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Coordinator:
Welcome and thank you for standing by. At this time all participants are in a listen only mode. During the question and answer session, please press “Star-1” on your touchtone phone.


Today’s conference is being recorded. If you have any objections you may disconnect at this time. And now I’ll turn today’s meeting over to Mr. Massie Ritsch. You may now begin sir.

Massie Ritsch:
All right, thanks (Diane). Good afternoon, everybody. Thanks for joining us on this Friday, particularly this unusual week if you’re in the Mid-Atlantic with all the snow. We’re here to talk today about our proposed 2011 budget in more detail.


I know a number of you came to our stakeholders briefing first and have had other contact with us. But we wanted to give you another opportunity as you’ve had more time to look over the budget request to ask questions and also if you haven’t had an opportunity to interact with us to give you that today.


We are recording and transcribing the call and can make that available. This call is intended for our stakeholders for information. It’s not intended as a press call but there may be some of our friends from the media online to listen in.


We’ll have an opportunity for your questions that will take up most of the call. So be prepared to ask away. And now I’d like to turn things over to our Assistant Secretary for Policy Carmel Martin who can give us an overview.


She’s also joined here by our Director of Budget Services Tom Skelly. And we may have a couple of other special guests in the course of the call, but we’ll start things off with Carmel.

Carmel Martin:
Thanks, Massie. Thanks everybody for joining us on this late Friday afternoon. I’m just going to briefly give an overview of our budget proposal as it relates to elementary and secondary education programs and then try to leave as much time as possible for questions.


I guess the first thing I would say is that the big news with respect to our budget is that at a time when most government spending is being frozen, the President is investing in education. He’s doing this because he sees it as a key to our economic future.


It’s an investment in our future. We are investing heavily in education at every level from early childhood, to K4 - K12 reform, to college access, to adult learners. It’s a cradle-to-career agenda, one that starts at birth and follows children every step of the way with the ultimate goal that they graduate from a two- or four-year college or a certificate program.


We’ve had other calls that dig a little deeper into some of the other areas. Today our hope is to focus on Elementary and Secondary Education Act programs. The administration has made reforming and strengthening our K12 system a top priority.


And the Race to the Top sets us on a path to challenge the status quo and we’ve seen great momentum across the country along those lines. The President has made clear his desire to carry forward those principles as Congress revisits the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.


And we’re working closely with leaders in Congress to move forward on reauthorization as soon as possible and we’ll continue to discuss those ideas with leaders on both sides of the aisle. We’re very committed to a bipartisan process with respect to that endeavor.


The first thing I’d like to flag is that with respect to our proposal related to Elementary and Secondary Education Act, we have decided to take a fresh look at all of the programs that we currently fund, identify ones that are not effective, and eliminate those, but also look at ones that may be effective.


We feel that we could tackle this in a more comprehensive way, so as a result our budget does consolidate or propose a more streamlined approach to elementary and secondary education investments.


Currently we fund dozens of programs that unnecessarily limit what states and districts can do with federal resources. Our proposal will reduce inefficiency and enable communities to integrate federal investments within comprehensive strategies that meet the needs of their students and teachers.


So we’re really looking to make it easier for our grantees to tackle the various federal funding streams. Essentially we have six core reform areas that our funding breaks down into the first category that we call the “innovation bucket.” We have $2.45 billion dedicated to these funding streams.


That includes $1.35 billion for a continuing investment in a Race to the Top-like program. We also have a continuing investment in the I3 program and additional funding for charters, magnet and public school choice.


We also have a major increase in funding for initiatives related to teacher and leader quality. We have $3.85 billion dedicated to these endeavors which is a $350 million increase. We basically have proposed three funding streams under this issue area.


$2.5 billion would go out by formula to states and districts to improve their human capital systems. $950 million would be put out by competition to implement innovative teacher and leader reforms including performance pay, $235 million would be used for teacher recruitment and retention, and $170 million for leaders under a new teacher and leader pathway program.


This total funding stream is more than five times the current investment in these types of programs. We’ve also dedicated funding to ensuring that students have access to a well-rounded education so we continue investments in literacy.


But we also have dedicated funding not just for math but also science, technology, and engineering through a new STEM initiative. And then we have dedicated funding to ensure that in other subject areas there are high-quality programs available for history, art, and financial literacy. We have $265 million in our budget for those purposes.


This is a total of $1 billion being dedicated to improving professional development and instructional materials around various core academic subjects and ensuring that there’s interdisciplinary programs that help to ensure that there’s a well-rounded education for every student.


These funds will also be focused on delivering content through education and technology and funding innovative proposals around that endeavor. The fourth major area for us is student support, ensuing that students have the support they need to be successful. We have $1.8 billion in our budget for those initiatives which is a $245 million increase over current spending. 
And we have a new safe and healthy students program which would provide grants to states, districts, or nonprofit organizations that can put forth innovative approaches to ensuring that students are safe, but also that there’s a focus on health and nutrition with a renewed focus on things like improving school climate.


We have $210 million in our budget for Promise Neighborhoods which is an initiative to ensure to fund innovative approaches to creating communities that are reorganized to support student success. That program is modeled on the Harlem Children’s Zone Program.


We also have $1.2 billion for afterschool or extended day and year programs. We have proposed additional funding for this program if the Elementary and Secondary Education Act is reauthorized. We have continued funding for what is now known as the Title I Program. We’re calling it the College and Career Ready Student Program. We’re maintaining the $14.5 billion in formula funding for states and districts, but giving them additional flexibility with that funding. We have proposed a major increase for school turnaround efforts in Title I schools, $900 million, which is about $350 million over current law.


And we’ve proposed that if the Elementary and Secondary Education Act is reauthorized, we provide funding for a reward program for high poverty schools that have shown great progress in helping low income and other disadvantaged groups to have improved outcomes.


And then finally the sixth area of focus for our budget is something we’re calling Diverse Learners. The dedicated funding for students with special needs including English learners; we’re maintaining formula funding at $750 million for that program.


We have an additional $50 million increase that would go out by competition. Our budget also includes a $250 million increase for the IDEA program and we’ve maintained dedicated formula funding streams for other vulnerable populations including migrant students, homeless, neglected and delinquent youth, and Native Americans and English learners.


We are trying to shift more of our funding into competitive programs because we feel like that is the best way to drive reform and results for students. But the overwhelming majority of our funding will remain formula funding -- 72% of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act funding streams will remain formula.


We have overall proposed an increase of $3 billion for the Elementary and Secondary Education Act programs, but we’ve also proposed that Congress provide an additional $1 billion if the Elementary and Secondary Education Act is reauthorized. It’s in something called the Reserve Fund. So if the reauthorization is successful we would have a total of $4 billion, this would mean the largest requested increase for these programs in history.


So we’re very excited about our budget proposal and looking forward to working with Congress to move it forward this year. And with that I will stop and open it up for any questions that you might have.

Massie Ritsch:
Great, thanks Carmel. And we’ve also now been joined by Jim Shelton who leads our Office of Innovation and Improvement then can answer questions about those particular components of the budget as Carmel just outlined. So (Diane) you want to open things up for questions here?

Coordinator:
Thank you. We will now begin the question and answer session. If you would like to ask a question, please press “Star-1” on your touchtone phone. One moment please for our first question. It comes from Mark Ames, go ahead sir.

Mark Engs:
Hi, this is Mark Ames with National Association of Secondary School Principals. I have a question. Carmel, could you please go into a little bit more detail about the proposed programs, the Effective Teachers and Leaders State Grants, Teacher and Leader Innovation Fund, and Teacher and Leader Pathways.


We seem to do very similar things, have the same kind of goals of getting more effective, high quality principals and teachers into well-performing schools. Maybe you could talk about how those separate programs would be distinct.

Carmel Martin:
Sure, thanks. So the State Grants for Effective Teachers and Leaders would go out to states by formula, and then from states to districts by formula. And I think there’s $2.5 billion for that program. And the idea is that we would give a foundational amount to every district to try to improve their human capital systems, so that they are ensuring that they’re putting in place high-quality evaluation systems for teachers and leaders, high quality professional development systems. The program will have a particular focus on ensuring that there is an equitable distribution of teachers between high poverty and low poverty schools.


But there’d be a great deal of flexibility given to states and to districts in terms of how they would spend that money. It could support professional development not just for teaches or leaders. It could also support other instructional staff or support staff in schools.


So it would be fairly flexible, but we are going to ask for states to hold districts accountable for ensuring that effective teachers and leaders are equitably distributed among high poverty and low poverty schools. 
The competitive Teacher and Leader Innovation Fund is essentially modeled on existing TIP program, the Teacher Incentive Program. It has a little bit broader scope than the current program, but the idea is to put out by competition to states or to districts direct funding around innovative approaches to improving human capital systems. So for a district who says that they want to tackle compensation reform, but it also could be for innovative models around leadership development and teacher career advancement programs, tenure reform.


And then finally the Teacher and Leader Pathway program is really focused, and again would go out by competition. Grantees could include school districts. It also could include institutions of higher education with teacher recruitment and preparation programs. It could go out to nonprofit organizations working in collaboration with school districts, and the focus there is on innovation -- innovative models for recruiting and preparing teachers and innovative models for recruiting and preparing leaders, but specifically leaders who could take on the challenge of turning around the lowest performing schools. So that program will be particularly focused on tackling low performing schools.

Massie Ritsch:
I just wanted to ask a question that we got to through askArne@ed.gov; we got a few questions for folks in advance. And it’s along the lines of teacher quality. This is from the state coordinator in Illinois who runs the teacher quality state grant there, a guy named Rich Patino.


He says, “I’m under the impression that the old title of NCLB called Improving Teacher Quality State Grants, or ITQ, has changed its name to Effective Teachers and Leaders State Grants. Is that true? And then if you had any thoughts on where in the state office this might be administered?

Carmel Martin:
So it is true that the new program, the Effective Teachers and Leaders State Grant would replace the existing program. We defer to states to determine who will administer the programs. So I would assume that states would continue to administer it through the same office, but that’s not something dictated at the federal level.

Massie Ritsch:
Okay, great. (Diane), why don’t we take our next question?

Coordinator:
Okay. Mike Williams, go ahead with your question sir.

Massie Ritsch:
Mike, you there?

Mike Williams:
Will the ESEA reauthorization continue to provide funds to the states for the provision of teacher professional development particularly through competitive grants to partnerships between institutions of higher education and districts? And if so how will these funds be allocated and divided between the agencies, i.e. the state departments in education and then the higher ed institutions?

Massie Ritsch:
Mike, you’re with the University of North Carolina School Leadership Program right.

Mike Williams:
That’s correct we are responsible for administering the portion of the Title II, Part A, Section 3, on improving teacher quality.

Carmel Martin:
So under our proposal which would require reauthorization in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, it couldn’t be executed through the budget and appropriations process exclusively.


States could continue to partner with the State Agency for Higher Education to deliver high quality professional development programs, but we would not dictate that they must do so. So it provides additional flexibility on the state level with respect to that.

Mike Williams:
And at the state level who would make that decision as to how the funds would be administered?

Carmel Martin:
We haven’t worked out all the details of the proposal yet, but the idea is that the organization in state law that has authority over Elementary and Secondary Education Act implementation would be the primary decision maker, but we would be open to looking for collaboration amongst other folks in leadership positions in education on a state-by-state basis.

Mike Williams:
Thanks.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks for the question, Mike. Next question (Diane).

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from Sharmoa Konga Shia, go ahead.

Massie Ritsch:
Yes, Sharmoa, I know you had emailed to ask Carmel what I think pretty much was the same question that Mike had -- is that right or did you want to ask something else?

Sharmoa Konga Shia:
Yes, it’s very similar, and I’ll just take this opportunity to follow up on that to say I understand that this hasn’t been completely set up yet. But the reason that I sent that question in and Mike asked that question is because without a specific allocation to the higher education agencies, in general states probably won’t provide any authority to higher education agencies, and it will all go to the departments of education in the states. So the program that Mike was referencing has been very successful in the past in providing content professional development.


And we’ve gathered a bunch of data on that as well and would be happy to share it with you. I think that we just would encourage you to think about the split and specifying some degree of interaction between the SEA and the State Agency for Higher Education.
Carmel Martin:
I’m happy to take a look at that.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks for making the point. (Diane) who’s next?

Coordinator:
Kathleen Clarity, go ahead.

Kathleen Clarity:
Good afternoon. I have two questions please. What is the likelihood that the reauthorization will be done at a point in time that’s predictable, that’s question one.

And then question two, is there any expected change in the administrative percentage given to states for, you know, their department of education that do this through their New York State Education Department, as an example, so they’re the SEA.

Carmel Martin:
So as part of our discussions with Congressional leaders on Elementary and Secondary Education Act reauthorization, we are looking very closely at the issue of state capacity and whether there needs to be additional funds at the state level to build state capacity to help districts and schools to deliver for students.


So that’s something that we’re taking a look at. I don’t have a proposal for you today. In terms of predictability, Congress is not a very predictable body. The Secretary’s working very closely with Congressional leadership on both sides of the aisle to move this just as quickly as possible.


We don’t have a definitive timeline. We want to do it well more than we want to do it fast. But the Secretary has on many occasions expressed a sense of urgency about moving forward on this. And it’s our hope that we can do it this year.

Kathleen Clarity:
Thank you.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks, Kathleen.

Coordinator:
Once again, I’d like to inform all participants that to ask a question, please press “Star-1” on your touchtone phone. Our next question comes from Courtney Snowden. You may now ask your question, ma’am.

Courtney Snowden:
Hi, thank you so much. This is Courtney Snowden with The Raben Group. I’m asking this question on behalf of one of our clients, Horizon for Homeless Children. We are excited obviously to see the great and significant increases in education funding across the board.


But we were disappointed to see the level funding at the McKinney-Bento Program. Can you talk a little bit about how the administration sees serving homeless kids as the numbers increase so significantly?

Carmel Martin:
So the administration is definitely committed to serving the needs of homeless students; as you know, Title I funds also are used to provide services to those students.


And we are looking for ways to ensure that multiple funding streams are leveraged to help ensure success for those students. You know, we’d like to see in the future more funding for that. This was a tough budget year but we will be looking at that in future years as well.

Courtney Snowden:
Great, thank you.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks. Carmel, why don’t we take another from Ask Arne. We heard from a number of school librarians wondering where they fit in here. What funding there is for libraries or programs that librarians might administer that might include technology or any number of things that librarians take on and the important role that they play in school.

Carmel Martin:
So the Secretary’s a huge supporter of ensuring that library services are available to students under our new literacy program -- literacy activities to expand school or classroom library services are an authorized activity under the program.


We don’t have a dedicated funding stream for this purpose because we feel like we need to give flexibility at the state and local level for folks to apply the funding where their needs are greatest.


But we are definitely promoting the use of existing funding streams, including our literacy funding stream, for increasing library collections, opening facilities up for longer hours, and providing professional development to school librarians.


All are allowable uses under the literacy initiative. Also under the teacher and leader stream, Effective Teacher and Leader State Grant funds could be used for these purposes as well, particularly around professional development for school librarians.

Massie Ritsch:
Great, thanks. (Diane) who’s next?

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from Maria Arroyo, go ahead.

Maria Arroyo:
Yes, good afternoon. I’m from Lexington, from the Parent Information and Resource Center. And I have a concern because in the President’s budget there’s a proposal to consolidate many programs.


Among them are the Parent Information and Resource Centers and our concern is because all our funding comes from this particular program,we won’t have the funding, and the families that we serve won’t have the program. We work with families that have young children between zero to five.


And we do early literacy and besides, we have the parents that are first generation Spanish-speaking that travel to this country, and my hope is to continue to have the money to give them this wonderful program that we are doing with these low income families.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks, Maria, for your question. We’re fortunate to have the gentleman who oversees the office where those PIRCs reside. So Jim, did you want to take that question?

Jim Shelton:
Sure, thank you very much for raising the question. We’ve tried to do several things in the context of the budget. The first is recognizing that PIRCs play an important role over time.


But what we realize is that there’s this unevenness in the field and we want to try and create some systems that can support states across the country more evenly. So that parents could have the benefit of the best of services of the PIRCs.


That will mean investments in things like some of the data systems and resources that will make it easier for parents to get good information. But then the other thing that we’ve done is to identify other places in the budget where we already are spending resources on parents, and trying to find ways that we can actually get more leverage out of those.


And so I think you’ll be hearing more from us in the future about how we’re thinking about the 1% set-aside, and what the opportunities are for us funding those activities in more effective ways.


I think you’re going to be hearing more from us on the programs that you talk about that you’re able to provide with the PIRC funding, be it special support for our English language learners and their families and/or early literacy training. There are specific budget allocations for those programs.


And so what we’re trying to do now is to se where can we actually provide services where we know that we’re going to specifically meet the needs of parents around information for making good choices about schools? And where can we meet the other needs of families that they may have around the specific educational needs of their children? Hopefully that answered your question.
Maria Arroyo:
I have another situation, okay. I see in the budget another program talking about say zero to five, but they are focusing right now on three years old or four years old.


I’m seeing that zero to three is crucial because I’m a psychologist. I’m a parent. Zero to three is crucial and is the stage that you engage the parents and they become involved in your program if you really want them to become successful.


So I really would like that allocation and the fund to be strong in that area. Because if you want to help to serve students that finish and they go on from high school, you have to start from the very beginning and as they are just born.

Jim Shelton:
Yes, we couldn’t agree more. We actually took a look at it, and it gave us suggestions on what’s going to be called the Early Learning Challenge Fund. It’s a substantial amount of funding, over $8 billion, that’s going to be directed towards supporting states’ efforts to improve the systems for the very early stages of learning. The woman who heads that up for the Secretary is a woman named Jacqueline Jones. And you couldn’t have said what she says more clearly.

Carmel Martin:
Also, the President has proposed substantial increases in the Head Start funding streams but also the Childcare Block Grant funding streams. There’s a $1.5 billion increase in that program as well. And most of that program’s funding does get directed to the zero to three age group.

Maria Arroyo:
And I have to tell you, we have never have received money from Head Start and so that is another concern. I know Head Start is receiving money and support and we are practically alone fighting in order to provide high quality services for people that are in need.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks, Maria. (Diane) who’s next?

Coordinator:
Tonya Gerosavitch, go ahead.

Tonya Gerosavitch:
Hi, good afternoon. I was wondering to what extent will the Department require or accept program evaluation from programs to show effective implementation and outcomes?

Carmel Martin:
So that is something that we are looking to do in a more rigorous way. Many of our programs do have evaluation components attached to them. One of the problems with the existing program structure where we have dozens of small programs is it’s very hard to evaluate their results.


Because there’s such a small amount of money being put out in the program that it’s hard to garner enough resources to study them all, so we do hope that our strategy is focusing on fewer programs. That part of that strategy could be to have a much more rigorous evaluation component of each and every program that we administer.


So that is something that we’re doing. Our budget also have a major increase in funding for research and evaluation that’s provided to the Institute for Educational Sciences, which is the arm of the Department that handles most of the research and evaluation work here at the Department.


I think it’s a $60 million increase in their budget, and part of that is really about improving our abilities to evaluate our own programs but also to evaluate strategies out in the field, so that we can help districts and states and communities to identify what the most effective practices are.

Tonya Gerosavitch:
Great, thank you.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from Donna Stefan. You may ask your question.

Donna Stefan:
Yes, Carmel mentioned a program called Delivering Content through Educational Technology. I’d like to know a little bit more about what this program entails and where and how it’s funded through the budget.

Carmel Martin:
So we have programs that we’re calling effective teaching and learning for a complete education. There’s over $1 billion dedicated to that funding stream and we’re promoting that funding that will be given out on a competitive basis.  Some of it will be dedicated towards literacy initiatives, some of it towards STEM initiatives, and some of it towards other academic subjects like arts, history, financial literacy. And each of those funding streams will provide an emphasis on the delivery of content through innovative means including through educational technology or digital content.

Donna Stefan:
So is this then an optional item to provide it through educational technology depending upon the applicant for the competition...

Carmel Martin:
Yes, it is optional. We’re also looking to provide a focus on education technology, strategies through our I3 Fund which is about funding to validate or scale up promising practices, so there’ll be a focus on education technology in that context as well.


And then we’re also looking at funding within Title I or the Career and College Ready Student Program to look at whether we need to be building state and district capacity around the use of technology. So we’re looking to tackle it through multiple funding streams.

Coordinator:
Thank you. Our next question comes from Sharon Walsh. You may ask your question.

Sharon Walsh:
Yes, thank you for taking my question. The early learning community certainly supports the administration’s request on increases in Head Start, childcare and the upcoming Early Learning Challenge Fund. And we’re very pleased about that.


But in order for children with disabilities and developmental delays to succeed through those programs and participate in those programs, they’re dependent upon support from services that come from two very important programs under the Individual’s with Disabilities Education Act: The Best of Three and The Three of Five Programs.


And we’re really confused as to why those programs were flat funded. Both those programs over the last several years have received either no increases or small cuts. And young children birth-deprived with special needs or disabilities cannot benefit from learning opportunities that you’re funding without those supports and services. Can you help us understand that please?

Carmel Martin:
Special needs students and serving children at the early ages are very high priorities for us. You know, it was a very tough budget year. We didn’t have money to provide increases for every program. But we are going to be looking to leverage the funding streams that we do have for the two programs that you mentioned.


We also have a very exciting proposal that Jim mentioned, the Early Learning Challenge Fund which is about improving the creation of early learning systems within states and that would include programs that are focused on early intervention and the needs of special needs students at their earliest years.


That program -- if Congress enacts the President’s proposal -- would provide almost $1 billion per year for the next 10 years to help build those early learning systems.

Sharon Walsh:
And we appreciate that, but those systems do not fund services for children with disabilities. Those two state programs are not voluntary programs. And states are not going to be able to continue to participate in them without increased federal support.


And so while you’re diversifying systems nationally in every state, the children with disabilities will not have the services and supports they need in order to succeed if we can’t figure out a way. Those are the only dedicated funding sources for those services.

Carmel Martin:
I appreciate that and the President did support a major increase for both programs through the Recovery Act funding that is still available to states. It hasn’t been completely expended. But I guess I would just emphasize that the Early Learning Challenge Fund absolutely would encompass the programs that you’re describing.


The feeling of action behind that program is to ensure that there are comprehensive aligned systems of early learning in states. So it would include the programs that are focusing on students with disabilities, but also Head Start and childcare. The idea is to try to raise quality across those programs.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks, Sharon. I’d like to move on to our next question so we can get as many in as possible. (Diane) who’s next?

Coordinator:
Augustus Mays, you may ask your question.

Augustus Mays:
Hello, good afternoon. This is Augustus Mays with Knowledge Alliance. And first let me say that Knowledge Alliance is excited about the President’s proposal to continue the Investing in Innovation Program. We see that this program is a substantial investment for scaling and sustaining evidence-based innovations.


So we’re excited to see that being part of the President’s budget proposal. But my question is can you, Jim Shelton specifically, could you give us a little bit more detail into how this program is going to look or be rolled out in regard to a structure?


And then my second question is could you also give us a little bit of a timeline of when you think the final application for the I3 Fund under the Recovery Act is going to be released? Because we’ve heard that it’s possible to be released later on this month. And I was just wondering if you could give us the timeline on that.

Jim Shelton:
Well, I’ll answer the second question first. There’s definitely a possibility.

Augustus Mays:
Okay.

Jim Shelton:
On the barter question of what the next generation of the Investing in Innovation fund would look like, I think you can expect many of the core elements to remain the same.


I think that one of the most powerful things about the program is that it’s set the innovation pipeline, from the development to validation, to scale up. 

We hope to accelerate the pace of the overall form effort. I think some neat things that you may see is an increased emphasis on technology and the role of technology in improving educational outcomes. And I think you’ll also see an increased emphasis on STEM. 

Augustus Mayes:
Okay, thank you.

Coordinator:
Thank you. Our next question comes from Kristen McNeal. You may ask your question.

Kristen McNeal:
Yes, thank you. I was wondering if there are any discussions as far as reviewing the Title I formula funding and will this impact the FY11 budget?

Carmel Martin:
Our budget does not propose a change in the Title I formula funding, the funding will continue to go out by formula at it’s current funding level.


There’s also substantial resources that states will have available for the 2011 fiscal year that was provided under the Recovery Act. There’s $10 billion provided under the Recovery Act, about half of that will be available in 2011.


We do propose increased funding for the School Turnaround Program, currently called the School Improvement Program. In our budget there’s a $360 million increase proposed to tackle the lowest performing schools in each state. That money goes out to states by formula and then will be competed out from the state based on need and capacity for success.

Kristen McNeal:
Okay, thank you.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from Rich Chiqueno, go ahead with your question.

Massie Ritsch:
Rich, we have your question from Ask Arne. Did we answer it?

Rich Chiqueno:
Yes, you did. I just want to make a couple of quick points here. Secretary Duncan spoke to us at our annual conference in Washington. We were very glad to see him there. And we’ve talked a lot about building various evaluation plans.


For years, the state agencies, by administering these plans, have built in a lot of very valid monitoring protocols. And we focus now on outcomes and outputs, so I think it’s just really important when you consider, you know, who in the future administers these programs.


We have a lot of experience and have a good track record of doing that. And I just want to reiterate that today because we’ve heard a lot about effective teachers, highly qualified teachers.


And we come in with rigorous evaluation plans and have kept school districts very accountable over the last several years. And I think we’ve done a good job with that, so please consider that when you make these decisions abut administration of these programs.

Massie Ritsch:
All right, thanks for making the point, Rich. (Diane) who’s next?

Coordinator:
Katherine Kuped, go ahead.

Bob Petcho:
I’m talking for Katherine. My name is Bob Petcho. I’m the co-director of a local site of the National Writing Project. And I was wondering how funding will affect programs like the National Writing Project.


Currently a type of grant to the National Writing Project is distributed among 200 sites nationally. Will the National Writing Project be able to continue to bid for those sites or will those sites now have to bid for themselves or be part of the state consortium?

Carmel Martin:
So the writing will definitely be part of our literacy initiative under our new framework for 2012 investments. And nonprofit organizations like National Writing Project can compete for those funds as long as you’re working in collaboration with a school district or state.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks for that question. Why don’t we go for our next one, please (Diane)?

Coordinator:
Thank you. Our next question comes from Mark Ames. You may ask your question.

Massie Ritsch:
Mark, we were only giving you one question today. You’re going to get two out of us.

Mark Ames:
Well, you know, it’s a Friday, come on.

Massie Ritsch:
All right, ask away.

(Mark Ames):
All right. So on the School Improvement Grant, I heard that there may be some leeway, maybe some possibility that given input, given feedback on the School Improvement Grant/School Turnaround Grants, that there may be an opportunity to revise some of the four models just based on input and feedback from the field.


Is that a possibility given that especially if the proposed increase goes through, it’s a significant increase up to $900 million that and it would be governed under the floor plan for the School Improvement Grants under ARRA. Is there a possibility to revise some of those models?

Carmel Martin:
So the notice related to the School Improvement Grant under Recovery Act is final. It is not going to be revised, so the $3.5 billion that will be sent up is based on that application will need to be spent in accordance with that notice. In terms of subsequent grant cycles, it is possible that revisions could be made. We’re not planning to make any but we are open to input on that issue and any other issue that folks want to give us input on.

Mark Ames:
That is good to hear, thank you.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks, Mark. (Diane) who do we have?

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from Emily Shekatoff, go ahead.

Massie Ritsch:
Emily, did you hear the last librarian’s question?

Emily Shekatoff:
Yes, but I have a follow up to that.

Massie Ritsch:
I have no doubt that you do.

Emily Shekatoff:
Well, you’re talking about money going to classroom libraries, but that really doesn’t address the important part that the librarian plays. I was wondering why you consolidated the Improving Literacy to a School Library Grant Program, which your own evaluations found positive performance, rather than increasing it to its authorized level of $250 million which would make it a larger program rather than a small program.

Carmel Martin:
So we certainly appreciate that. It’s not just about improving the actual classroom library but also it’s about professional development for school librarians faced in districts current applying for funding under the literacy initiatives, but also under the Effective Teacher and Leader initiative that would encompass professional development for school librarians.


Essentially a decision was made by the administration to try to identify the areas where we could have the greatest impact in terms of results for students, and we’ve identified those. And we did consolidate many smaller programs that may have served well those goals and objectives.


But by having fewer programs then we could do a better job of supporting state and local and community efforts to improve outcomes for students. And states and districts could also do a better job if they had fewer programs that they had to keep track of, fewer applications to file, fewer program rules to abide by.


So it is something that we are interested in federal funding supporting, but we want the decision about what the priorities are for a given school or community to be dictated at the local level rather than the federal level.

Emily Shekatoff:
Well, I take issue with the way you’ve done it, but I’ll be happy to discuss that offline.

Massie Ritsch:
Great, we’ll take that opportunity. (Diane) who’s next?

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from Shelly Spiegel Coleman. You may ask your question.

Shelly Coleman:
Yes, hi, thank you very much for the opportunity. I’m here in California. We’re with Californians Together. We represent 23 statewide organizations and we focus our work on policy and practice for English learners.


I want to say from the beginning that we really appreciate the Department and Secretary Duncan’s and the President’s emphasis in terms of the assurances both in the ARRA and the Stabilization Fund and the Race to the Top, looking at valid and reliable assessments for English learners.


My question is when we look at the guidelines and we look at the application process, it wasn’t clear how the Department was going to be able to determine whether the states actually have valid and reliable assessments for English learners or whether they’re going to be developing them.


And I’m wondering within the reading of those grants and within the future work that you’ll be doing maybe with the Race to the Top Assessment Grants, will there be a specific definition and also specific information that you’ll ask of the states so that they can show you that their tests are actually valid and reliable for English learners?

Carmel Martin:
So we have had the participation of experts with respect to English learners very involved in our Race to the Top Assessment competition process. We want to make sure that any assessments that are developed pursuant to that competition do take into consideration the needs of English learners.


Our Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary Education, Thelma Melendez, has also been spending a lot of time with experts in looking at the requirements under Title I and Title III with respect to the substance for English learners.


And we do hope that as we move forward both in implementation of current law but also through the reauthorization to ensure that assessments for English language learners are valid and reliable.

Shelly Coleman:
But in terms of now looking at the applications that have come in since, was an assurance there that going to be part of the review process and is there specific criteria that you’re looking at that the states would have to demonstrate in terms of their validity and reliability? Because I think that is absent in terms of our state applying.

Carmel Martin:
Yes, that is something that Thelma and the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education will be looking at.

Shelly Coleman:
Great.

Carmel Martin:
As states come in, it’s something that we’ll be looking to build on with new funding streams.

Shelly Coleman:
Thank you.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks, Shelly. As we mentioned Thelma Melendez, our Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary Education, is in Phoenix right now speaking with a group of administrators meeting there.


Arne Duncan is also there. She’s sorry she couldn’t join us today. But we’ve got our Elementary and Secondary Office representative, Steven Means, from her office here. Next question (Diane).

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from Lucy Getman, go ahead with your question.

Lucy Getman:
Good afternoon. This is Lucy Getman, National School Boards Association. We heard a very exciting announcement this week about the Let’s Move initiative and NSBA is one of the partnering organizations is very encouraged by the direction of this interagency collaboration.


And so I’m just wondering if there are any budgetary implications for fiscal year 2011 and whether and how Let’s Move might ripple through the budget proposal?

Massie Ritsch:
Hey, thank you. You guys have committed to identifying a local school board member in every state who can be a real champion for the initiative and particularly for the Healthier U.S. Schools Program and the Department of Agriculture, a program kind of like a blue ribbon program for school nutrition and wellness. But I know we’ve made some adjustments in our budget proposal to really get at that. Carmel, you want to talk about what we’re doing there?

Carmel Martin:
Yes, under our Successful Safe and Healthy Student initiative which will be funded at $410 million in our budget proposal, which is a 12% increase over the program that it replaces.


There’ll be a focus in that program on providing grants to districts, states or nonprofit organizations that can put forth innovative models for improving students’ physical health and well being to comprehensive services to improve nutrition, physical activity and fitness.

Lucy Getman:
Great, thank you.

Massie Ritsch:
All right. (Diane) we’ve got some more questions, I hope.

Coordinator:
Yes sir. Our next question comes from Judith Sandler, go ahead with your question.

Judith Sandler:
Yes, hi. I’m really pleased to see all of the proposed money for STEM. And I’m wondering if you could just elaborate on how you see the differences in the Effective Teaching and Learning through Technology, Engineering and Math from the original program and what your hopes are that will be quite different in this approach.

Carmel Martin:
So this program is a little bit different but basically still focused on improving instruction in the STEM field to not just math and science but also technology literacy and engineering programs where states or communities decide to focus on that.


It will go out competitively to states to support their efforts in putting forth a comprehensive STEM strategy focused on professional development, development of instructional materials, again looking at options that include delivery of content through educational technology.


So it is a little bit different and will focus a little broader than the existing math/science partnership programs. It’s complimented by funding that will be available to the I3 program that Jim mentioned where there the focus will be competing out funding $150 million for innovative models of instruction around STEM. I don’t know, Jim, if you have anything to add on that one.

Jim Shelton:
No, I think Carmel covered it well. Within the Investing Innovation Fund I mentioned, there’ll be $150 million carved out really focused on the ideas of folks dealing things that work and identifying new innovations or focused on the STEM field.


I think you’ll also wind up seeing our work across agencies take on new life, with us building on the work that NSF has done well for years which was a key characteristic of the relationship.

Judith Sandler:
Thank you.

Coordinator:
Thank you.

Massie Ritsch:
Sorry did you have any more to add yet?

Judith Sandler:
Yes, I just wanted to ask Carmel again. Carmel, you said that money could also go for the development of instructional materials?

Carmel Martin:
Yes.

Judith Sandler:
Okay, thank you.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks for the question.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from Carlie Norris, go ahead.

Carlie Norris:
Hi, yes I have a question, I’m wondering how the funding from ESEA that you guys are proposing will support programs that are already moving, like the reauthorization of IDEA or students with special needs?

Carmel Martin:
So we will continue the strong focus of meeting the needs of special need populations, including students with disabilities in the Title I program. And the funding streams that are focused on effective teaching and learning are ensuring that high need districts and high need subjects have qualified and effective teaches to teach in those contexts.


Because as you know often in special education there’s shortages of good teachers, so funding in those funding streams will be focused on trying to fill those shortage areas. In terms of our assessment funding, we’re also going to be focused on improving assessments for students with disabilities, both alternative assessment systems but also ensuring that students with disabilities have access to the regular assessment programs.


So we’re really looking to make sure that all of the funding streams under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act support the needs of students with disabilities and making sure that the efforts here are coordinated with efforts under IDEA.

Carlie Norris:
Thank you.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks, Carlie.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes from Douglas Levin, go ahead.

Douglas Levin:
Hi, my name is Doug Levin from the State Educational Technology Director’s Association. I do want to follow up on a question that was just asked related to STEM.


And if I could ask for a little bit of insight and how you are framing or thinking about the difference between your investments in STEM in technology literacy and that context versus educational technology.


I’m hearing some conceptual confusion in the way that it is understood and actually written into federal and state regulations, so it would be helpful for me to understand how you’re thinking of the difference between STEM and educational technology in your investments.

Carmel Martin:
So in the STEM context, for example, in our Effective Teaching and Learning STEM Program, states and districts, could apply for funding to integrate technology literacy into their programs. So they could use the funding to develop technology literacy standards.


They could use the funding to develop assessmenst of technology literacy. They could use the funding to develop instructional materials and professional development around technology literacy. So it’s just a recognition by the administration that it is an important skill set for students in the 21st century.


We would not dictate that state or local grantees must do that. But we would make funding available for them if they chose to do that as part of a STEM initiative. But separate and apart from that, we’re promoting the use of technology as a way to deliver instruction, not just in STEM but in other academic subjects.


So under our Effective Teaching and Learning for a Complete Education, potential grantees could apply for funds that are based on trying to implement a new model for delivering instruction using education technology. There would also be a focus on this in I3 program. And I’ll just turn it over to Jim to talk about that and anything else he thinks I missed.

Jim Shelton:
Doug, I’d love to hear you talk about what you think the primary confusion is. Carmel did a great job of covering exactly how we’re thinking about covering technology literacy in and of itself.


Education technology is a much broader topic, which as you heard us talking about earlier, is embedding of the use of technology to improve the value of instruction in teaching and learning across all the subject areas and also providing better tools and resources for students and teachers.


So you’d see also in areas like use of technology in professional development, the use of technology in assessment. You’ll see it show up all across ESEA and frankly see some of it in the 2011 budget. So tell me more about what you think the confusion is and maybe I’ll say a little bit more.

(Douglas Levin):
I think perhaps I am building a little bit off of the work that’s going on with regards to NAPE at the moment. But I think, Carmel, as you were talking about the STEM investments you talked about technology literacy. And I think there are two sets of technology literacy standards that have been developed by groups outside the government.


One set are essentially pre-engineering standards. The other relate more broadly to the use of information communication technology by students to meet a wide range of learning goals including issues related to Internet safety.

So I think we see a very big difference between the two. I think we think that both are very important. But there are efforts under way right now at the federal level for instance in NAPE and they’re at work in thinking about a pilot in technology literacy.


So these two very different concepts are being combined. And I just want to be clear from our perspective in terms of the federal investment that STEM investments are very important, but they are not the same thing as the investments that have been made in educational technology. But we believe they are both important.

Jim Shelton:
We would agree. I understand what you’re talking about. So definitely recognize that I think this is something that the field is going to have to sort out about what exactly do we mean when we say technology literacy and engineering frankly.


What are the skill sets associated with the pre-engineering and engineering? NAPE in particular has taken a very designed focus approach to this and almost a creativity and design focus on what the core skill sets are that they’re going to test for, as opposed to how we typically talk about digital literacy in this country to date, which is about the effective use of technology across the curriculum.


So we tend to think about it as Carmel was just talking about I,t in terms of more of a digital definition but the engineering technology approach is what the different states will take, I’m sure, and many of them will map towards NAPE.

Douglas Levin:
Thanks, that was very helpful.

Massie Ritsch:
Thanks, Doug, and thanks for being on the call the other day about technology specifically and getting so many of your state directors on as well..


Okay, well folks, we’re going to let you go early then on this Friday afternoon. Thanks for participating. We do have a way to get questions in by emailing Ask Arne@ed.gov that’s A-S-K-A-R-N-E@ed.gov.


And unless there’s anything else from the folks in the room I will wish you a good weekend. Thanks so much for joining us.

Coordinator:
Thank you that concludes today’s conference.

END

