at some expected level of effort and get some kind, and get, but cannot make up the difference between South Carolina or Arkansas with lousy tax bases and Massachusetts and Connecticut or Maryland, you know.



Or else we're going to keep having kids from these states applying for jobs in the other states being unprepared.



So we have to do, but it can't be done now, because of the economy.  And I don't see why in this report we can't acknowledge that this country has its severe economic challenges that must be dealt with and how they're dealt with is outside the purview of the commission, and just say that down the road, the federal government needs to increase its investment, show why.



And then I think we have to do something about efficiency, and that we can't allow, we have to say it's irresponsible for states to pour money into school districts that are inefficient and that the federal government should take that into account in how it eventually supports education.



But it seems to me we can take a short term and long term, and that we can talk about in these principled terms without getting into the details of how to do it, which would bore people to death.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  We have so many ways to do that.  We don't need this one.



And I am not opposed in having an appendix in which we tell people how to fix the economy, because I think somebody needs to figure it out.



Can you explain, though, explain why you want to get local out of school finance.  And it's not obvious to me that it couldn't fly in this group.  So why don't you say something about your reasoning.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, I think relying on property tax, particularly in states that have lots of small school districts which have organized themselves on the basis of wealth of their citizens, you know, just disadvantages poor communities, and that if you want to go to a state property tax, I don't think you should deal with how the state gets the revenue.



I don't think every state has to get its revenue in the same way.  But I do think the states should be responsible for distributing money for public education.



That doesn't mean, I'm not saying they should have the government's responsibility for how schools are managed or organized or anything else, strictly money.



And then let states decide their own government's structure.  And government structures are going to change.  They're already changing.



Yes, that they then decide on the revenue structure, so that they can distribute this money.



And then I would distribute this money based on student weights and concentrations of poverty with some kind of intervention when money is spent inefficiently, because that harms children.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  In the state, California has full funding.  And you can see there that nobody just gives out the money without 135 categorical programs in California, because he who pays wants to control all how it's spent.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, I think California's a good, it's a mess with all this categorical programs.



And I don't know, and Linda in a paper, where did Linda go?  In a paper she did for our organization showed how the special tax, special revenue enhancements that have been done in school districts have gotten people out of whack in California.



But to me California underinvests in education.  And I'm not particularly interested in the federal government bailing out California in the long run, until they invest at a certain level that justifies them getting extra assistance, if they need it, because they have so many disadvantaged kids.  I think that's something we can't fully document.



But I think this notion, actually Goodwin Liu, your colleague and good friend, wrote about this whole issue, frankly, in the, my one gripe with what he wrote is that he wrote it for a law review.  And he wrote it in 80 pages with lots of footnotes.  And so it wasn't very accessible.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  But that's how he got tenure.



MEMBER MILLER:  I quoted him in my last book, in, like, four pages.



MEMBER BROWN:  Right.  And we've really tried to make his work accessible and give him credit.  But he beautifully lays out what we need to do with the federal effort.



And he comes to the same proportion that Matt does, if I remember correctly and with a wonderful justification that's inaccessible to the general public.  But I think it's very, very solid.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And to Jeff Sessions, yes.  Karen and then Tino.



MEMBER HAWLEY MILES:  So I want to maybe blend the comments that Rick, Matt, and Ralph made in a way that they might not approve of.



So I really love the simplicity of what you talked about, and needing to invest in teachers and leaders.



And I see that as the difference in the capacity of teachers and leaders as being the primary reason why we can't see any relationship between spending and results, because we have inequitable leadership across districts, and teaching, and to Rick's point, teaching structures, job structures, and teaching compensation that doesn't link in any way to quality.  And we have pipelines that aren't equal.



And so what you said about the federal role, I did say that the federal amount of the total amount of spending is small.



But when you analyze federal spending as a portion of dollars invested in professional development and human capacity, it's huge.  And we just did, and actually resilient to economics.



So, you know, when you look at the districts that we're in, and the states, so states, when you look at the dollars we spend on school improvement and on professional development, the majority of it comes from the federal government.



And as it trickles down, when you look at what school districts spent, that's true too.



So we can think about, do you want to invest in spending, trying to remedy the differences in spending across states?



Or do we want to invest in the place right now where it's going to make the most difference, which is what the current strategy is?



But are we going to invest in changing the system so there's a tighter link between human capital and the spending on them by restructuring compensation, having teacher evaluation, investing in new experiments for how you create organizations and designs that leverage teaching expertise, building human capital pipelines and principles in all of that?



And in doing that, you raise the bar for everybody.  But you also address the primary reasons school districts that are in poverty aren't doing as well, because they can't attract and keep high capacity folks.



So they don't have the pipelines.  They don't have the, you know, and all of that.



So if we invested in different kinds of compensation structures, the whole bit, then that would be a more direct way of funding excellence, improved results in high poverty schools, I think, and could be, so instead of saying, 30 percent overall, or maybe at least to start, we'd start really pouring in there and doing it differentially where there was the highest need.



MEMBER SCIARRA: A tax issue, state and local revenue, I would stay out of that.  It's up to states to do that.



There are a lot of states that have high property taxes but have some of the most equitable systems in the nation.  It depends on where the state money goes.



So New Jersey's very progressive, real strong correlation between higher spending and high poverty.  High property taxes, but the state money is targeted.



New York, on the other hand, throws money away, just did it again in this last budget, to very high, state aid, to very high wealth districts where they don't need it.



So you have New York really is a regressive state.  So that's one point.  I think we should stay out of that.



And it gets to the correlation between state and local revenue, and both the level of funding and the allocation of funding relative to poverty.



But the other point I want to make about studies showing correlations between results and equitable funding is there's a lot of studies that show that states that have more equitable financing systems get better results.



Now, you know, obviously, it's not a direct correlation.  There's a lot of other things to go into it.



But, Karen, you pointed it out there's a lot of studies that show that there's a correlation between stronger results and better funding systems.



The issue that Marc's phrased, which is, you know, he sort of embellished upon the issue of getting the states to step up to the plate and figure out what it costs to deliver common standards to all kids, plus the extra resources that are needed in these various settings.  And I want to endorse that.  We need to work on that as a central piece.



Now where does the federal role come in?  I want to throw out a few ways, another way of looking at it, in addition to maybe raising the federal share, which Matt raised.



The feds have to really raise, so, right now the federal government gives out money, IDEA money and Title 1 to the states.



And essentially what it does is it subsidizes inequity in these states that have a very weak or inequitable finance systems, and largely fills budget holes.  So when the money comes in, lately it's filled budget holes.



But even prior to the downturn, it basically went into subsidized inequity, because these states really weren't, as Cindy points out, they weren't putting it out, they weren't making an effort on their own, they weren't raising the revenue that they had the capacity to raise.



There was no demonstration between the level of resources and what it's take, to get kids so forth and so on.



So the feds have to really, we have to work, and this may be where we need to do some work in terms of bringing people in to help us.



So there's a couple things that the feds should do.  One is Cindy's point.  the feds should sort of set a benchmark.



If you're going to get federal money, we are going to look at your, look at your funding systems in terms of state and local revenue combined on a couple of different levels.



Is there a positive correlation relative to student poverty across districts within this state.



So in other words, does the state, is the state moving money, however they want to do it, to make sure that if you're in a higher poverty setting, as poverty increases across the settings, you get more resources, so the positive correlation piece.



The other piece is around the mean, this gets to a little bit to what Ralph was saying is, you can set a mean for the nation in terms of spending.  If states are below that, say 10 percent below that, they've got to come up.



So they got to get up closer to what the mean is, right.  So there's a way you can sort of get adequacy across the board and equity, meaning the distribution.



The other thing is there has to be fiscal effort benchmarks.  States have to put out, and I don't agree about the downturn.



Washington state, I was talking to somebody today over at the White House, she told me they couldn't get, they have no income tax in Washington State, poorly funded schools.  They have the wealth, it's a more wealthy state.



They couldn't even get an income tax passed on the ballot because they have a constitutional prohibition against the income tax on 400 of the highest wealth households in the state to generate a little more revenue.



So there's a lot of capacity in these states, that they're just not, you know, Texas is another example.  They just don't want to tax themselves.



And we have to set a benchmark where we expect a certain level of effort relative to state GDP on education.



What I'm suggesting is I don't want to go into the details here, but I think this is where we've got to go.



We've got to set these benchmarks to say, if you're going to get federal money, we're going to require you to not only determine the cost and do what Marc was talking about around the standards and come up with a rational way of, a demonstrated way of trying to figure this out, but that your distribution of state and local revenue is both meeting certain, trying to come up to a certain level that makes sense, you know, across a national benchmark perhaps, and also, though more importantly, it's the allocation of funding across districts relative to student poverty.



And so that, you know, so that we, the states are really held to certain standards that they've got to meet in order to get federal money.



MEMBER CUELLAR:  I'm actually going to be pretty brief.  I've learned a lot in the last hour.  I want to make one point about adequacy and one point about the federal role.



I'm convinced, even more so than I was before I started this meeting, that we are not going to be in a position, even if we take another 10 years, to say adequacy in education requires in 2011 dollars, $13,432.67.



And then you get an additional increment for every additional percentage who live in poverty in the district, et cetera.



Given that, and given much of what I've heard in the discussion, I keep on looking back at number 11 on Page 4.



And I find myself just thinking, like, this is not a bad way of putting it, because what we're shooting for here essentially is recognizing that we don't have enough information to come up with a mathematical financially precise benchmark, but at the very same time acknowledging that we think as a commission that any state that fails to pay attention to the connection between the standards that they are asking school districts, and actually not even school districts but schools and teachers to come up with, and money, is going about it the wrong way.



That even recognizing what we don't know about the relationship between dollars and outcomes, we know enough to know that simply ignoring the money thing is a bad, bad mistake.



And so I would encourage us to think about tweaking, changing, you know, doing whatever with this language, but recognizing that at some level there's going to be a level of generality at which we have to talk about this.



Then we can think about good examples where schools and states have dealt with this in a way that reflects the basic principle and examples of where they have not.  And we should name names.  That's point number one.



Point number two is I am deeply sympathetic to the points that Ralph has made and Marc has made about the federal role and the importance of it.



But I am very concerned that if we end up with a report where it is possible for us to be described as fundamentally having made one main contribution to the debate, and that is to suggest that the federal role should be up to 25, 30 percent, it will absolutely swallow up everything else that we want to say.



I'm not saying that we should therefore shy away from saying that, if that's what we think we need to say.



But I want to be very clear that we should make sure that the discussion of the federal role proceeds, I think, on two tracks.



Track one is what should the federal role be, when the economy improves, or if we think that it should be ramped up now, it should be ramped up now.



But track two should also be, if anybody's going to say out there, look, I'd love to come along with the recommendations you have, but I just cannot see the federal role going up to 25, 30 percent, do you have anything else of value to say, our answer in the report is absolutely.



We have ideas about competitive funding that is focused on equity.  We have ideas about how to change the way that the limited federal share of the education dollar is not simply going to high spending states.  And those can be acted on today.



MEMBER MILLER:  Can I add just add one thing that's on point to that?  I hear what you say about the federal role point.



And I guess my thought would be, if we were going to do that, the most important thing is that it's all cast from the top, that we're an outlier among wealthy nations in the way we rely on the central government entity to do the funding.



And it all become, so it's cast as a benchmarking exercise.  And we're not satisfied with where we are.  We're in the middle to the bottom on international comparisons.



One of the things that's distinguishing about the way we run our system to these other systems is that we rely, you know, only eight or nine percent from the central entity.



Those facts are not understood by the media.  They're never discussed by the politicians for the reasons everybody knows.



And that's a contribution that could get into the bloodstream.  It's not going to mean that, you know, there's going to be a revolution next year.  But if it doesn't get into the bloodstream, it never has a chance to happen.



MEMBER CUELLAR:  I'm with you 100 percent.  Just one quick follow up to that, just one implication of that is therefore we have to think about where the federal system should be, you know, in 20 years.



Two, therefore given the system we have right now, states have a special responsibility.



And three, given that we have such a limited role in that weird system vis-a-vis other OECD countries, we shouldn't act right now like the role is bigger.



And we should target what we have in terms of resources in a way that is going to be most effective.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So let me ask, because this last, on this last point, exchange, I think the comparatively small role of the federal government needs to be juxtaposed with the deference to state and local policy making.



And I don't know whether the two go hand in hand or one or the other is causal.  But my suspicion is that you don't, my suspicion is that the deeper issue is the second.



The deeper issue is the sense that the decisions ought to be made locally, maybe at the state level, not how much the federal share is.



I think that, because I think that if we could agree that there ought to be more of a central role in deciding how to educate our kids, then along with it there would be political support for having more central funding.



But just having the funding increase without having the policy control increase, I think it's, strikes me as problematic, both in terms of the politics of getting the money to increase, but the responsibility to see that the money is well spent, and finally Cindy's point about tax effort, period, paragraph.



Let me also say that, I mean I am a tax and spend liberal, so in general I'm attracted to any idea that says the feds should spend more money on poor people.  And I'm proud of that, Rick.



MEMBER CUELLAR:  Right.  But I'm also really ticked at the states that don't even try, or don't try very much because they have politicians that like to be against taxes.



And they like being against taxes more than they like helping poor kids.  There's a lot of that going around.



But I really am uncomfortable having a response to that that says, that's all right.  Let's let Sacramento and Albany off the hook and hope that Capitol Hill will come through, and by having federal tax payers or bond holders step in.



You know, it's, because look, if we're saying that this is of some kind of fundamental importance, and the states and the local governments are insisting on having control of how it's done.



Okay, so you remember Monty Hall and Let's Make a Deal, right, Monty Hall and Let's Make a Deal.



Well, we have this constitution, and I don't think it's a Monty Hall , where the responsibilities that are assigned to the states have to be discharged by the states only if we bribe them, with money.



MEMBER BROWN:  I think some of your characterization isn't totally fair.



MEMBER CUELLAR:  Okay.



MEMBER BROWN:  You know.



MEMBER CUELLAR:  Don't be hurtful, though.



MEMBER BROWN:  No, I'll probably be called a right-winger by the time I'm done.



We have to focus on outcomes.  And we have to focus, if a federal share has increased, we have to focus on being spent well, which means looking at tax effort, making sure, I don't know about ROI at the federal level, but being very careful to make sure the money is well spent and honestly spent, but states and, in terms of outcomes and how it's spent, I mean, especially if we increase the money.



But state and local entities are going to, we don't know enough about how to provide a high quality education in this country, to have the federal government spelling out in too much detail how to do it.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  But we know how to do better, though, don't we?



MEMBER BROWN:  But, no, I'm not convinced of that.  Where I think you're being too hard is there are states in this country that, frankly all of them are anti-tax at the moment.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Sure.



MEMBER BROWN:  But many of them, including some of the states in the South have taken important steps forward on school reform.



I mean, it's not fair to say that a Florida or that the big cities in Texas haven't moved forward on school reform.



Yes, they have leadership that's very anti-tax.  But they've also taken some steps to change the way they do business, just as people, just as the State of Massachusetts has.



And, I mean, it's not a north/south kind of thing as the way California hasn't.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So you agree with the President, but not with Ralph?



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, I --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Not with the government?



MEMBER BROWN:  I don't believe we're ever going to have anything approaching a national system of education in this country.



I think we should get bigger national investment.  I think we should get away from this local share stuff, which is just destroying communities.  That's why I want states to distribute money.



But not, say, we have to allow for innovation and efforts for reformers to try different ways of doing things.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



MEMBER BROWN:  And I just think that --



MEMBER MORIAL:  You know, I --



MEMBER BROWN:  Cut that off.



MEMBER MORIAL:  I'm going to have to excuse myself shortly, but I like Matt's idea of benchmarking.  But here's again, kind of back to the broader compelling case.  Whether it's the states or the feds, every child --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Each child.



MEMBER MORIAL:  Each child has a right to an adequate education.  And we redefine it in terms of the child versus the government, the federal or the state government.  The how we get there maybe isn't something we can answer.



The second thing that's important is, on the federal versus the state versus the local, 50 years ago, a high school diploma, certainly a college degree, or something in between the two wasn't as critical to the jobs market.



Globalization has changed the game.  So we have to push the envelope that says, okay, maybe in the 20th century it was sufficient for every little town in America to define its own system, its own standards, its own financing.  And that was fine, and it worked.



But in the 21st century, where we're competing with new nations, a global economy, things have changed.



I mean I think the commission can make a declarative statement, if we are going to be competitive, let's not get bogged down in old arguments between what level of government is on first or second base, but that combined we've got to get to a certain place, you know.  We've got to get to a certain place.



So if it's the states do need to reform their systems, yes.  And the feds need to make a greater investment.



I dream about what would have occurred if the commitment we've made in Iraq, 500 billion in the last 10 years had been spent in this country on elementary and secondary education.



And somehow at some point, the question for the country is a question of will and a question of priority.



And I think we can say that one of the domestic priorities of the nation, the federal government in the 21st century ought to be ensuring that each child has an adequate education.



I mean, I think we have to recognize all this conversation about money.  Yes, it took 15 minutes to bail out the banks.



You know it took 30 days to declare war on Iraq and for the Congress to dance through supplemental appropriations and debt ceiling votes for half a decade to fund it.



And then all of a sudden, when it comes to our children, in the future of the American economy, we're stuck.  We're stuck.



And I think this commission needs to say, come hell or high water by whatever means are necessary, this is where we have to get, this is where we have to go.



I mean, I really, I think that we don't want to get bogged down.  So I just want to endorse the benchmarking because with most people, when they look at the comparisons on paper, most people are shocked, because we still have a lot, a sense in this country that we're still first in everything, a sense.



And that when you see the benchmarking and then you benchmark the outcomes, you know, it wakes up reasonable minded people.  And I think that's important.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, go with me for just a second, Marc, please.  So I need to test out this proposition, because this is a very central one, it seems to me.



I want to be clear that at least in terms of current Supreme Court doctrine, there is no constitutional, no federal constitutional right to education or right to an adequate education, or even right to an equal education, under current federal constitutional doctrine, okay.



But the question I want to ask is, now that doesn't mean as a matter of statute couldn't be created.  Nor does it mean that as a matter of aspiration one couldn't be articulated.



So what I want to ask is whether in the report the commission wants to say that each child has a right to an adequate, to an, has a right to an opportunity for an adequate education.  Is there any dissent to that proposition?  Okay.



MEMBER MILLER:  Can you say more about what the, what you hope that achieves, as an output of the commission?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I think that in terms, again, of this long term, longer term evolution of civic consciousness, of moral and political commitment, short of calling for constitutional amendment, to say that public policies ought to be designed at all levels to effectuate this inchoate right of each child, I think is an advance.



It says, instead of saying we're going to try our best, it says, actually, this is something that each child has a right to.  And if we're not delivering on that commitment, then we're failing.



MEMBER MILLER:  The two second response I wanted to make or just to throw out is I understand and sympathize with the impulse of that, and I honor it.



I worry sometimes that something that will come out that feels like it's the basis for a new national litigation strategy somehow.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right.



MEMBER MILLER:  As opposed to --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I understand.



MEMBER MILLER:  -- globalization.  We're screwing our kids in a 21st century economy.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right.



MEMBER MILLER:  This is what I think has more traction.  And I worry about things that feel like it's laying the groundwork for a new generation of --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Well let's --



MEMBER MILLER:  -- of litigation.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  With your permission, what I'd like to do is write the draft so it has both themes in it, because I actually think both are important.



And we need different strokes for different folks, because there's some people who do feel of it as sort of an intergenerational moral commitment.



And there are other people who think, yes, well that's very sweet, but this is really about competitiveness and security and prosperity for the society as a whole.



And I think we actually, I think both are legitimate, and we ought to include both in our grant.



(Simultaneous speaking.)



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No, not, I'm not talking about litigation.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay, leaving out litigation, I just want to say, I think you can make an argument, and in fact, I have a law review article that says it, that implicit in No Child Left Behind, and I say by extension, implicit in what the President said today is a right of every child to have an adequate education that can reach those standards.



So it's a mild political right, but I think you can argue that it's a legal right now, without going to litigation, because there's no private right of action under NCLB.



MEMBER MORIAL:  How many states, though, don't most of the states have --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, and that's the point.



MEMBER REBELL:  And we can say that, too.  As a federal matter, the Supreme Court's held that constitutionally.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Because I think the point is, every child in the United States does have a legal right.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I know, folks --



MEMBER SCIARRA:  It's in the 50 state constitutions, the federal government has a responsibility to ensure that the states, now, a national responsibility that the states effectuate that right for all their kids.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, can we talk about number six, which is the how to incent state action.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Just before we leave --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Marc, thank you.  I didn't mean to hold you up for that.  I just wanted to make sure you got --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Before we leave that point, I think it's useful to think about the size of the federal role and the basis for an adequacy and equity claim.



I'm not sure that we can actually say that all of the higher performing OECD nations have a major federal role in their education systems.



There's no federal role in Canada.  There is a modest one in Australia.  They do fund their schools equitably.



All the big countries have managed their education systems by their states or their provinces, but they do it equitably, and they do it with a notion of adequacy.  So I just want to make sure we're accurate when we --



MEMBER MILLER:  And maybe that's the benchmarking we should have.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Yes.



MEMBER MILLER:  I didn't mean to,  I don't know the full --



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Yes.



ASST. SEC. MARTIN:  Yes, Hi, everybody.  I just want to echo what Linda was saying, because I think if you look at the data, we actually spend more than everybody else, right.



So, like, this idea that we're going to benchmark against everybody to make the case to make more money, it'd be a really bad idea to do it.  But the problem --



MEMBER MILLER:  I think we should note that also.  I think we have to acknowledge that to be credible, on the fact that we have arguable inefficiency.  But it's more inequitable.



ASST. SEC. MARTIN:  I think that's, I mean, I think there's really good data that --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Healthcare costs.



ASST. SEC. MARTIN:  -- shows that we just don't do a good job of getting it to the kids that need the, getting more to the kids who need it the most.



So that's the point that we really need to make, and then talk about how to create structures behind that.



I guess the last thing I would say before we leave this topic is that it just, you know, I understand that the desire to want to tackle finance systems in this report, whether it's federal, state, and local.



And I appreciate that we need to do that in some way..  But it just seems like the beginning of the conversation that I joined was the one that's going to be so much more powerful, that it's about providing the things that kids need to be successful.



So early childhood education, access to college prep curriculum, that the more that we can focus on the things they need, regardless of how much they cost, I just think that's where there'll be a powerful new thing to bring to the table.



And I think that in doing that, if we try to figure out how to finance it in this paper, I just don't know that we have the ability to do that.



But I also don't know that people are going to see that as meaningful as saying, here's what kids need, and we need to figure out how to, here are the building blocks for success, and, you know, every kid should have access to those building blocks of success.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So you're clearly a goddess.  And where were you two hours ago when I needed you, right?  Because we had that discussion.



I think we sort of ended up vaguely around what you just said.  It was painful, though, right.  Thanks.



ASST. SEC. MARTIN:  So then I just reminded you.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  You reinforced it, yes.  Ralph.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Okay, you know, a couple of things, so, when you're talking about changing things over the time and, what give you the rational expectation that anything will change based on the discussion where we still leave it up to the states?  I just want to put that on the table, number one.



Number two, we could say the states need to do all these things, and it seems to me that the framework for making them do that is to take some resources away from an educational standpoint if they don't.



And what happened to our focus on each child?  Because now the states made a decision that's going to harm a number of these each childs and the federal government is going to redouble that harm by taking resources away.



So I'm very uncomfortable with that framework, which is why when I was laying out a framework for this, I said you do need some sort of minimum adequacy standard defined by one of three or four different models that's acceptable for a different state given its demographic and economic situation, et cetera.



And then the federal funding you get for your children in poverty goes up based on your effort rather than goes away or is punitive.  I mean, I just find that really problematic.



So number one, I would like everything to be evaluated based on your rational expectation that whatever we make as a recommendation will actually cause change from the current system.



And the more it's principle based, and the less it has enforcement mechanisms, and the less it increases the federal role, I think the less rational any expectation is that anything will change.



So if you love the current system, then that's the path to go.  And I don't love the current system.  That's why I was thrilled to be asked to serve on this.



And the final thing about fiscal capacity at the state level, we talk a lot about penalizing the states if in a good time or bad time they don't make this minimum commitment to ensure that this number of services are available to each child, okay.



The problem is not just that they don't want to deal with the tax side of this, but what if they actually do what we tell them to do and cut their other spending to do it?



Because I can tell you right now, we've analyzed all 50 states, and 9 out of 10 dollars at the state level go to four things, education, health care, social services, and public safety.



So, usually the first thing that gets cut in a state budget is human services.



And so we're talking mental health, DD, abused and neglected children, senior abuse, substance abuse, teen pregnancy.



Those are the things to get cut first, because they don't have universal political appeal.



Everyone at some point or another has needed a doctor so there's universal political appeal at some level to healthcare.  Public safety, obvious one.



Education, even if you don't have a child in the system now, at one point you probably were a child, hence went through some sort of educational system and get the value of a quality education.  So it's not usually the first thing cut.



So we keep talking about making the states do this.  And I say, number one, they don't have the fiscal capacity to do it the right way.



And number two, we can't come up with a framework for forcing them to do the right thing that doesn't create more harm.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  All right, I want to talk about number six a little bit to see if anybody has any ideas.



But on this last point about federal versus state role in all of this that we've been talking about, I think we will have to write up at least two alternatives for this.



It is not obvious to me that we will get a consensus.  And I don't mean unanimity, I mean even a consensus on this issue.



I think that probably several members of the commission who agree with Ralph with respect to the inevitable disappointment of state leadership on these issues.



And I'm sure there are people on the other hand who are closer in view to what the President seemed to be talking about this morning, sort of the God bless the governors, states are the engines of innovation, whatever.



And there are still other people who don't care about that debate because the state leadership is inevitable, so don't bother.



So I see at least three positions with substantial support on the commission.  But we'll write up stuff and kind of get feedback to see if we can find a, if we can find a center of gravity.  Jesse.



MEMBER RUIZ:  Procedural question, how, are you literally going to hold a vote, or just accumulate comments?  Or how are we --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Accumulate comments, at least for now accumulate comments.  And we may end up in December, I'm sure we will end up in December, if not October doing some votes.



MEMBER RUIZ:  And just a suggestion, I've used this in other meetings at times.  Perhaps at the next meeting, and unfortunately I'm not going to be here because we have a school board meeting in Chicago the same day.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, we got ahead of it.



MEMBER RUIZ:  But have somebody have taking notes full time up on a screen, because it helps to build consensus as you're seeing it.



Yes, people are taking cryptic things that whoever's the best typist in the room can get ideas up there so that we can get consensus at certain points and get some notes down --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, I love that, too.



MEMBER RUIZ:  -- as we're going along.  Not drafting the whole thing, but just getting some certain bullet points up.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No, and there will be drafts in front of people also.  We can, in case there's tweaking amendments and so forth.



MEMBER RUIZ:  The group memory is a great tool that helps us move along.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right.  Rick are you, yes.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Just a quick point.  I mean we can't assume that raising funds at the federal level is free.  I mean that we say that the states are not making fiscal decisions we want.



If they are forced to spend more on schools they'll make enough, they'll fund other things less.



The same holds for the federal government, of course.  And the federal government is more out of whack than the state government in terms of fiscal balances.



We might all agree that we would prefer not to be spending the money on Iraq wars.  But that's not the kind of decisions that we are talking about.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Although, Rick, one big distinction is 49 of the 50 states operate under some sort of balanced budget requisite.  Now they dodge around it, right.



But they literally, most of them constitutionally, a couple of them just legislatively have to have balanced budgets every year.  New Hampshire's the only one that doesn't.



Federal government has taken a somewhat different approach to balancing its budget over time.



But I'm saying it's not necessarily a trade off.  It's not necessarily going to raise more revenue.  And it's not necessarily going to cut spending.



I can't tell you what the federal government will do from a fiscal standpoint because there is no imperative on it to do one thing or whatever because it doesn't operate under a balanced budget requisite.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well you can't argue that because it doesn't have to annually balance its budget that it doesn't have to balance its budget.



I mean it's just crazy to say that the spending and revenues don't have to balance over some period of time.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I think we're getting far afield.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Yes, that might not be the mission of this commission, though.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right.  Okay, number six.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Yes, this gets back to six.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Thank you, sir.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  I think we need a sort of carrot and sticks approach.  And the sticks approach is what I talked about earlier, which is metrics.



We need some benchmarks for state effort and for states to demonstrate that their systems are equitable.  And I went through those.  I don't want to repeat those.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Just information?



MEMBER SCIARRA:  No.  They have to demonstrate certain --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Or what?



MEMBER SCIARRA:  What I said before, with certain levels of funding, certain distributions of funding, those can be measured, and they have to show those as a condition of getting federal funding.  So I don't want to go through all those here --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, fine, we got it.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  -- but some benchmarks.  And I've laid them out in the piece that I did.  But in terms of grants, I am very, from what I, very uncomfortable with more operational grants that go away.



We've seen the problem in the states where with the ARRA money and the ed jobs money where it comes into the states, the states use it to kind of fill up their budget holes to keep their systems going, and it goes away, and then they cut.



It doesn't get sustained.  It's a problem.  And it creates a lot of unpredictability and instability to state level.



So to the extent that it, and I'm not sure exactly at what this point is at, but if it's about providing sort of grants to kind of ramp up operations that's not regular formula funding from year to year, I have a problem with that.



Where I do think grants would be helpful is to give states the incentive to actually go through the processes that we've discussed about making the determinations that they need to make about how to improve their finance systems, you know, better cost determinations, you know, the sort of research, technical assistance, a capacity building data collection that they need in order to kind of modernize, let me just put it that way, their finance systems to meet the goals the commission would set.



There I think should be a whole robust grant program made available to states to say we, you know, you've got to meet these benchmarks.



And by the way, we're here to offer you money for you to hire whatever experts you need, to do the work you need to do to rebuild your system, so forth and so on, to do the cost analysis, et cetera, that's involved in sort of upgrading and revamping your system.



I think also in addition to that is there needs to be, I think, as I mentioned earlier, a deep investment by the federal government in research around finance with, in a number of topical areas from, you know, getting better costing out studies, more rigorous work in that area, better tracking studies in terms of looking at how resources, or, you know, there's a whole research piece that has to be, that the feds have to really reinvest a lot of money into the R&D side of finance reform.



And that means both how to determine the level of funding to reach common standards but also the issues of how funding is utilized at the district and state level, and what can we learn, kind of on an ongoing basis.  So there's a big R&D piece that we need to put back in play.



MS. GLENN:  I wanted to second David's, you know --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Speaking for Ben Jealous, NAACP.



MS. GLENN:  Yes.  Channeling Ben, wanted to second that idea that what we need to incent states to do is to undertake this sort of really thoughtful needs assessment about how they spend their money.



But I wanted to link number six to number four.  And one of the ways that we can incent that is through reform of those Title 1 formulas.



And to John's point earlier about not making things worse with our federal investment, that's a way to get at that particular question.



So not only asking states to be thoughtful about the different levels of effort that they are putting into their spending as opposed to just adjusting federal investments based on the level of spending, which is what we're doing now.



And so that's a technical fix that we can employ to not only make Title 1 formulas more targeted to the students that need it the most, and to the schools that serve them, but it's a fix that can incent states to do their part of this important work better in a way that we can get at that.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So what my concern with number six is that it's toward fiscal equity.  Why not toward equity?



Why not have rewards that in fact reward districts that in fact provide higher achievement and growth in achievement for disadvantaged kids or other kids as opposed to fiscal equity?



I think that's a wrong way to phrase this entire section  I didn't see anything else in here sort of relates to that, to real equity as opposed to fiscal equity.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  You know, I'm not all that in favor of fiscal equity.  I'm for giving more money to folks who need it more.



You know, but that's, I mean you could redefine that as equity, but it wouldn't feel like equity to Scarsdale.  Yes, in the back.



MS. KING:  On the Title 1 key, they figured out ways to do this.  There's the EPIC formula, which is theoretically a really clever idea, and in practice it's really a joke.



Sorry.  But he can finance incentive grants in Title 1.  So theoretically, right, there's an equity coefficient.  And theoretically you're awarding with Title 1 dollars more equitable states.



And there's a whole mess of problems with it.  No one knows it exists.  And it probably has absolutely no effect on how states allocate their own money.



But it is theoretically a vehicle for noncompetitive funding, for formula funding to incent equity.  So I think it's worth having a comment on at least.



MEMBER BROWN:  I just want to say, if you want to get in, I think there's a reason to fix the Title 1 formula.



And that's because it will, not today but tomorrow, ten years out, it may well be the vehicle for formula funding from the federal level.  And it ought to be fixed because it's screwed up.



And we've written, without going into the details of it, because we bring about it, I think we should look at it.



And it should be a recommendation, not a high up one.  But that we ought to, it needs to be fixed because down the road some day it may be the vehicle for greater funding on the federal level.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay, I want to speak to six, and also to five for a minute.



I agree on this general proposition that we should have incentives that relate to equity, whether you want to call it fiscal equity or resource equity or service equity or whatever.



But I also think we ought to put the word adequacy in there, and people should have an incentive to do the hard stuff we were talking about before.



If we define some of the key services that kids need, then some of the incentives should go to make sure that you've come up with a funding system that does ensure that kids get all of these things, and the federal government doesn't have to spell out exactly what that is.



And as much as I'd like to agree with Ralph that it would be helpful if we came up with a dollar figure, I'm not sure that we can.



But this is a way of saying you come up with an adequate system and show us it's adequate and that it's providing these key services to all kids in the state, and then you get whatever the incentive is.



The other thing I just want to say in terms of in five and incentives, I'm all for proper incentives in Title 1 and other formula programs that go to everyone and we can talk about improving the Title 1 formula.



I don't know if I'm going to open up a can of worms here, but I must say, if what we're leading up to in five is more incentive programs like Race to the Top, I won't get into the philosophy of Race to the Top in too much of a discussion here.



But I hate to see more and more of the federal money going that way, where some states are getting it and some aren't.



And because we have a governor in a state that doesn't want to compete for Race to the Top, or we get incompetence at the top, that the kids don't get the money.  It's very bothersome.



So I'm for incentives on general funding and pushing the federal government to increase funding.  And I know the administration's position is going in another way.



But as a commission, I, for one, would be very hesitant to endorse a position that starts saying more limited incentive grant programs and that kind of thing.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Sorry, there's some --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I read number five as also kind of being a, kind of a Race to the Top sort of a more competitive blah-di-blah, no?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I'm sorry, I think what was, that what we had heard from previous meetings, Michael, on six was grants and competitive if there were competitive, right.



And number five was meant to bring out the conversations had by the commission on the linking resources to outcomes accountability system.



So these weren't, the commission had not talked about promoting or not competitive funding.



It was if there were funds, should they be conditioned, and we wanted to bring that out for further discussion, and how.



And five was for further discussion on the notion of resource accountability systems.



MEMBER REBELL:  Thank you, that's helpful.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Chris, when you said --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm sorry, who was that?



MEMBER SCIARRA:  I want to make a quick point.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh, David, yes.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Just on special ed, we didn't talk about special ed.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Before you get there, to special ed, so there's a, if you look at number 14, I think, Page 5, okay, here, and I think there's, on other pieces of paper that have been floating around, there is discussion about all of the categorical programs and so forth.



And I just wanted to confirm that people are serious about that.  I mean I want to say the conditionality that we were talking about three minutes ago, saying that you're in favor of conditionality on the one hand, but against categorical programs on the other is a little weird.



I mean that the conditionality, which requires of course a lot of paper work in terms of the assurances and enforcement, is just a different way of doing categoricals, right.



It's sort of like tax expenditures versus direct spending.  So, do we really need to be talking out of both sides of our mouths there?  Yes.



MS. KING:  I disagree.  I mean, conditionality is saying that you have to spend the money on these children.



Then you decide how to spend it most effectively, right, not like you, everyone has to have a high school guidance counselor, even if what you really need is a math coach.



So, I mean I think that it's important that we're talking about, you know, conditionality saying you have to meet these fiscal requirements, which we've always said, some of which are stupider than others, right.



But if we're talking about an honest reporting of state, of school level per pupil expenditure, I mean I think that's going to be a reasonable transparency requirement that you can have, sort of, aggregated or disaggregated however you want.



But I mean I don't think that the categorical and the conditional are the same.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  The discussion has been about ensuring that the states provide a given list of services to the gifts, that's categorical.



MS. KING:  No, that I think you're right.  I mean, I think that's more like categorical.  I mean, this is the question of whether you're talking about actual dollars or talking about resources.



But then it also depends.  I mean, it becomes more categorical the longer the list is, I think.  If you have fewer categories, it makes it less categorical.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  David was rattling off a list of things in terms of federal money going to states so that states could do it not, a list of X and Y and collect data about Z.



I mean, that's a categorical.  You could also, instead of framing it that way, saying the state doesn't get the money unless conducts an analysis of X and Y and --



MS. KING:  I mean, unless they spend their state and local funds equitably at the school district of their school level.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, as opposed to --



MS. KING:  I think that's --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  -- having a grant that has, that's targeted for a particular people or particular needs.



You can have a grant that's focused on English language learners or drop out prevention among immigrant children, and that could be categorical.



Or you could have a condition of service being that you close the gap in high school graduation rates for English language learners and children of immigrants.



I'm just saying, keep saying, I mean, we're going to have to watch as we write this that we're not talking about deregulation on one hand, and on the other hand talking about all the ways in which we're going to condition federal spending on, so I'm not in favor of or against either of those, on blank.



I'm sort of a case-by-case, which is the most effective way to effectuate a policy, myself.  But when I see language like what we have in number, like this, what this has in number, was it 12, or 14.



And I also think, I also am a little bit nervous in all the places where we say the states should spend money to do something or the feds should spend money to do something.



I mean, at the end of the day, I do think we make ourselves more politically vulnerable when we're assigning these responsibilities to a specific level of government.



We're taking on, because it means we're taking on not just a substantive fight of what's good policy, but also taking on the federalism issue of which level of government ought to have the responsibility.  So that's another thing, I think just to keep in mind.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I'm looking at 14.  Do you object to 14?  I mean, it looks like it has lots of the sentiments that seem reasonable.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, sharply reduce the bureaucratic requirements of administering hundreds of small disconnected programs sounds a little, it sounds a little --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  You'd rather keep those requirements.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  It sounds a little, well, I want to know what they're for.  And if the requirements, for example, are to make sure the states do what they're being given money to do, I mean, just sweeping broadly --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  14 says that you stop trying to define little, itsy bitsy funding streams and concentrate more on performance and that that's what you should be spending --



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Possibly, Rick, the way around that is the money to come in on a performance basis for whether it's a federal source or whatever.



So we're giving you these dollars to generate that performance, line item reporting back.  How did you spend your money, and then --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Why would you ever do that if they in fact performed well?  The idea of having somebody sitting at 400 Maryland Avenue devising a form of what items they should report on --



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Well, no, it wouldn't be, I mean, it'd be a line item report back, because I think we would want to learn from those that were doing well and those that were doing poorly.



And I think we'd want some sort of accountability to know exactly how they were spending the money.  I think that then creates data to make future decisions predicated on.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Isn't outcomes accountability?  I don't understand why you want --



MEMBER MARTIRE:  But once again, then you develop the data to learn from, Rick.



So if this school district found that hiring teachers aides was a highly effective thing to do, and they put more teachers aides in the classroom, and that drove student performance in a high poverty area, that might be something that we'd want to share with --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  But I think clearly funding IES to do serious, rigorous scientific studies is better than having a reporting element to 400 Maryland Avenue.



They're going to have the data much more readily available right now.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, well, that was an interesting cul-de-sac.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I mean, can you respond again on 14.  You were setting this up as if we should --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I just think it's a broad brush, simplified administration.



I mean it's either, it seems to me either it's kind of a self-evident pablum about, let's not have wasteful bureaucratic requirements, or you're actually saying that there are substantive purposes associated with certain federal streams that we actually no longer think are important.



And if that's true, if that's true, I think it would be, it would probably be, if that's true and you want anybody to actually do something about it, then you ought to at least give some examples of which ones ought to be, I mean, they don't usually come from the department.  It's usually the department trying to implement a statute, not making stuff up.



MEMBER BROWN:  You know, I'm not sure this is even necessary.  The small programs already there's big recommendations from both the administration and Republicans in Congress to consolidate.



It seems kind of far afield from what we're about.  And I happen to think there's some, there are some requirements in the big programs that cause them to not get to the kids we most care about as effectively as they could.



But you know, I also think, and we're into it and we write about it and really is in the weeds, and I don't think we need to get into those weeds either.  We're all in enough trouble on the big stuff on this commission.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Thanks for your support.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, no.  I would say that that's not --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Do you have something that you want to --



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes, 14 is not the be all and end all.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Yes, but what 14 says, I think, is simply, and this is a fundamental issue that is the debate between David and at least me, I don't know if anybody else, about whether you should focus on the outcomes of kids, which is what the President said this morning, or whether you should focus on --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Inputs.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  -- inputs.  14 is, as I read it, one of the elements of a fundamental idea that if you perform on terms of outcomes, you don't have to account for how you did it.



Now we might want to have a research program to try to do help, take that to other places.



But why would you penalize the people who are doing well by having them try to report in great detail of what they're doing, and having somebody, once the report comes in, assessing whether it was good or not.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  That formulation was regulatory flexibility in return for success.  Or I'd even accept the opposite, which is failure results in regulatory constraint.  I'd support either way.  But neither of those is what 14 says.



Here I read 14 as saying, just cut back your credit requirements.



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  Well, let me suggest that we not tinker with the wording here.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right.



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  But I want to support the direction of what Rick's suggesting here.



If you spend time with school principals today, you will quickly become aware how much the bureaucratic requirements of all these little programs, not just federal, but state interpretations of federal, state programs, state interpretations of state programs, local, and so on, gets in the way of what we all want them to do.



So for us to not talk about the need to cut that away seems to me to be irresponsible.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, and I --okay, I think we have the idea.  I think we have the idea.  David.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  I just was going to raise a different issue, which is around special ed funding that, you know, the federal role, we have to put on the table the federal government's inability to get to their share.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, and also their share.  So Kati, does that mean you're also against all the special ed ranks, is that what you're saying?



MEMBER SCIARRA:  No, she's not saying that.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh, Kati, you're not?



MEMBER SCIARRA:  No.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  That's just what I understood you to be saying.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Before we talk about the funding, Chris, you know, the perennial funding question --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I think we're talking about --



MEMBER SCIARRA:  It gets to the issue of federal support that's been raised by Matt and others about the federal, I mean we've had this on the books now, for how long.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So what should we say?



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Well, I mean I think I want, I mean I'm putting it on the table.



I think it's there and it's a big issue for budgets.  It's a big issue for the disability community that the feds have never really met their obligation.



And, you know, here we're talking about amping up the level of federal support otherwise.  And this this has been, this thing is sitting there.  So I think we have to say something there.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, we can take this on.  But I, for one, am totally opposed to increasing the amount of federal investment in IDEA until they're fundamental reforms in the structure of the law, because I think it's set up in a way that gives incentives to label kids and to get kids who are not really disabled out of the regular classroom structure.  And those kids happen to be poor and kids of color.



And unless we tie those things together, I don't think a greater investment in special ed is going to pay off for the most disadvantaged kids.



It's going to pay off for severely disabled kids.  I think that's a totally different issue.  And that, talk about elephants in the room that are never discussed.



It's a small proportion of special ed kids that are severely disabled.  They're the leaders in the advocacy campaign for more money.  And everybody falls on their sword over it.



I don't know how we cope with it on this commission.  But I, for one, would never support just blanket increase of that money without reforms in the program.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  All I'm saying is they're on the books now --



MEMBER BROWN:  And so it should be changed.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  You know, and I think if we, I mean I guess we can just ignore it.  But, you know --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  On the books it's just about hollow authorization.  There are a billion of them, right, in that sense, right, because every year Congress passes an appropriation statute that undercuts the authorization.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  But this is one that the states do complain about constantly.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, yes.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  And because of the mandates, because of the requirements and they have to pick up the pieces, and so, and it's been there.  And it's not been funded.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So they should get, they should be --



MEMBER SCIARRA:  I'm not arguing one way or the other.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  They should be fair to kids with disabilities only if the federal government pays them to be fair.  Is that your position?



MEMBER SCIARRA:  No, I'm just saying that, that's not my position.  I'm simply saying that when we're talking about increasing, I'm just putting it on the table.



When we're talking about increasing federal money into education, we already had on the books for a long period of time requirement that the feds step up in return for these mandates that they now, that they've imposed on the states and the districts to serve kids with disabilities, a certain portion of the cost.



And they've never done it.  And it just sits there.  And it's a bit, and it is a big problem in terms of state financing systems.



Now what we do with that, it may be that we decide we're going to stay away from it for all the reasons that have been talked about here.



You know, if we come out with a report around, you know, increased federal role and, you know, making sure the feds really force the states to, you know, do a better job in terms of financing and say nothing about this, I suspect, the disability community, anyway, may have something to say about that.



But, you know, I just want to put it on the table as an issue that we need to consider and either, you know, set it aside and have a rationale about it or say something about it.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Well, look, I would love to consider it, and I'd love to put it on the agenda for our next meeting.  But we need something to say.



I mean, it's a huge problem, both the structure of the program and the financing of it.



And as I'm sure everybody appreciates, the budgetary burden on school districts is enormous.  So it is a big deal, it's just --



MEMBER MARTIRE:  To that point, I mean, last we looked a national data on it was around 2006 or '07, and I forget which year.



But the aggregate, unfunded mandate, nationally, was approximately 52 billion that year.  And that is primarily made up by local resources, because the states sure don't make it up.



And the same year, the capital needs assessment for school districts nationwide was about 250 billion, which could be financed with about 50 billion in revenue.



So if the federal government had just fully funded special ed and taken that burden off all local resources, school districts, and it wouldn't have been a one to one correlation.



But you would have had the availability, the capacity at the local level to float the bonds, to do the capital improvement program nationwide and create a bunch of jobs.



So from a fiscal standpoint, it really is a big problem.  That said, Cindy's point is dead on.



And we're finding it particularly in Illinois in low income areas, some real abuse of the labeling of children as special needs children.



I think one recommendation we can probably make without getting into the weeds is that they take any incentives out of the statute to do that.



And I don't the best way to do that, Cindy.  And maybe you have ideas on, but I not only support what you're saying, I've seen it in practice, and it's really negative for the children that get labeled.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, I have a radical proposal that has never gone anywhere.  I mean, I believe IDEA should be divided in two, perhaps one part disappear.



I think you should separate severely disabled kids from mildly disabled, and that the abuse is in the mildly disabled.



And that what you need to do is, and we, No Child Left Behind basically does it.  And the disability community pretty much embraces it.



It sets outcomes for performance of most kids in special education, that most are those who are mildly or moderately disabled.



Learning disabled, speech impaired, mildly mentally retarded, they're the majority of kids identified in need of special ed.



The problem in the financing comes through school districts that, particularly small ones, that have severely disabled kids that land in their, born into their school district.



They should have help in financing, and I for one think that the federal government can totally underwrite it as long as they look at the services and outcomes that those kids get.



But to keep all disabled kids in one big pot is just doing a disservice to those kids who are abused by the system.



And maybe we could say something in generalities that start the discussion going on this.



But it's also a civil rights statute, which I think is great, because that would, because, I would keep the civil rights aspects of IDEA because it reinforces the obligation of states and districts to meet the needs of kids who identify with needs.



Just the way you have civil rights obligation for English language learners, the tragedy in our country is we don't have civil rights protections for poor kids.



And that's why you need, that's why Title 1 and weighted student, all kinds, the state equity stuff you guys work on is so fundamentally important, because they're no protections based on poverty.



And so you've got to do it legislatively.  And obviously we haven't done a very good job of doing it.  But anyway, that's what I would do.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Look, I just, I do want to just register a perspective that the legalism and proceduralism of the special ed regime, the IDEA regime, at least in my judgment is a big reason why it has had as much of a, as much positive impact as it has since it was enacted.



I mean, the access to education that kids with disabilities get today compared with before the statute, they're just, it just can't be compared.



And the progress that that population has made, our progress with that population, compared, for example, to our progress with English language learners, et cetera, is, and I think that's because of all of them, the legal messiness of it that creates an enforceability 



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, I have no problem with that.  The ones who were excluded from school historically were the more severely disabled kids.



And so I absolutely agree with your statement.  I think the jury is out on whether it's been valuable for kids who are mildly learning disabled and of color and poor.



I mean, as Bob Slavin has said and demonstrated in his own work with Success for all, the basic problem with mildly, those kids labeled mildly disabled is they didn't learn to read the first time they were taught.



And he says, you teach them a second and third time.  And if you look at Success for All schools where they do that, they have very low rates of kids in special education.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Those I think are separable issues.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, you have to divide the law, though, to make them separate.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, I guess just saying that the a lot of money has been spent in ways that it should not have been spent and on kids that should have been where the intervention should have been different.



But then there are a lot of kids who --



MEMBER BROWN:  Absolutely agree.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY: -- have benefitted as well.



MEMBER BROWN:  Absolutely agree.  That's why I think we, the federal government should underwrite 100 percent of the cost for severely disabled kids, because the progress we've made with them has been totally phenomenal.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Mike.



MEMBER REBELL:  It's clear that this commission is not going to wade into the details of the IDEA and all the special ed issues.  But where I would think --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Mike we just want to make sure to get adequate services, they get adequate services.



MEMBER REBELL:  I know.  Free appropriate public education, you're in a different vocabulary over there.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  That's what we need to reform.  Say, adequate.



MEMBER REBELL:  What I do think the commission can helpfully do to advance the ball is combine FAPE or adequacy or whatever with efficiency in a way that moves the ball forward.



This is something that we've been working on in a concrete way in New York.  I think you can bring down the special ed numbers.



And the way our system works, you know, on average even with the mildly disabled kids, it's per capita twice the funding that it is for nondisabled kid.



If we can find a way to provide these kids the appropriate education they need in regular education and really deliver the services, adequate services, initially you can get those rates down and you can save a lot of money.



So this is one of the things that we've been exploring in various districts in New York where we have a very high incidence of special ed.



You know, on the books we have RTI and some of these other programs that theoretically do that, but they're not working.



And I think the commission can give some push to that and say that states really have to take seriously RTI or other methods of providing services that will teach those kids to read at an early level and all the rest, keep them out of special ed.  And it's a win-win.  And we ought to phrase it as a win-win.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, that's helpful guidance.  And actually, we heard a lot from the NRC yesterday about RTI and the like.



So I think we have enough to at least try a few paragraphs for folks to take a look at.  Rick and then Linda.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I just wanted to reinforce, I mean, what Cindy and Mike are saying is that there's a lot of evidence that the LD kids are substantially groups that didn't get reading in the first and second grade.



And this is where early childhood fits in and providing early preparation for kids to keep them out of special ed.



But all, absolutely all of the growth in special ed has been in LD kids, basically, since the early '80s.



And you're absolutely right that initially and now there's a continuing improvement from getting the severely disabled some services that they didn't get in 1975.  But we're past that.  I mean, that's not what the issue is.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  If we're going to wade into the special education waters around this, I think one of the key things we have to deal with is the investments in teachers' capacities to teach kids who have special education needs.



And what we have in front of us now around teachers doesn't deal with most of the things that would have to happen in that regard.



So at the end of the day, if kids who have learning disabilities learn to read, it's because there are high quality curriculum programs enforced by very, very sophisticated teachers who know a lot about that.



And we've substituted a lot of regulations and procedures for the investments in knowledgeable teachers that need to happen.  So the two have to go together if we're going to go down that path.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  We're getting, according to the agenda, about, I'm not quite sure what you want me to do now.



Does anyone have anything more they feel they want to say in this, right now in the full group rather than off line about finance?



Going once, twice, okay, done.  Great.  Unless there's a volunteer, we'll take a crack at the special ed stuff for people to react to.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So is that a one paragraph thing?  I mean, I just don't understand why --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't know.  We'll see.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  -- it's more than one paragraph.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't know.  We'll see.  I don't know if --



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Chris, I was raising it in the context of finance because of the, of all the discussion the impact on the --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, I understand.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  -- on the budgets, on the state resources, you know, how the, because the feds haven't stepped up, putting aside all these other issues that the local and state money that gets reallocated from, you know, other important needs.  So, that was the context in which I was putting it on the table.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Maybe we ought to see if there are others who want to voice support now for the proposition that the feds need to up their financial role in special ed.



As David has suggested, I guess there are two, no, you already said no, right.  Okay, Cindy has suggested an alternative, which is reform first.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, you can do it simultaneously.  I'm not into pouring money down into things that don't work as structured.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Radical.  Okay,  I'm going to do what I can.  Okay, I'm ready to move on, but Linda.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Well, I think you were asking does anybody want to respond to that proposal from David.



And I think the gist of where we may have ended up is there may be an argument for a greater investment.



There's also an argument for thinking differently about how that investment is made.  And so the two would have to go together.



Cindy's, you know, suggested one way of thinking about the differential needs of students.



I think the other piece is the point that I was trying to make, which is that our structure for this is also focused so much on very, very high levels of regulation and procedure, and so little on getting professionals able to deal with the needs of the kids so that they can, you know, do the job, that that might be one way to talk about the kinds of enhanced investments that are necessary to actually get you to a place where kids are learning more at the end of the day.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Rick and then John.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So this is again an issue of what the incentives are in the system above it.



I think it's half the states now have systems that don't encourage so much identification of special ed, because they do it on a census basis of paying.  And then they have insurance for the very high cost items.



And then half the states in fact provide incentives in a variety of cases to identify more kids because it's financially in agreement.



Now as a commission I bring that up just because as a commission the question is, should we try to intervene in states that have what most of us would think of as bad incentive systems and try to do something about that.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  In one sense the, Rick raises a really good point, which is the finance reform that we're talking about, that we just spent a lot of time, includes students with disabilities.



And I think we could tease out a little bit, this is an area where states have incentivized better practice through their financing systems.



I've done a lot of, we've done a lot of work on this in New Jersey, and others have.  So we may be able to weave in the, weave in the sort of efficiency, or it's not really an efficiency point.



It's more of a kind of best practice in order to keep costs down and to make sure kids aren't over classified, et cetera.



And that needs to be part of the considerations of the finance reform that we're talking about, number one.



Number two is I do want to emphasize Rick's point, the powerful preschool programs, like the AVID program that you heard about from Steve, really do show, in terms of their outcomes, reductions in special education.



So that has to really be emphasized, that early intervention, intensive early literacy in the early grades that sort of P-3 focus in terms of the use of resources that has to be part of finance reform will get us some pay out in this area as well.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, oh, I'm sorry, John and then --



MEMBER KING:  Just wanted to define one thing I think we have to acknowledge in this section of the report to seem relevant to superintendents who are dealing with these issues day to day.



In New York over the next five years, if we don't change anything, so no efforts to enhance equity, just to maintain current services we end up at a gap of somewhere between 10 and 20 billion dollars five years out, because the rate of growth in healthcare costs for employees, the rate of growth in legacy costs, and natural growth in salaries.



And if you factor in the great rate of growth in special ed, that exacerbates the problem.



So what we're seeing is that in our lower-middle class districts, they are looking more and more like our poor districts in that these other costs are crowding out academic programming.



So they are cutting their AP classes and art and music and pre-K, et cetera.



So one thing we have to think about is even as we call for significantly more revenue to bridge the equity gap, we need significantly more revenue just to stay afloat at the same level of services.



And somehow we need to acknowledge that section, I think, just again to be relevant to what our superintendents are facing in districts around the country.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, John, you're not listening carefully, because that's why we're cutting those bureaucratic paperwork requirements, to just, so take that problem away.  Matt.



MEMBER MILLER:  Just a couple quick thoughts.  First I'd be willing to contribute to a kitty to have tea or coffee available at these meetings, by the way, at the end of the --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't think the department's allowed to accept gifts.



MEMBER MILLER:  The cafeteria was closed.  I tried to sneak out and get a cup of coffee, but it was like --



It actually builds on what you were saying.  I think there's a process thing I think that the, if we want to include in the report some of the benchmarking data we're talking about comparing us internationally on certain dimensions, somebody has to be assigned that to do it, because I think it may be a nontrivial exercise.



And I'd certainly be willing to be one of the folks who helps look at what comes back or to help shape what it should look like, because I actually think the potential for media pickup of those things is one of the things that could come out of this that would be very interesting and generate columns and editorials and, you know, et cetera.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Stewart, can you talk with us later about whether the NRC could help with that or whether we can do it?  Okay, thanks.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Yes, and I've got two guys on staff, one a Ph.D. economist, and one  U of C econometrics guy that do this stuff.  So they would love to help, too, and look at what comes back, et cetera, free of charge.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, I would like to move on quickly and talk some about --



MEMBER MILLER:  And we can include health, by the way.  We should just publish somewhere what's the, of the 600 billion on K-12, how much is healthcare benefits.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, exactly.  Okay, I want to switch to English learners, early learning, early childhood, whatever it's called.



I haven't had a chance to look at this piece of paper.  There are three questions at least in my mind that I would appreciate some guidance on.



I don't think we need guidance on the issue of what constitutes good, a good early learning program.



There's a whole bunch of research.  We can get that and we can write down some bullet points about the, what seem to be the attributes of effective programs.



But the three issues, the three large issues on which some guidance would be helpful if we have time to get it, the first would be, as we call for more early learning, early childhood programs, do you want to say that these ought to be universal?



Or do you want to say that the initial focus should be targeted?  That's one question.



Second question is what federal role should there be in funding it?  And in particular, are we talking about competitive grants, matching grants, substantial funding for particular number of kids?  What sort of is your druther?  Or no funding from the feds, just bully pulpit?



And then the third is what to say about Head Start, where the evidence is that, actually we had a fabulous discussion of this yesterday in the NRC.



But the basic, Jim or Stewart, correct me if I'm wrong, but the metastudies seem to suggest that the effect size for early childhood programs is, like, 0.38, something like that, 0.4.



I mean, really huge.  And this is looking at the, sort of the gap, the achievement gap by third grade, looking out at third grade.



No, the achievement gap looking at kindergarten between kids who've had the early learning experience, early childhood experience versus the control group that had none, that the difference in achievement that, about 35 to 40 percent of that difference is closed, and that by third grade, this is approximately all true.



By third grade, that declines by about half, that benefit, which is not all a bad thing.  I mean, in other words, you could, so really cost effective, but then the disparity in achievement lessens by third grade.



Now part of that may be because the benefits of providing the early learning experience deteriorate.



But part of it, we hope, is also because school works, so that kids who didn't have it and are behind when they get to kindergarten, by the time they get to second or third grade, they've halfway caught up.



So you can interpret it either way.  But at any rate, all that considered, hugely cost effective.



Those figures in terms of both the effect and, so forth for Head Start writ large is about a third of what I just said.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  The most recent Head Start studies said zero, zip.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  This is a metastudy.  I mean, this was a metastudy.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  But there were very serious controlled study that said zip.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm telling you, Rick, what we heard yesterday in terms of a metastudy.  So there are studies that say zip and there are studies that say more than what I just said.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  The point is that seems to be less effective than other high quality programs.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  That's the point.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  A point on which you two are agreeing.  And I think the question for us is --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, we're arguing over whether the effects are 0.1 or zero.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Right, and I think the question for us is whether we ought to have a recommendation in here about the fact that we need to improve or reform Head Start.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  And I would say yes.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh, I guess we're starting with this issue.  Cindy.



(Simultaneous speaking.)



MEMBER BROWN:  All those questions you asked, let me give you quick answers.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



MEMBER BROWN:  God, I've been involved in these discussions forever.  I think you need universal childcare starting with poor kids first.  And the federal government should help with poor kids.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Incentivize, or actually give --



MEMBER BROWN:  In the short term --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  -- or help fund.



MEMBER BROWN:  -- incentivize.



MEMBER MILLER:  A voucher.



MEMBER BROWN:  No.



(Simultaneous speaking.)



MEMBER BROWN:  I didn't mean to say no.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Terrible idea.



MEMBER BROWN:  I think you should incentivize at the federal level now, and when the economy recovers, you should make an investment, and when we get our debt under control, all that jazz.



By the way, we at CAP brought, have made proposals for getting the federal budget into what we call the primary budget, with primary balance, which means, I forgot what.  But anyway, it means that --



(Simultaneous speaking.)



MEMBER BROWN:  No, a better state that we're in now.  Well, it's on our website. But what we did, we did it.  We raised revenue as well as cut programs.  And we increased the federal investment in education 30 percent.



And we put a lot into preschool.  Anyway, so, feds targets have helped in the targeting.



On Head Start, I think you have, part of the reform needs to make it state administered so it can be integrated appropriately with state programs, which is where all the expansion is.



Right now it's a direct federal to local program, which no other federal educational program is.



It makes integrating the state early childhood programs extremely difficult.  And then there are any number of reforms, which I won't go into.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  We should note that part of the reason it's feds directly down, it's sort of an artifact of this being an HHS program rather than a --



MEMBER BROWN:  Oh, yes, and so then I would move it to the Department of Education.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  But it's an employment program.  It's not an early childhood learning program.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, and actually DOD is an employment program, too.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, yes, you could say Title 1 is --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  But Stanford really is an employment program.



(Simultaneous speaking.)



MEMBER BROWN:  Just as an example that this can change is that Title 1 used to fund aides, teacher aides at great rates.



And then there was a bunch of research done that showed that these teacher aides made no, particularly in the higher poverty schools, were making no contribution to children's outcomes.



And now that has stopped a lot, and except for very high quality teacher aides, with college degrees and some training and with appropriate roles.



The same could be done with Head Start.  You could form some of these personnel practices in Head Start so that it was better spent.



But I think the big thing is making it state administered, which are fighting words for the Head Start Community.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  David and then Beth.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Okay, here's an area where I think we have to go really long and big because of the research, the cost benefit analysis, all of it.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Very strong base.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  And we've done a lot of work on this, as some of you know, on implementing what is considered to be the best on the ground universal program in 31 very poor communities.



It was done under court order, and Head Start was integrated.  So here are the elements, the key elements.



And let's just start with, I think we need a goal.  I think it should be a national goal in the report that the goal would be, say, in 10 or 15 years that at a minimum, every low income child, and every child in a low income community, we may want to phrase it a little differently, but it's that minimum that Cindy was talking about, will be, have access to a well-planned, high quality preschool program beginning at age three, and that the program is linked to what goes on K-12 and integrated into the K-12, the states' K-12 and the districts' K-12 systems.



Quality has to be set out.  We have the quality standards.  We have them in, you know, our program, small class sizes, well-trained teachers, the whole bit.  Quality matters.



The difference in the evaluations on outcomes have to do with quality.  That's why Head Start doesn't do so well, because Head Start has been underfunded in terms of what it needs to move into delivering the high quality educational program.



They just don't have the resources to do it.  So, the quality doesn't match up to the level we needed.  And now I'm talking, really, about poor communities now.



So, I mean, we can, we can get a set of standards that I think we should recommend.



I think we need to really push hard that on the notion that we, you know, early, that the funding and delivery of early care and education for kids, and here I'm talking about three and fours, in the United States is completely disconnected into three largely isolated silos, childcare, Head Start, and public school, and that United States has to move to what other nations do, which is to have an integrated system that integrates the, these three systems together into a unified system.



The states have to do it.  The states have to, in effect, drive, through federal policy, too, drive the integration at the local level of programs that serve kids in childcare centers, Head Start, and public school programs unified around the set of high quality programs, adequately funded.



Now the states may have to put in more money, like in our program, to supplement Head Start.



Our Head Start providers come in with about $8,000.  They get about 4,000 or 5,000 state dollars on top of that to get to the quality level they need to be.



The average cost of the program is about $12,000 per kid.  That's to provide full day, full school year threes and fours.



So we have to move toward getting the states to integrate these three strands, the local level, around the set of quality standards, around a set of unified funding, that augments, that blends the funding, because there's a lot of money, this is an area where there's a tremendous amount of money already within the system.



It's just not coordinated.  You have childcare money, you have Head Start money, you have public school money.  It's all kind of disconnected.  It's got to be all pulled together.



And here's where we can make a strong statement about what we need to do to close the achievement gap.



At the federal level I'm going to, you know, we have to unify Head Start, childcare, and public school, early education at the federal level.



I mean, you know, I've been in sessions with folks from HHS and DOE and, you know, I mean, they do meet together and talk.  The integration should start at the federal level.



So we should be meeting a bold proposal that there needs to be a unified, we're going to be in the Department of Education, it should be here, that all early education, early care and education of kids, three and four years old, is unified at the federal level, pulled together, into a single, federal approach that drives the states to unify the whole thing.



Towards this goal of getting every, we have to set, this is where we set a big goal.



Because I think we can say, and be on solid ground, that we're not going to close the, begin to close the achievement gap, do the kinds of things the President was talking about for at-risk kids and kids in poor communities across the country, unless they get into the kinds of programs you heard about today.



That's got to happen, and we should set a 10 or 15 year goal.  This is going to be a long term process, because it's not just money.



You're having to integrate three different cultures that have historically operated, not always, you know, sometimes they work together, but historically have whole sets of cultures, whole sets of way of operating that have to radically change in terms of the staff, the professional development.



You're going to have to take people that have B.A.s, you know, with no, with not a lot of training, people with community college degrees, associates degrees.



You have to upgrade the workforce.  The pay scale is going to have to, we went through all of this, comparable pay.



I mean, it's a big, big, radical, big change.  But the good news is we have models to do it.  And we should go big on this one.



MS. GLENN:  I wanted to take a crack at your first two questions, the universal versus targeting and what the federal role should be, by harkening back to our previous finance discussion a little bit.



And two of the things that I think were the closest things to operating consensus that we walked in with here today, you know, not only are teachers in pre-K essential elements of what a reform school finance system should purchase to close achievement gaps.



So I think we can, you know, have some broad agreement and have it reflected in the document that, you know, this is an essential investment that we need to make.



And one of the things that the research shows us is that the return on investment is largest for those groups of students who are most disadvantaged, who are in situations of poverty, who are English language learners.



And that's where we're getting the biggest bang for the buck in this investment.



And that's traditionally been the purview of the federal role, to add the increase for those students who have been disadvantaged and who are not being adequately served or taken care of in the state.



So, you know, just harkening back to number seven under the finance, you know, we talked about, in exchange for the efficiencies and in exchange for the, you know, increased accountability, that we're going to target funds to those students living in higher levels of poverty, those who are English language learners, and those with disabilities.



So that we were going to have, not a low level parity, but just as you were saying earlier, that we were going to disproportionally target our investments, and particularly the federal investment to those students in order to bring them up to high standards, and that that's where, really, our commission should focus its efforts.



So I think through that lens, the way that we get at the pre-K questions and the pre-K discussion is that it needs to be targeted to those folks until it can be universal, and that the federal role should largely be invested in targeting it to those neediest groups of students that we've identified, because that's what the traditional federal compact has been.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  We could solve this Head Start integration, and the wraparound services thing if we took HHS and moved it into the Education Department.  Just a thought.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I really want to support, though, of heavily targeted programs.  I mean, part of the issue is the public finance issue is that if you have a universal public program, you're going to pay for the 80 percent that are already --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Already doing it.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  -- providing the services.  And it's going to be a very expensive program, first.



Secondly, I want to come back to the, Matt Miller's remark.  I know we have, part of our problems with, that we're concerned about in K-12 is that structure isn't promoting the best use of resources and so forth.



And I would be reluctant to enter into a sector that isn't already bound up in that way and say we should reproduce the bad systems that we've been doing already.



And so I would think that we would want to target money by providing lavish vouchers for the kids that needed them the most and then monitoring their outcomes.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So that this is actually something that I pressed the researchers yesterday on.



And the response that they gave is that there's a serious problem in this market because parents are just terrible at figuring out what's actually going on in the program, in the early learning setting that their kids are getting.



The parents who have lots of resources tend to think, I certainly did, that the more money they're paying, the better the program is, when the evidence is that there's a very, very weak correlation between the cost that parents are paying and the quality of it, so, from which they infer, that even informed and relatively prosperous folks are not very good shoppers for this.



So that, of course, raises the question of whether one could have a good housekeeping seal of approval kind of mechanism to help provide more information in the market to guide parents.  And they don't have any evidence on that one way or the other.



MEMBER MILLER:  That's a Stanford/Berkeley problem, too, right.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  It is.  And we think that the stakes probably aren't as high.  But it is also a place where people incorrectly assume that the higher price means more quality, yes.  I'd certainly agree.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  But how would you, what's your conclusion on this.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm not prepared to recommend vouchers or say what their, or the opposite, or either.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  But you're ready to recommend what a program should look like and have that monitored by a higher level of government?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, as opposed to monitored by the parents or as opposed to monitored by consumer union.  I don't know.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Because I want to talk against vouchers and go for what I'm talking about.



Our funding formula includes pre-K.  The pre-K, to Beth's point, so, pre-K is available right now under the formula, for every child that's not being tested in 31 communities that are very poor, it has a phase in which we're trying to get funded for an additional 80-some communities where the free and reduced price lunch rate is over 40 percent.  So those would go universal.



And the state would support at-risk kids, kids who qualify for free or reduced price lunch throughout the state, regardless of the wealth of the district.



So you could be in a very wealthy district but be still poor.  You would get state support for your pre-K.  So that's one piece.



So that really makes sure you're covering, basically, at a minimum, the state resources, the resources that are going into the system.



And they're not just state resources, because at the, what happens in those universal communities, let's talk about that, is that essentially, you have a set of quality standards.



The district funds the program under the Department of Education.  State money comes in.



Community providers, childcare programs, and Head Start programs can come into the program if they're capable and willing of meeting those quality standards.



So they get additional resources on top of their childcare dollars or their Head Start dollars in order to ramp up.



But they have to agree to come into the system, both meet the quality standards and also be accountable for performance.



And they also have to deliver a curriculum that's developmentally appropriate and linked to the state's K-12 standards.



So most of the delivery in a lot of our community, so Newark, well, now, 80 percent of the kids are not in, they're in public pre-K, but they're not in public school classrooms.



They're in centers and Head Start programs that have been in the community since the war on poverty, that when this was offered to them ran in to join up because they were finally getting the additional resources that they needed to ramp up and do what they always thought.



Not only that, they were sort of able to upgrade the whole program.  So that's what I'm talking about.



This has to be, we have to get serious about this.  In all of our poor communities across the country, and then I would include at-risk kids elsewhere, we've got to set that as the minimum, that the goal is to get all that in there.



And what we've got to do is take all of these resources that are currently going down these separate strands, and really integrate them around this kind of model that says, look, the state Departments of Education are really going to, the states are going to put up additional resources.  The feds now need, would be nice if the feds came in with more to help out.



But that essence is that we're going to create pre-K through 12 systems, at least in our higher poverty communities, so that everybody gets access to it, regardless, and also regardless, and in those communities, frankly, it ought to be regardless of whether you're low income or not.  So everybody gets in.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I think that the reason, well, first, did, Jim, do you remember, or, I don't know.  Do we remember what was said yesterday about the Milwaukee experiment?



Okay, that must be in our notes, because they --



(Simultaneous speaking.)



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  But they didn't report what it was either.  So, you know, Milwaukee did the voucher thing in K-12.  They also did a voucher experiment with early childhood stuff.



But to David's point, even if the dollars are public, the vendor might be private, selected by the public, but delivered so that the competition would be by vendors competing for the contract to deliver it.



And then, at least, instead of having the parents have to be informed purchasers of the services, you would be able to have some sort of a competition, even.



So I think there are lots of different delivery mechanisms one can imagine.  It seems to me we can be, we don't have to get into that.  Linda.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  However you decide to resource people getting there, you have to build a quality system.



So you can't just take the existing hodgepodge and say now you've got a voucher to go out there.



And the studies that were most impressive where the strength of the effects was most obvious were, aside from the little bitty, Perry Preschool, and you know, abecedarian and so on, were New Jersey and Oklahoma, where they've built the preschool system in those two states.



And in Tulsa especially, because Tulsa apparently did some really good work in their city system within Oklahoma.



So I don't know what the answer is about how people end up in those programs.  But you have to build a system before you get people there.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  The other interesting contrast with Head Start that the research shows is that one of the ingredients for success in these programs as it comes through very clear is it's focused on, well, focused on instruction on learning, as opposed to being, which is not the case in Head Start where they've got seven different missions so that they don't have the same kind of focus on instruction.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  And they're extremely over regulated.  And most of the discussion about what you're doing in the program is around meeting all the, you know --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Which are not instruction related.



MEMBER DARLING-HAMMOND:  Which are not instructional, which are not instructional.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So all of that.  Okay, so John and then maybe, then we need to wrap up.  John.



MEMBER KING:  Just wanted to note that their early learning challenge grant are structured around exactly this dialogue, like, to create a quality rating and improvement system that allows you to have, almost, a good housekeeping seal of approval on programs.



So I think we have to ask what's our theory of change.  Is it to put more money into something like early learning challenge grant, which is designed to incentivize states to better leverage existing resources, and perhaps add their own?



Or are we suggesting a new federal entitlement of some kind?  But I think directionally we're right.



And I would say it would be interesting to see how the early learning challenge grant plays out over the next few weeks, right?



The deadline is mid-October.  So we might actually learn something about how the incentive strategy worked in, you know, just a matter of weeks.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And I guess we don't have to worry about our report being done.



(Simultaneous speaking.)



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Just a last thing, this is where the international benchmarking comes into, because we're, in terms of the developed nations that you're, or, you know, the high-powered countries you're talking about.



They all have universal preschool.  And everybody's in.  And they're very high quality.  They're full day, full school year, you know, they built, it's Linda's point.  They built national systems of early education that are linked to K-12.



MEMBER MILLER:  Is someone capturing all the dimensions on which we want to measure or show that we're different than these other countries?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes.



MEMBER MILLER:  I mean, that's what I'm saying.  Is there really, I think, would be powerful.  Can I have a nanosecond on this other thing?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes and we pour through the transcript after each one of these things.



MEMBER MILLER:  That must be fun.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I delegate.



MEMBER MILLER:  Would the commission have, would we have the ability to say, I was just thinking about everything people have talked about, you know, the pre-K, the, you know, the decent facilities, effective teachers.



Would we be able to say as a commission, as a kind of a range, that we believe that only 15 to 20 percent of American children get what we think is okay on all those dimensions?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  God, that would be great.



MEMBER MILLER:  I'm just thinking of stuff that would be picked up and run with by the press as part of the --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I doubt that there's any data like that.  But I'd be for making a number up.



MEMBER MILLER:  There's probably a way to guesstimate a range on each of those.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  There's nothing wrong with making up the number, because that generates a big fight about whether we've got the right number.  But everybody will focus on what we say.  Rick.  God, you guys are just --



MEMBER MILLER:  You see what I mean, though.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, totally.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I see what you mean, too.  We can make up some number.



MEMBER MILLER:  I didn't mean make it up.  I mean, is there a way to do a reasonable, defensible estimate that wouldn't be different than other estimates that get made?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  On another, slightly related question, how many states now do not require kindergarten, do not require full day kindergarten and so forth?



I've always been puzzled why we talk about pre-K and full day, full year pre-K and then we have, I think last I looked, half the states that only have half day kindergarten or half the states have full day kindergarten.



MS. KING:  They're changing it for Philadelphia, so the compulsory is going to be lower in Philly.  But statewide, yes.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Because of all those seven-year-old gangs.



MS. KING:  No, it's the Amish.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  The Amish.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  Rick raises a good point.  Part of the added program wasn't just threes and fours, but it was full day kindergarten as well.



And he makes a good point.  I mean, in terms of high poverty districts, poor kids, whatever that sort of cut, minimum cut is in this area, it's got to include not just full day, full year threes and fours, but full day kindergarten, because we've got a lot of kids, a lot of kids in these places that are half day, you know, or you know, kindergarten program.  So it's got to be pre-K through 12 and, you know that whole linkage.



I do want to make a quick pitch on facilities because it's come up.  This piece that, Chris, I think you got this, that a lot of our colleagues did is excellent on capital, the disparity in capital resources around the country, the states -- I don't know.  Did people get it?  Was it in the packet?  If people didn't get it I would --



MR. EICHNER:  The packet is just--



MEMBER SCIARRA:  My friend sent it to me.  That's how I got it.



MR. EICHNER:  The packet was just things submitted outside.  But we can make sure that everyone has that.



MEMBER SCIARRA:  On the capital piece, it's an excellence piece.  It summarizes the research on the relationship between space and landing.



It's very good research here and also on where the states are in the disparity of facilities, quality of facilities around the country, and the whole issue of the states' failure to respond in this area is huge.  So, this is really good.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  We've summarized that piece as well.  So we'll send it around.  We'll send around a text box summary next week.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, a couple of announcements, and maybe we can get out of here.



First of all, we're going to have to, we're going to create a little subcommittee.  I'll identify a few people to get a briefing from department officials about, what did you just say it's about, ARRA?  This is the ARRA thing.



ASST. SEC. MARTIN:  Oh, there's a report coming out on the ARRA dollars on issues of comparability.  So we wanted to do a briefing for you on that as well as on the waivers, which most of you got this morning.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So we'll just pull together a couple of people to get that briefing.  And then we'll bring it back to talk about it with the full, with the full group.



Calendar, we're going to confirm, I guess we have to confirm by email that the December 5th date, which is, like, 98 percent certain, 92 percent certain?



MR. EICHNER:  Yes, that's the day that we were shooting for, yes.  I mean, that's the day we picked. It's on the calendar.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right, so it's October 26th, and then December 5th.  We're going to start ASAP, a matter of days rather than weeks, start to circulate drafts for discussion, again, in small groups.



And I think we really need to play it by ear, then.  I'm not quite sure how quickly consensus is going to gel.



But in consultation with Reed and with Russlyn, we'll sort of advise you as to when we think we might actually have a single draft to circulate to the whole group, and that would mean the public too, wouldn't it, when we do that, we think?



(No response.)



Okay, so again, just a plea that when the staff gets in touch with you or I get in touch with you and ask for quick turn around, either give us quick turn around or tell us when you think you might be able to get to it, so we're not waiting for you before we do the next iteration of the text.



So that's one process.  The other process will be phone calls and maybe conference calls as the first process identifies ideas in particular, occasionally text that needs to be flushed out.



We'll have a second and parallel process running to try to work out those kinks.  And we're not going to wait to hear from everybody before we get going with this second track.



So we're going to be moving in parallel here so that, hopefully, by the time we've got a full draft that's ready to share, it will be very close to the sweet spot of where the group as a whole is.



That is all I can think of to say about process.  You want to add something about that?



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Just real quick.  I meant to say earlier on, when Russlyn was busy falling on the sword for stuff, that I appreciate your accountability.



But I don't think anyone could have gotten anything out quicker given what we as a commission gave you.  So thank you for doing that.  But your work has been excellent, and we all appreciate it, number one.



And number two, Dean Edley, I want to say that I appreciate you trying to take some control over this process.  It is your job as our chair to do that.



And I think you're doing a marvelous job of encouraging us all to voice our opinions and be involved.



And I fully support your efforts to now try to rein us in and make us focus and go forward, so thank you for that.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  David, to --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Do we introduce Suzanne Immerman before we --



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Yes.  To your question earlier about the funding, Suzanne Immerman is the department's, Arne's delegate, if you will, to elicit fundraising on behalf of the department.



And she is the, title is Head of Strategic Partnerships or something very fancy like that.



But she has really been helping us and work with new venture fund, establish the fiduciary, third party entity, and the funds are now rolling in.  Suzanne, do you want to give an update?



MS. IMMERMAN:  And I believe the folks from the new venture fund are here, yes.  Great, terrific.



So we, at this point, I'm pleased to say we have grant commitments.  And I'm not sure if we have checks in the door.



But we have the signed grant agreements.  So for all of you who've done fundraising, you know that's the most important thing.



So the new venture fund has , I believe it's $200,000 in signed commitments, both the Broad Foundation and the Ford Foundation.



And the Gates Foundation and the Hewlett Foundation have an additional combined $300,000 that will be approved by their boards, likely, in November.



So as you all know as well, we can't say those grants are officially in until the proposals have been signed by their boards.  But, so, we have $500,000 that I think we can count on as in the door.



And then we have proposals pending with the Kellogg Foundation, the National Public Education Support Fund, and the NEKC Foundation.  And all of those are in consideration.



So we're cautiously optimistic that we will reach our goal of $685,000 in, I'd say probably we'll know for sure by the end of November.



And certainly if anyone has any questions more specifically about others that we have been talking to, I'd be happy to speak to people afterwards.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So I'm all ready, I mean the reason the December date is important is because that's when I've reserved the block of rooms in Cancun for the celebration.  And, you know, no report, no Cancun.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  He is joking.  There is no Cancun trip.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Cancun, New Jersey.  Okay, are we done?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I think we are.  And obviously if you have any questions on the way we can meet with one on one, whatever you need, to make sure your input is heard and received as the team at Warren gets on the drafting, let us know.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  The October 26th meeting just to keep the day simple, we're actually going to meet at the White House in the East Room. I thought it would just work it out.  Russlyn's going to work it out with the President.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  And he is joking there, too.  So we will see you back here October 26th, and we'll talk to you, I'm sure many times between now and then.  Thank you all very much.



(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter was concluded at 5:00 p.m.)
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