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


(1:30 p.m.)



MR. RITSCH:  Good afternoon, everybody.  Welcome to the U.S. Department of Education.  Thanks for being here this afternoon for our stakeholders forum, where we will focus today on our ESEA flexibility package that the President announced last Friday, and some other topics as well that will come up.



My name's Massie Ritsch.  I'm the Deputy Assistant Secretary for External Affairs and Outreach.  And I want to welcome the folks in the room, as well as the folks who are tuning in online through our UStream channel, as well as Department employees tuning in various places, as well as some in the room.



You have three things on your chairs today.  You have an evaluation form that I hope you'll turn in to us afterward, let us know if this was a useful forum for you.



And then, two brochures that we created to try and streamline, simplify, the more complicated documents that are also online around our ESEA flexibility package.  The first, which has the younger students on it here, is intended especially for parents and community members, folks who don't necessarily know this stuff inside and out, but are interested to learn more about it.



And then the second, with these graduates, is intended for practitioners: superintendents, principals, teachers, as well as folks who want to get into a deeper level.  Again, everything else is online at HTTP://ED.GOV/ESEA/FLEXIBILITY.



So as we said, of course, last Friday the President announced this package at the White House.  What we're offering to states is an opportunity to receive regulatory relief from several key provisions in No Child Left Behind, but in exchange for commitments to reform and increased student achievement.  And we'll talk you through that today.



We'll hear from Secretary Duncan on this package, as well as hear more about the American Jobs Act.  That's another big piece of news from this administration since the last time we met here at the Department.



We have a panel of our experts, members of the ESEA flexibility team, with us today to talk you through it and take your questions.  We'll have Carmel Martin, our Assistant Secretary from the Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development; Liz Grant from the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education; and Kay Rigling from the Office of the General Counsel.  And we'll try to get you out of here on time, as always.



So let's first hear from our secretary, Arne Duncan.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Thank you.  I'll be very brief, and happy to open up for any questions you might have.  So the two big topics I want to talk about, as Massie mentioned, were the Jobs Act, and then the flexibility package that we've put out.



Obviously, for us, getting the Jobs Act passed would be a huge, huge deal.  As many of you know, for Education it would mean an additional 60 billion dollars, 30 billion to save teacher jobs around the country.



And I have to tell you, as I'm out traveling, to hear about the cutbacks, to hear about the class size increasing, and after-school and extracurriculars being eliminated, it’s tough.  I was in Milwaukee on the bus tour, and in the past couple years, they've gone from 100 arts educators on the elementary side to 11 for the district, so a 90 percent reduction there.



I just think we have to do something better.  In Pittsburgh, they're thinking about eliminating all extracurriculars.  Not because they want to, because that's just the reality of their financial situation.



So if we can get that bill passed, keep those teachers teaching, keep after-school, keep summer school, keep these extended day activities that are so important; it's just the right thing to do.



On the capital side, it’s an additional 30 billion dollars.  Sounds like a lot of money.  It is a lot of money.  But as you look across the country, the actual need is about 270 billion dollars.



So this would be a step in the right direction, but a long, long way to go.  And many school districts have done exactly what I would have done when I was in Chicago Public Schools.  When money's tight, what do you do?  You defer maintenance.  That's what you do.



And so roofs don't get fixed, and windows don't get fixed when they're broken, and you don't have the math labs and the science labs that our students need today.  But just because you can get by, it doesn't make it the right thing to do.



So we're pushing very, very hard to get the Jobs Act passed.  In tough economic times, it would be a huge step in the right direction.  Obviously, getting much passed in Congress these days is an uphill battle, and we more than recognize that.  I just think, again, at lots of levels, this is something the country desperately needs.  And so we're continuing to work as hard as we can to get this passed.



Second, the flexibility package.  I feel really, really good about it, and I'm happy to take questions or comments.  And let me just say up front that I've said publicly exactly what I mean.  What I'll say today is that this is not substitute for Congress fixing the law together.  And this is hopefully a bridge, or transition, to them doing it for the country.  Honestly, I wish we didn't have to take this step.  But you have to play the cards you're dealt, and Congress simply didn't do the right thing here, and so we felt compelled to act.



But today, tomorrow, next week, next month, when and if they move, we're going to do everything we can to help them move forward in a bipartisan way to fix the law for everybody.  But the premise is really simple: where states are doing the right thing, where they're raising standards, where they're being creative around teacher and principal evaluation, where they're taking on the tough issues, closing achievement gaps, challenging underperforming schools, we want to give them a lot more flexibility to hit that high bar.  So keep the bar very high, hold them accountable for getting there, but give them room to be creative and to be flexible.



This is never going to be a pass on accountability.  There have been concerns on that.  Hopefully, you have seen with everything we've done, we've had a high bar.  We will continue to have a high bar, and that's never going to change.  But looking at disaggregated data, looking at achievement gaps, understanding which states are serious and which aren't, that will determine where we play.



Very different from Race to the Top, this is no competition between states.  We encourage states to work together.  We're going to provide all the technical assistance we can.  There's a huge amount of interest.  While you'll probably hear some sniping in Washington, I've talked to almost every governor around the country, Republican and Democrat, and they're basically saying "Thank goodness someone in Washington is listening and paying attention."



A lot of interest on this.  We're going to have, probably, a set of states that will come in early.  And we hope to have the first set of waivers out pretty quickly, by the end of the calendar year, or early in January at the latest.  We'll have another round after that, so we'll sort of do it on a rolling basis.  And we'll work with states when they're ready.



The final thing I'll say on this is that the peer review process is hugely important to me.  And while I retain the right to change or do something differently than what the peer reviewers recommend, I've never taken that up.  Peer reviewers in the competitions we’ve run have done just an amazing job.  And so if you guys know of folks who are interested in being a peer reviewer for this process, please get those names to us.



And having the right folks who are making these decisions, who are doing this work very publicly and transparently, I think, will drive this conversation the right way.  And if we have the right set of states come in in that first, early round, and set a very high bar with that, then I think it helps the other states to know where they need to go and how they need to get there.



So I'll stop there, take any questions you might have, and then you can ask all the hard questions to our panel, which is a lot smarter than I, when I'm done.



MR. RITSCH:  So, folks, we have got microphones, as usual, here and here.  If you will make your way to those microphones, we are, as always, transcribing this and broadcasting it online.  So tell us your name, who you're representing, and we'll kick it to the appropriate person.  Reggie?



MR. FELTON:  Yes, good afternoon.  Reggie Felton, National School Boards Association.  Obviously, we're very pleased with the direction that the package is taking.  We've been arguing for flexibility, or at least deferral of sanctions, for a few years now.



One concern we have, though, is that there could be local school districts that have needs that aren't necessarily addressed in the package, or application package, to ED.  Could you just comment briefly on your concept of how to ensure that the needs of local school districts throughout the state are addressed in the package, and what they should do -- or might do -- in the event it's not addressed?



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  So this is one we're not going to do perfectly, that obviously we made a choice, which people may or may not agree with, to basically play at the state level.



MR. FELTON:  Right.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  And we think, just from a capacity standpoint, I think we can handle 50 states pretty well.  Handling 15,000 districts was a bit of a stretch for us.  So rather than trying fix something that's broken at the back end, my strong advice would be to do whatever you can to help districts, to help local boards, be part of their state's process.



One of the things we insisted on in the states' applications is that they demonstrate what they did to reach out to the community, and how they've taken that input.  So we don't want this just coming down from on high, from the governor or chief state school officer in a vacuum.



So the more teachers, principals, school board members, superintendents, and others are helping shape the state's application, that's really important.  If states come in, all this information's going to be publicly shared, so states should not be doing this in isolation.  There's lots of learning.



A couple applications that have come to me early look extremely interesting, and I think show a lot of lessons learned.  So as much as those local needs can be addressed in the application, that's obviously far preferable.



How we fix things individually at the back end, if somehow districts' needs aren't addressed, I don't have an easy answer on that.  As always, we'll try and listen.  We'll be a good partner.  But how we do that systemically, I don't quite know yet, to be honest with you.



MR. FELTON:  Thanks.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  So the more they can help create a great application at the front end, that would be, I think, in everyone's best interests.



MR. FELTON:  Thank you.



MR. RITSCH:  Thanks, Reggie.  Steve?



MR. PINES:  Thank you, Mr. Secretary.  Steve Pines, from the Education Industry Association.  Really two questions, one about the process and then a second part about more the substance of the waivers themselves.



So as the Department receives both notification of intent by October, and then the first wave of waiver applications come in, will the Department publicize, on your website or wherever, the actual application as they come in by the applicant state?



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Yes.



MR. PINES:  And then the decisions, the disposition as they are made?



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Absolutely.  Again, this is one we just all want to be learning together.  And so we'll publish the applications, we'll publish what we decide, we'll publish the peer reviewers' comments.  And so all of this, again, just so the country's learning and working together.  That's the right way to do it.



MR. PINES:  Again, thank you.  That's perfect.  But that will be in real time, though?  As the applications are received, we'll know whether it's Ohio, Maryland, or wherever, and then a month or two later we'll know the disposition?



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Absolutely.



MR. PINES:  Great.  That's perfect.  And then more on the substance, for the Focus Schools, if the state agrees to all of the principles that are part of the quid pro quo, I notice that tutoring is allowed at the option of states for the Focus Schools.



But if an application comes in that meets all the other check-the-box stuff, could they offer tutoring for other schools beyond the Focus Schools?



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Absolutely.  And so this is again where -- just to be real clear on where I am philosophically -- hold folks accountable to a high bar, but give them a lot more room to get there.



And so whether it's additional tutoring, whether it's longer days, whether it's paying math and science teachers a heck of a lot more money to go work in the inner city, or go work in a rural, remote community, I just think those decisions are best made not by me and my team, but best made at the local level.  And we'll hold them accountable for results.



So a lot more latitude than folks are used to.  And we recognize we're taking some risks there, and I understand that.  But at the end of the day, again, where I see a high bar, where I see a good faith commitment and courage, I honestly believe that we have been too prescriptive, too top-down from here.



MR. PINES:  Sure.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  And I'm trying to sort of flip that in a pretty significant way.



MR. PINES:  So just because tutoring is only mentioned in the context of Focus Schools, you're not excluding it from being offered in other types of schools.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  No.



MR. PINES:  Okay.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  We're not precluding, or including, or excluding anything, across the board.  So to be real clear: what's working, we want to see a lot more of it.  What's not working, we want to see a lot less of that.  And we think I'm the wrong one to make those decisions.



MR. KOHLMOOS:  Great.  My name's Jim Kohlmoos from Knowledge Alliance, and thank you Mr. Secretary and Assistant Secretaries.  Speaking of what works and what doesn't work, and trying to learn lessons from this incredible opportunity, I notice that you've included an evaluation provision in your package that says something to the effect that states will be encouraged to work as partners with the Department in designing evaluation systems.



Could you elaborate a little bit on that?  And is there additional funding involved in that piece?



MS. MARTIN:  Jim, we do have funding available --



MR. RITSCH:  Make sure the green light is on.  You might need to flip that.



MS. MARTIN:  It's on.  Can you hear me now?  Yes, so we do have some funding available to carry out those evaluations.  And we want to work with the states to determine what the subject of the evaluation would be.  It could be a strategy that's embedded in their new accountability system, or an aspect of the accountability system.



And we're going to be looking to do the most rigorous evaluations that we can do.  We want to work with states very early in the process, so they can set up for rigorous evaluation.  And we will have funds available for states that choose to do it.  It is not a mandatory part of the package, but something that states can opt to do.



MR. KOHLMOOS:  That is a great move.  Thank you.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  And I just keep repeating myself, but the more states are working together, the more all of you with strong opinions are helping states applications, I can't overemphasize how important that is.



MR. COWAN:  Good afternoon, Mr. Secretary.  Tor Cowan, for the American Federation of Teachers.  I appreciate your availability and having us in today.  Might be going in the weeds here a little bit, but I'll throw this out there.  Our question is, for Priority Schools that are going to receive future SIG grants, are they going to be limited to using the four models in SIG, or can they use that money to do some of the interventions, including the turnaround principles, in those schools?



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  We're giving a little more flexibility.  Hopefully you'll be pleased.



MS. MARTIN:  So with respect to the Priority Schools identified in the waiver package, they can take advantage of the additional flexibility in the documents, where they can construct alternatives to the four models.



If they choose the four models, that's totally acceptable.  If they decide to opt for something else, we're going to ask them to present to us and have peer reviewed what the alternative would be, and it needs to abide by the principles that we lay out in the package, which include tackling leadership, tackling the instructional staff in the school, looking at the curriculum, finding ways to use data to improve instruction, looking at extending learning time, and looking at using community resources as levers to address not just academic, but non-academic needs of the students.



Our SIG grants will continue to be governed by the four models that we've laid out, so for schools that are receiving the SIG grants, they must continue to use the four models.



MR. COWAN:  And again, the future -- if you get a future SIG grant, you're going to be --



MS. MARTIN:  Yes, it would continue.



MR. COWAN:  To use the four?



MS. MARTIN:  Yes.



MR. COWAN:  Okay.  So if you're a Priority School and you don't get a SIG grant, what funding is going to be available to help you implement turnaround, some of the activities under the turnaround principles?



MS. MARTIN:  So we're giving states a lot more flexibility, and districts a lot more flexibility around the existing Title I resources that they have available, including the amount that's currently set aside and required to be used for SES and choice.  It could be used to implement a turnaround strategy in a Priority School.



MR. COWAN:  Okay.  Thank you.



MR. RITSCH:  We'll take one more question before Arne has to leave.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  I'll do these two.



MR. RITSCH:  Two, okay.  



MS. LOZARIO:  Good afternoon, Secretary Duncan.  My name is Amy Lozario, and I'm here representing parents.  And as parents, we're concerned about, with the new flexibility, that transparency, accountability, so that expectations are not lost.  We want to be part of the process.  We don't know what expectations you have of SEAs to make sure that they are including parents, and that they are sitting at the table as they roll this out.  Because we want high expectations, and we don't want our children to fall behind trying to meet and do what they have to do.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  As a fellow parent of public school children, I'm right with you.  And as I said earlier, the last thing we want is less transparency, walking away from a commitment to closing achievement gaps.  And so if states want to try and do that, they can try.  We just won't accept those applications.



MS. LOZARIO:  So your Department is ready to identify those, and address that if they see it?



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Absolutely.  No question.  And so we want to partner with folks that are acting in real good faith, and with courage.  And where they're not, they'll be stuck with the current system.  So it's a simple trade-off to make, and again, we are basically requiring states to work with their communities -- whether it's parents, or teachers, or principals, or students themselves -- to be part of the process in shaping those states' applications.



So I just encourage you and your members to be working in states now to help them come up with the best applications possible.



MS. LOZARIO:  And one of the concerns that we have as well are states that believe that it's a locally-controlled situation, and then have boards, school boards, that don't feel comfortable with the decisions that they have to make.  The domino effect with that.  And so it just keeps going around in this circle, and no one realizing that it needs to be addressed.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  So we are not solving the world's problems here, so there of course remain some challenges there.



MS. LOZARIO:  Right.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  I would just actually encourage you to have more folks run for school boards.



MS. LOZARIO:  Thank you.



MS. BIREDA:  Hi.  Thank you, Mr. Secretary.  My name is Saba Bireda.  I'm from the Poverty and Race Research Action Council.  I had a quick question, also to the evaluation part of the proposal.  It says at the end that evaluation -- new evaluation systems -- can be used to help SEAs ensure that poor and minority children are not taught by less effective teachers.  We know that provision.  So if someone could just talk about how you see this part of the proposal actually working to get better teachers for those kids.



MS. MARTIN:  So we're hopeful that once states have in place these new systems that will help measure the effectiveness of teachers, that that would be used in a system that would ensure that there's an equal distribution of effective and highly effective teachers across schools based on poverty.



Under current law, there's already a requirement that states ensure that schools with high poverty populations are not taught disproportionately by less qualified teachers.  The proxies that are used under current law are things like experience level, certification, subject matter expertise, which are all indicators of teacher quality.



But we feel like the best indicator of teacher quality is how they doing, measured by a robust evaluation system that takes into consideration measures of instructional practice, as well as measures of student learning.



MS. BIREDA:  So once the new evaluation systems are in place, they could then use that, whatever parameters they decide at the state level, to distribute teachers more equitably?



MS. MARTIN:  Yes.  And the idea is not that they would force teachers to move from one school to the other, but as the Secretary mentioned, we want them to be doing things like, if it's hard for them to get qualified math teachers in a high poverty school, then figure out incentives to help get those teachers to those schools.



If there are teachers who are struggling in a high poverty school around certain areas, once these evaluation systems are in place they can drive their professional development to help improve the instruction, provide support.  Sometimes it's an issue if teachers in these schools need additional supports.



So if we have this system of measuring what's going well and what's not going well, we'll be able to more effectively address the needs.



MS. BIREDA:  Thank you.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Just one last quick thing.  Hopefully you saw, this week our Office of Civil Rights put out this new report, which sort of demonstrated what we all knew anecdotally, that teachers, generally, in high poverty schools are making less money than in wealthier schools.  There are huge inequities there.



So just know we're going to continue to shine a spotlight on this, continue to challenge it, whether it's through the waiver package, whether it's through enforcement or just data.  This is a big issue that we haven't taken on in the right way as a country, and we're going to continue to try and push this very, very hard.



MS. BIREDA:  Thank you.



SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Okay.  Thanks for having me.  I appreciate it.



(Applause.)



MR. RITSCH:  Thank you, Arne.  So we're now going to drill into the package in greater detail, and Carmel's going to take us through that.  And then we'll get to more questions.  Again, Carmel's being joined by Liz Grant from our Elementary and Secondary Education Office, and Kay Rigling from our General Counsel's Office.



We also have many members of the flexibility team here in the front row, so every clause and comma can be asked about and answered here.  Carmel, do you want to do it from there or from here?  Your choice.



MS. MARTIN:  I can just do it from here.



Thanks, everyone, for coming in.  I'm just going to quickly run through the broad-brush, what's in the flexibility package, and then see if you all have any questions.  And hopefully, we'll live up to Massie's assertion that we can answer any question.



So, just first, big picture.  I wanted to show you this quote from President Obama.  What we're really trying to do is to allow room for innovation.  Our sense is that No Child Left Behind was based on sort of state-of-the-art, or state-of-the-industry, in 2000.  But we see states now trying to move forward with new areas of reform, and current law really holding them back.



So we want to get the right balance between giving them the flexibility that they need to move forward with those reforms, but not letting go of the idea that we're setting high bars for both students and schools, and protecting all students, because we think that that was a really important element of No Child Left Behind that we don't want to let go.



This just sort of gives you a summary of the flexibility that states and districts would be eligible for, including the 2013/2014 timeline, the requirements related to district and school improvement and accountability, and flexibility related to the use of federal funds.



I just want to emphasize, though, we do offer some flexibility around the use of federal funds, but one thing that we're trying to be really clear about is that when funds are targeted to a particular group of students, we are not providing flexibility around that.



So none of the Title I allocation provisions change -- we actually don't legally have the power to change the Title I allocation provisions.  And if there's a funding stream that's designed to assist a particular group of students, like migrant students, they can't merge that money with other funding streams.  They have to make sure that those funds are getting to the students that need it the most.



These are the four areas that we're asking states to tackle in their requests for flexibility.  The first is college- and career-ready expectations for all students.  As I'm sure most of you know, 44 states have moved forward already with college- and career-ready standards through the Common Core initiative.  Those states have done what they need to do in terms of adoption of the standards.



But we allow for states that choose not to participate in the Common Core to be able to come in with a request for a waiver if they can demonstrate that their standards are college- and career-ready.  And a check on whether they've succeeded that we're asking them to present to us is that their state public four-year institution of higher education system has validated the standards, such that when a student exits from the system, they are able to go on to college courses without the need for remediation.  And all of their standards should be back-mapped against that goal.



The second area that we will be asking states to tell us in this package, not just that they've adopted the standards, but how they plan to translate the standards into practice, which means putting into place assessment systems that align with those standards, including assessments for English learners and students with disabilities.  And they'll be asked to demonstrate how they're helping their schools and their teachers in their state to modify their instruction to meet those new, higher standards.



So we’re asking them, through professional development, to look at the teacher prep programs in their state, how they’re developing new instructional materials that are aligned to those standards.  The second area we're asking them to take on is to put forth a state-developed differentiated recognition accountability and support system.  We lay out parameters for what needs to be in that system, which I'll talk about in a minute.



And then the third area is supporting effective instruction and leadership through the development of new teacher and leader evaluation systems.



Finally, we're asking them to demonstrate that they've thought about how they can reduce duplication of unnecessary burden within their state and local laws, regulations, and practices.  Our assumption is that there are lots of state and local regulations and practices that are aligned to the old system, and we want them to be thinking about how they're creating a coherent and consistent system, and also asking the question, are there things that they require that really aren't having a big impact on student success?



So for the first area, I talked through, I think, most of this.  But these are the types of things that we're going to be asking states to demonstrate with respect to the adoption and implementation of college- and career-ready expectations.  When they request the flexibility, they must be able to demonstrate that they have already adopted college- and career-ready standards, and what they set forth in their plan will be peer reviewed, and they'll have time to implement that plan over the next school year and in the following school year.



We are asking that they are ready to administer the new assessments in the 2014/2015 school year, which tracks what we believe most states are planning to do through the Race to the Top assessment consortia.



The second area is the new accountability systems, so we've tried to set out some key components that actually track the principles that the Council of Chief State School Officers have laid out, working in collaboration with their members.



We are trying to provide flexibility within each of these components, but also giving states flexibility in terms of how they put the pieces together.  And we're operating under the assumption that these components won't be the sum total of what the new accountability systems entail, but that they would be building blocks for that new accountability system.



And those components include showing that they have a plan for differentiation, recognition, support and intervention for all of their Title I schools; that they are setting ambitious but achievable performance targets; providing recognition for high-performing, high-growth schools; having a plan for dramatic and systemic change in their lowest-performing schools -- which we're calling Priority Schools, the bottom 5 percent of schools based on math, English language arts assessments, and graduation rates -- and that they're also identifying and implementing interventions in the schools with the greatest achievement gaps, or with subgroups that are furthest behind.  We're calling these Focus Schools.  And then finally, setting forth how they're building state, district, and school capacity to improve learning in all of their schools.



Again, there will be a timeline attached to this, where when they submit their application, they'll tell us how they're planning to execute against all of these components, and they'll be expected to put those systems in place in the next couple of school years.



We're hoping that we would be able, for states that are ready, to move through the peer review process in time for them to have a new system up and running in the spring or early summer, when they're implementing their next round of assessments, so that in the next school year the new intervention system would be able to be in place.



The third principle is supporting effective instruction and leadership.  And here, we're looking for states to commit to putting in place teacher and principal evaluation and support systems.  One of the things we're asking them to commit to is using those systems to create continual improvement of instruction, to meaningfully differentiate performance.



They must use multiple valid measures that include student growth, but must also include other measures of instructional practice.  They must show that they're evaluating teachers and leaders on a regular basis.  We don't define that in the package, but that would be something that would be subject to peer review.



They need to demonstrate that they're providing clear, timely, and useful feedback to teachers, and that they'll use the information to inform personnel decisions.  So really in here we lay out the timeline for developing this system.  We tried to give states and local districts plenty of time to develop robust systems that -- you know, we'd rather they do it well than do it quickly.



In this first year, we're asking states to work with their local stakeholder groups to develop state-wide guidelines for how these systems will work.  And in the second year, next school year, they'll be asked to develop the actual evaluation systems at the local level, and there'll be flexibility for localities to inform how they want those systems to look.  In the third year, we're asking them to pilot the evaluation systems.  This is the same year that they'll be piloting the new assessments based on college- and career-ready standards. And then in the fourth year, we would be anticipating full implementation of the system.



I just want to finish by saying that we're looking for rigorous and comprehensive state-developed plans, so we really do want to make sure that these key components are addressed, so that, again, we can protect all students, and ensure we have a high bar.  But we really want to give states and districts a chance to tailor the systems to their own needs, and to have room for innovation.



Last piece, just in terms of process, we are setting up this process so that for states that are ready to roll very quickly, we want to be in a position to help them move forward.  So we have set a deadline of mid-November for the first set of requests.  We're not trying to rush people, but we're also trying to be responsive to folks that are ready to move quickly.  We're hoping that by the end of this calendar year, more likely the beginning of the next calendar year, we'd be able to respond to that first set of states.  But we will have a second process in the new year.



The other thing I just want to point out about our process is that once a state applies, it's not a competition.  So therefore we can have a back-and-forth with the states.  We can give them the peer review comments, and give them a chance to make adjustments based on those comments.



And we're asking our peer reviewers to stick with their cohort of states, so if a state isn't ready, and we're not ready to approve their request by the end of this school year or the beginning of the next school year, it doesn't mean the state has to apply again in the new year, but rather that we'll keep working with them on their application, and hopefully get to a place where we can approve the request.



So there's two windows for application, but we're really trying to create as much of a rolling process as we can, given that we're a large bureaucracy and have to empanel peer reviewers, and we'll have to be respectful of their schedules and their time.  But again we are trying to create a back-and-forth environment for handling of the requests.



So I think with that, I will stop -- the last slide just lays out, and Massie mentioned this earlier, a website where these key documents sit.  The FAQs are not yet up there, but we're hoping they'll be up there in a few days.  And if you have any questions, if you send your question to this web address, we will respond to you, and we'll also post it for everyone's benefit.  So we're really asking, to the extent you can send any questions through that vehicle, that would be great.  We're transcribing this, and we'll also make it available for other folks who couldn't be here today.



So with that, I'll stop for any questions that you have.



MR. RITSCH:  So let's start with questions and comments again, microphones on either side.  If you'll speak clearly into them and let us know your name and which organization you're representing.  As Carmel said, we'll have this deck of slides on our website, along with the other materials that are up.  Rob, you were first to the mic there, so let's go to you.



MR. MAHAFFEY:  Thanks, Massie.  And thanks for the briefing.  I appreciate it very much, and also the fact that staff made time to meet with us earlier in the week.  I very much appreciate it, Carmel.



I want to pick up on the conversation about the peer reviewers.  I know you're looking for great people, and I'd like to know a little bit more about the profile that ideally will fit a peer reviewer.



One of the things around the i3 grant program, for example, which we talked about, is that we felt -- I'm from the Rural School and Community Trust -- and we felt that perhaps there wasn't enough experience with rural schools and LEAs around the i3 grant program.



So if you could have your perfect panel of reviewers, what would be the experiential background of those folks?  What are you looking for?



MS. MARTIN:  So we are hoping to get people who have expertise in different areas.  We do want to get some folks who have expertise in the areas of standards and assessments, accountability systems, including measurement and intervention systems, and teacher and leader evaluation systems.  And we plan to have at least one person with expertise in the needs of students with disabilities, and one expert in the needs of English learners, on every panel.



We will be looking to ensure that there's diversity among each panel, particularly if the state is a rural state, we want to make sure that we get diversity in that context as well.



I would say that one thing we're able to do in this context, that it's harder for us to do in the context of competitions, is that we can have people who work for state and local systems, school systems, participate, as long as they don't review their state's application, because they're not competing with the state that they're reviewing.



So we are looking to also get a balance between folks who work at the systems level, and understand how systems work, while at the same time having people who come from the perspective of being experts or child advocates as well, so we'll be looking for a mix in that context.



MR. MAHAFFEY:  And we know that you made the list of reviewers in the past public.  Had you planned to do that in this process?  And at what stage in the process?



MS. MARTIN:  Yes, we will make that public.  And as the Secretary said, their notes will also be public.  We're trying to make the process as transparent as possible.



We don't have our peer reviewers selected for the first round yet.  We do have names that have been submitted to us, and we're checking for folks' availability.  But if people have suggestions, people that they'd like to nominate for the process, we're very much open to getting those.



MR. MAHAFFEY:  Good.  Thank you.



MR. RITSCH:  And if we can't find those we're looking for, we have the panel of Dancing with the Stars on reserve as celebrity judges.



(Laughter.)



MR. RITSCH:  Yes, sir?



MR. BLAKESLEY:  Mike Blakesley with the National Association for Music Education.  When you're putting together the process for evaluating teachers with measures including student growth in non-tested subjects, there's a great deal of concern that measures of student growth will default to reading language arts, English language arts, and math tests.



Are you going to be able to, through this process, encourage states -- push states -- toward evaluation systems that adequately measure exactly what teachers contribute to primarily the subjects they teach?



MS. MARTIN:  Yes.  We've tried to make that clear in the documents that we’ve released, that in non-tested grades and subjects, the definition of student learning could be something other than a standardized assessment or a test.  So we'll be working with the states as they put together those plans.



And as you can see from the timeline that I put up, there's time for us to work through those issues with folks.  We're planning on providing technical assistance to states where we bring in experts who have worked on those systems at the ground level, to help them figure out how to put the system together.



MR. BLAKESLEY:  Thanks.  I know it's a possibility, I was just hoping you can really encourage states to do this, because there really is a great deal of concern.  Anything we can do to help, we're absolutely willing to.



MR. RITSCH:  We appreciate it.  Thank you.  Yes, sir?



MR. KINDER:  Will Kinder from Children's Defense Fund.  I'm looking for a little clarification on how you expect states will identify their Focus and Priority Schools.  I assume that there are some or many schools in a state that could potentially fit into both categories, if they're overall low-performing and also have particularly low-performing subgroups.



So do you expect states may identify one single school under both the Priority and Focus Schools?  Maybe the differentiated nature of the interventions makes sense for a school to be identified under both categories.  Or if state identifies a Priority School, will they be excluded from the pool of schools that may be a Focus School?



MS. MARTIN:  Yes, the latter.



MR. KINDER:  The latter.  Okay.



MS. MARTIN:  And the idea is to tackle different sets of schools in that context.



MR. KINDER:  Okay.  Thank you.



MR. RITSCH:  Thanks, Will.  Erik?



MR. PETERSON:  Erik Peterson, Catholic School Alliance.  I was hoping you could provide some more detail, or let us know when more detail will be available, on the optional flexibility provision, which relates to 21st Century Community Learning Center funds being used for the regular school day, in addition to how they're used now for out-of-school time.



You know, what would the timeline would be for that?  What will the impact be on the 11,000 current grantees that receive those funds now, and whether the school-community partnership piece would still be prioritized.  Just sort of the details on how that would work.



MS. MARTIN:  So the timeline for that is that they would request that flexibility when they request the other areas of flexibility.  So it's not a separate process.  It would be incorporated in this process.  We'll have FAQs on that when we release the FAQs.



And you know, in terms of the detail, essentially we want to give states the ability to use those funds for extending the learning time, whether that means longer days or summer programs, or before-school programs.  We will be encouraging partnerships with community organizations.



Actually, the Secretary is speaking on this subject tomorrow morning at the Center for American Progress, and I know one of the points he wants to make there is how important community partnerships are in making those kinds of programs successful.



And I think our assumption is that if states choose this flexibility, it would not relate to people who are using grant funds right now, that it would be for the next round -- the next state competition -- that they have those funds available. So it would be for the following school year.



MR. RITSCH:  Carmel, Erik's question about community makes me also think to the earlier question about parents.  In addition to the states having to consult a diverse set of stakeholders in developing their plans, could you talk about one thing we're not waiving, which is the set-aside for family and parent engagement, too?



MS. MARTIN:  So there are several provisions actually, under current law in NCLB, that relate to parent involvement and parent engagement, and we are not waiving any of those, including the set-aside of funds for parent involvement activities.



So that's great, Massie, that you flagged that.  And I guess the other piece of that is just to emphasize that we are asking states to work with a diverse set of stakeholders -- not just parents, but also teachers and teacher organizations, community organizations -- in the development of their request.



We're asking them to make their request public before we get it, so they can get input on it.  And then, once we receive it, we will also make it publicly available.  We're also not waiving the requirements that students' success on assessments – English language arts, math, and science -- and graduation rates -- that information must continue to be made transparent and public to parents and community members, and it must be made public in a disaggregated way.  So if there are particular groups of students that aren't being successful, that that's transparent to parents as well.



MR. RITSCH:  Thanks, Carmel.  We'll stay right over here with your question or comment.



MS. POSEY:  Lee Posey, National Conference of State Legislatures.  And I just wanted to ask more about -- in terms of the evaluation of teachers and principals -- that these evaluations should be used to inform personnel decisions, exactly what are you looking for states to show on that?  Does this relate to how effective teachers are distributed?  Is it hiring/firing decisions?  What kinds of things are you looking for states to show on their applications, about how they would use that information to make personnel decisions?



MS. MARTIN:  So we're asking for them to demonstrate that it is the evaluation system by which they're judging teacher and leader performance.  We hope that they will use it first and foremost for helping to provide support and professional development to teachers, but also it should be a factor in other decisions related to, you know, if a teacher, year after year, is highly effective, that information should be taken into account when they're determining which teachers should become instructional leaders in the school.



If a teacher, year after year, is ineffective, it should drive supports to help that teacher to improve.  But if they continue to be ineffective over time, it should be a factor in the decision-making about whether they should stay in the school.



MR. RITSCH:  Thanks.  Hello again, Steve.



MR. PINES:  Sure.  Just a quick follow-up.  I think there's another waiver for states that need more time.  Could you explain that?  I think they can actually use their 2010 AMOs for 2011 accountability?



MS. MARTIN:  So states that feel they're not ready to come in for the full level of flexibility that's envisioned here can have additional time to put that together.  If they do that, we will allow them to freeze their AMOs at the level that they're at currently.  This is a temporary reprieve.  If they don't come in with a full package next year, then their AMOs will continue to go up, and in that circumstance they would continue to need to implement the rest of the requirements under current law.



MR. PINES:  Thanks.



MR. RITSCH:  Yes, ma'am?



MS. UPTAIN:  Hi.  I'm Wendy Uptain.  I'm with Hope Street Group.  We're a public policy firm based out of D.C., that works on facilitating teacher conversation with policy-makers.  So one of our focuses is on teacher evaluation, so you can imagine my question is going to be on the third principle.



In looking at the review guidelines that you have online, there's one part that just says "Did the state have sufficient involvement of teachers and principals in the development of these guidelines?"



So I'm just curious if you guys have, or maybe you can elaborate on, what “sufficient” means in your mind, what you envision for states.  And then also, how can you ensure that it is sincere involvement, rather than maybe lip service of having people just sit on a committee?



MR. RITSCH:  Thanks, Wendy.



MS. MARTIN:  So that is not something that we're providing a strict definition of, but we would leave it to the peer review process to delve into that.  And we're going to be asking states to come forth with robust plans on how they're going to incorporate teachers into the development of the new system.



We're also asking that they have mechanisms in place for ensuring that teachers are able to participate in the implementation of the system, and subsequent revisions of the system, as it plays out in the field.  I know it's hard, from Washington, to measure sincerity --



(Laughter.)



MS. MARTIN:  -- but we think that a panel of peers can ensure that it is a real and robust effort.



MR. RITSCH:  I want to tweet that out.



(Laughter.)



MS. MARTIN:  Please don't.



MR. RITSCH:  Reggie?



MR. FELTON:  Reggie Felton again, National School Boards Association.  I mean, this is great, and folks are excited, and we believe we're going to have all that great collaboration.  None of you have commented on Hill reaction, and as they continue that process, and we don't know what's going to happen, but let's take a wild position and say they move forward and actually are able to get a bill enacted next year, just as states begin to implement their new state plans.



Can you comment on what the expectation would be at that point?



MS. MARTIN:  So the Secretary has always been clear that we absolutely want Congress to move forward with the reauthorization.  This package does not deal with all of the issues that underlie a reauthorization process, so that's something that we're encouraging, we're supporting.  We stand ready to assist them in any way that we can.



But at the same time, we heard loud and clear from folks at the state and local level that they're ready to move forward with something right now, where current law is just creating a tension between what they want to do -- which we believe is good for students and communities -- and what current law is asking them to do.



So we feel like we need to move forward.  I think, obviously, if Congress acts, it will trump this package.  I think the reason that we're not too terribly worried about that is that we feel that what we're asking states to do in this package, first of all, many of them are doing it anyway.



They're moving forward.  We're following their lead, and not the other way around.  But second, they're doing things that we think are just categorically good for kids.  So moving to college- and career-ready standards is the right thing to do, regardless of what Congress does, and it's what states are already moving to do.



We also think that what's in this package is consistent with the direction that Congress is headed in.  We obviously can't guarantee that, because there are 535 Members who have a voice in that process, but we have been working very closely with the leadership, both on the Democratic and the Republican side, in terms of the vision that the President has for reauthorization, which we think is fairly well aligned with what the leadership in Congress's vision is.



So hopefully it will be a situation where, when Congress acts, states are already moving towards what Congress is going to be asking them to do anyway, so they'll be in a better position for having moved forward.



MR. FELTON:  Thank you.



MR. RITSCH:  Thanks.



MS. AYERS:  Hi, Jacqueline Ayers with the National Urban League.  Thanks very much.  You've answered a lot of questions about transparency.  We were especially pleased, obviously, to see that a part of the diverse community of stakeholders that are mentioned in the guidance is the importance of having civil rights groups at the table.



I just wanted to ask if, perhaps in the Frequently Asked Questions that are coming out, or additional back-and-forth that maybe the peer reviewers are going to have with their states, will there be a particular emphasis on making sure that communities are brought in specifically in the areas where Priority Schools are identified?  So that states have to do more than just announce that they're having a sort of opening process, but that there is a real targeting in those areas?



MS. MARTIN:  Yes, we do ask states, in putting forth their plan for Priority Schools, to articulate how they'll bring in parents and community members in terms of developing a plan for those schools, and executing on that plan.



MS. AYERS:  Thank you.  And one very quick follow-up question.  October 12th is the date where many states have to send in their letters of intent.  Do you also expect those letters of intent to be made public?



MS. MARTIN:  Yes.



MS. AYERS:  Okay.



MR. RITSCH:  Thanks, Jacqueline.  The mics are still here for you if you have additional questions or comments.  Again, I've gotten a couple questions just from within this room, "How can we get this power point?"  And the answer is, we'll put that on our website and you can print it out from there and share it as you like.  We have, perhaps, the final question.  Who knows.



MS. RIVERA:  Hi, Veronica Rivera with the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund.  I'm glad to see that English language learners are being addressed in this package.  One of the items that was mentioned in the packet is assessments, and aligning assessments of English language learners with the college- and career-ready standards.



This is an item where CCSSO and NGA left off, and did not do that with the Common Core State Standards.  Part of it was funding, and so I wanted to know a little bit more on whether the Department is going to provide funding for the states for this, and how they will address this with the states, and specifically for those states that have a smaller number of ELLs.



MS. MARTIN:  So OESE actually has a grant competition that's in process right now, Liz, that -- oh, it's been announced.  Okay.



MS. GRANT:  We have a funding stream, the Enhanced Assessment Grant funding stream, that funds assessments.  And this year, we had a priority for English language proficiency assessments, and just held a competition for that, and gave a grant award of over 10 million dollars to a grantee to develop assessments that are aligned with the new state standards, which are college- and career-ready standards.



MS. RIVERA:  But that only covers a portion of states, not all 50 states.



MS. GRANT:  Yes.  And I believe, for that consortium, there were over 20 states there.  And that's right, that's not the country, but it leads us -- heads out in that direction.  And all states must comply with the law of having their English language proficiency assessments align with their state standards, so as they transition to the new standards they'll have to have the ELP standards align, as well as the ELP assessments.



MS. MARTIN:  So there is about 400 million dollars in our budget that goes to states to develop assessments required under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, so there shouldn't be a resource issue in terms of developing the new assessments aligned to the new standards.



MS. RIVERA:  Okay.  And then, just a follow-up because of what was mentioned on the 10 million that were just awarded, will there be another round for that?



MS. MARTIN:  So we have spent the money that we were given by Congress in the current fiscal year, and we haven't made decisions if we get additional money in the 2012 budget, what the focus would be for that competition.



But I'm happy to hear if you think that there's a greater need for additional states to get together around English language proficiency assessments.



MS. RIVERA:  Thank you.



MR. RITSCH:  Thanks, Veronica.  So I'll also tell you more about these things (holds up brochures).  They're also on the website, and easily printed.  And then, here's what you do.  They come out of your printer like this, and you fold them, and you can hand them out to people that would be interested.  Please do share these, and post them to your own websites, if that's helpful.  Send them out.



Any closing questions or comments?



(No response.)



MR. RITSCH:  Okay.  Anything from our panel?



MS. MARTIN:  Thanks for having us.



MR. RITSCH:  Yes.  Thank you.  And thank you, team, who put together this package and all the documents around it.  The transcript we'll prepare over the next few days, and probably have online early next week to go with the video of this session as well, along with all the other materials.



Please do fill out these evaluation forms.  If the scores are high, leave them with a staff member.  If they're low, there are some round bins by the door.



(Laughter.)



MR. RITSCH:  And we hope you have a good rest of your week, and a good weekend.  And we'll see you next time.  Thanks, everybody.



(Applause.)



(Whereupon, the above-entitled meeting was concluded at 2:30 p.m.)





