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Opening Statements-Committee members

Chairman George Miller (D-CA) opened the hearing by disclosing that more people offered to testify than the Committee could handle and he invited practitioners who were not invited to submit testimony.  The Chairman characterized this hearing as a listening session.  He commented that all parents want their children to go to a good school and Congress must ensure that each child gets the best possible education. He recalled that six years ago, Congress asked states to set high standards with quality teachers and transparent results. However, he concluded that Congress had not gotten it right, because of the many comments from practitioners that the act was not fair, not flexible, and not adequately funded.
 
Rep. Miller insisted that accountability must be smarter and more effective.  He noted that the discussion draft that he authored with Rep. McKeon was put on the Internet to give the public the opportunity to comment. Rep. Miller listed the things he felt must be done in order to improve the act.  These included:
 
1.      What is going on in schools must be known.
2.     The emphasis on mathematics and reading must continue.
3.     Schools must be given credit for progress through the use of growth models.
4.     The accountability system must encourage states to set higher standards, with cooperation and input from business.
5.     Challenged schools must get more intervention resources.
6.     Teachers must be treated as valued partners, provided with career ladders, mentoring, incentives, etc.
7.     The program requires more funding.

Ranking Minority Member Howard McKeon (R-CA) characterized the reauthorization of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) as being a great opportunity, but also a great challenge. Rep. McKeon observed that the Committee had held 24 hearings in anticipation of the reauthorization, which he felt would strengthen accountability, flexibility and parental choice.
 
Rep. Dale Kildee (D-MI) remarked that he considers education to be a local function, a state responsibility and a federal concern.  In his view, the three things practitioners wanted most were accountability, flexibility and funding.
 
Rep. Michael Castle (R-DE) asserted that ensuring that each student gets a quality education is the greatest challenge to reauthorization.  He identified the three principles of reauthorization as accountability, flexibility and parental choice.

Big Picture Panel 
 
Opening Statements

 
Germaine Brown described and praised the Teacher Advancement Program (TAP), which includes strong professional development, uses student data to drive instruction, provides career ladders and incorporates a performance pay system. She described how her school improved over a two-year period after implementing TAP.
 
Barry Stark expressed support for flexibility, the use of multiple measures, adding time for students to graduate, continuous professional development, peer mentoring for principals, the expansion of the striving readers program and the Graduation Promise Fund.  However, he felt that there was too little emphasis on middle schools in the act and he urged support of Rep. Grijalva’s bill that strengthens middle schools.
 
Jack Jennings commended the openness and bipartisanship of the reauthorization process.  Jennings made several suggestions. He felt that the goal of 100% proficiency by 2013 will frustrate the focus of growth models in higher achieving schools. He suggested putting together English proficiency with subject proficiency for English as a second language (ESL) children. He recommended that schools should not be identified for improvement unless the same groups of students do not improve for two years. He addressed narrowing the focus on reading and mathematics and on children on the bubble, proposing that the vision of education be broadened. Jennings cautioned that if the reauthorization is not concluded this year, it will not get completed for three years, because of the pending presidential election.
 
Linda Darling-Hammond supported the use of multiple measures of assessment and the improvement in the quality and the distribution of teachers. She warned that the United States is in danger of losing its ranking among the world’s nations, relating that the country ranks 19th out of 40 contries in reading and 20th out of 40 countries in mathematics. Darling-Hammond described how other countries have assessments that are open ended, broad and thoughtful. Students in those countries cover less subjects in science, history and computer science, but study each area more intensively than do US students. Other countries have better teachers because they pay well and have strong mentoring and career ladders.
 
John Podesta recounted that the goal of NCLB is to obtain access for disadvantaged students to a competent education.  He agreed with the accountability provisions, but felt that the local assessment pilot program needs clarification vis a vis its relationship to state assessments.  The Title II pay-for-performance provisions addresses the redistribution of teaching staff, and he expressed support for them.  He also supported The Graduation Promise Fund, but suggested the use of poverty measures for the distribution of funding, rather than graduation rates.  He suggested adding time to school days, weeks and years.
 
Representing the Commission on NCLB, Andrea Messina expressed pleasure that many of their recommendations were included in the draft legislation.  She agreed with the use of growth models, but saw the need for a 3 year trajectory for Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). She insisted that all students in the state must take the same test and cautioned that multiple indicators should not replace core reading and mathematics tests.  Teacher performance must be measured by student achievement increases, not the qualifications of the teachers.  Data on teacher performance should be used to drive professional development.  She also recommended expanding research and development on how to turn schools around.
 
Kevin Carey stated that the most important thing in the draft legislation is the recognition of the importance of teachers.  He commanded the Committee on the changes made to comparability and linking student data with teacher data.  He mentioned two dangers. The first is the trade-off between the complexity of the law and its transparency, and he suggested that it be as clear as possible with regard to accountability.  The second is that the integrity of the system is in jeopardy, because State education agencies (SEA) invented statistical games to undermine the intent of the law.
 
Questions and answers

Rep. Bobby Scott (D-VA) wanted to know if the drop out rate reduction and teacher incentives were adequate.
 
Rep. Donald Payne (D-NJ) asked Brown if there were any differences in the attitude of parents as their children progress.  She replied that the parents are encouraging now.
 
Rep. Ruben Hinojosa (D-TX) commented that 90% of the students in Brown’s school were on free lunch, and that killed the myth that poor children cannot learn.  He also promoted the Graduation Promise Act, noting that Hispanic children in South Texas went to a longer school day with dramatic results, but could not get a longer year from the SEA.
 
Rep. John Tierney (D-MA) asked Jennings if the bill does enough to address the disparity in state standards and if high stakes testing is fair, in light of the fact that many children are not provided with a preschool program.  Jennings replied that the bill does not move toward raising or reducing the disparity in state standards.  He also agreed that programs providing early childhood education for poor children should be expanded.
 
Rep. Raul M. Grijalva (D-AZ) expressed agreement with the use of poverty as the criteria for the distribution of graduation improvement funds.  He questioned how important it is to do something about turning around low performing middle schools.  Stark replied that it is very important that the achievement gap be closed at all levels, adding that the earlier, the better.
 
Rep. Susan Davis (D-CA) asked Messina what should happen to a school if it does not make proficiency after three years.  She replied that targeted restructuring should occur.  Rep. Davis asked if NCLB drove the teacher advancement program.  Messina responded that data drove it.
 
Rep. Carol Shea-Porter asked Darling-Hammond if the material that was being taught in United States schools is wrong.  She indicated that it was, saying that other countries teach fewer topics more deeply, while the United States curricula cover more subjects, but do so superficially.  She added that too many tests utilize multiple-choice questions, rather than the more valid open-ended question format.

High School Reform & College and Career-Readiness Panel
 
Opening Statements

Billy Cannaday discussed Virginia’s approach to innovation and accountability, noting that the state is setting standards for college and workforce readiness, as well as designing diplomas for technical and advanced technical degrees.  He charged that the bill seeks to change the relationship between state and federal governments, and he urged that the partnership must seek high expectation, but allow for innovation.
 
Bob Wise observed that NCLB puts the spotlight on the achievement gap and the bill addresses the issue of high schools not being covered by NCLB.  He spoke to the need for similar improvement for middle schools.  He also cautioned against the use of multiple measures to cloud student achievement.  Finally, he expressed support for the Striving Readers program.
 
Adrian Steinberg stated that getting students to graduate is the most important goal in education.  She said the graduation issue must be transparent and cautioned that measures in use tend to mask it.  She described an ”invention challenge” i.e., a need for evidenced-based models and the need for funding for nonprofits to develop and test these models.  She also claimed that there was an “infrastructure challenge” i.e., the need for more funding and innovation.
 
James McPartland presented four recommendations for the bill:
1.      Focus on schools with high dropout rates to eliminate the graduation rate gap between minority and non-minority students.
2.     Direct funding to research-based reforms.
3.     Provide support for teachers.
4.     Consider the graduation rate to be as important as test scores.

Mike Cohen stressed the importance of incentives for states to set college and workplace standards.  He suggested that colleges should be involved in setting standards and that states that create standards should be provided with additional time to meet them.  He expressed the need for more sophistication in testing methodology.  He expressed concern that standards would be watered down and common assessments across states would be diminished if local assessments are allowed.
 
Janet Bray advised that multiple measures should be implemented in an additive manner.  She also suggested a focus on technical and soft skills that students need to prepare them for the workplace.  Finally, she urged that occupational concentrators and employability skills be combined with academic skills.
 
Brian Gong described his work in state accountability.  He argued that the rigor of state standards is not related to performance on the NAEP test.  He also explained that a larger aggregation of data would make selections of schools needing improvement more valid.  He cautioned about using the US Department of Education (ED) growth model, which he claimed was like existing achievement models.  He also advocated federal sponsorship of research on accountability.
 
Questions and answers

Rep. Howard McKeon (R-CA) asked Canaday if the draft bill includes enough state and local flexibility. Canaday said the bill moves in the right direction, but needs more flexibility for innovation for high performing school. Rep. McKeon then asked Canaday to work with him on expanding the flexibility provisions in the bill.
 
Rep. Yvette Clarke (D-NY) asked Cohen for his thoughts on the role of teachers, asking specifically how the draft bill should involve teachers in setting standards. Cohen explained that standards should be set by committees consisting of teachers, business people, etc.
 
Rep. John Yarmuth (D-KY) asked Cohen what he would suggest for local education agencies (LEA) that want to set standards that exceed those of the state.  Cohen explained that the problem is consistency.  But Rep. Yarmouth raised the case of a large metropolitan area with lots of surrounding rural areas.  Gong commented in support of local assessments, arguing that they allow the differentiation of whether children are parroting or actually learning.

Rep. Sanford Bishop (D-GA) asked what the best way was to structure the setting of standards.  Cohen suggested the establishment of a committee of teachers, higher education personnel, and business representatives, using a common definition of readiness.
 
Rep. Rush Holt (D-NJ) asked Gong what needs to change for the ED definition of growth models to be differentiated from achievement models.  Gong explained that there must be a separation between the definition of growth and the definition of what is enough growth.
 
Rep. John Tierney (D-MA) asked if there was any correlation between dropout rates and available funding for transportation for high school students.  McPartland responded that if transportation is a part of absenteeism, it is an issue.  He added that where using public transportation results in a safety issue, that is also a problem.
 
Rep. Dale Kildee (D-MI) commented that the four pillars of NCLB are standards, testing, AYP and intervention.  He asked Cohen if any of these elements were weaker than others. Cohen replied that the bill moves in the right direction in all aspects, but particularly for intervention with its differentiated approach.
 
Rep. George Miller (D-CA) remarked that he was pleased with the attention given to the pilot project.

Civil Rights Panel
 
Opening Statements

Nancy Zirkin argued that access to a quality education is a fundamental right for all children.  She said she was pleased with the attention given to high school improvement, especially the increased funding, but she cautioned that the dropout rate should not be used as a substitute for graduation rate.  She insisted that it must be verified that a student has enrolled in another school before that student can be considered not to be a dropout. She also expressed concern about local assessments that could be used to evade AYP: however, she liked the approach to English language learners (ELL). 
 
Peter Zamora praised NCLB for highlighting Latino student issues.  He said the bill will improve ELL assessment and claimed that its provisions will force states to do things they should have done in 1994.
 
Stephanie Jones described how the National Urban League’s Opportunity Compact shares its goals with NCLB in reducing the resource disparity between poor and wealthy schools. She criticized the menu approach and suggested that states should align student and teacher data. She recommended that Supplemental Education Services (SES) be made available to all non-achieving students immediately and include expanded learning time. She cited the need for more African-American male teachers, as well as more qualified teachers for all children.  She insisted that parents need the private right of action and that NCLB be fully funded.
 
Dan Losen put forth several recommendations:
·         Mandate multiple measures.
·         Put greater emphasis on growth models.
·         Create valid assessment measures for ELL.
·         Eliminate SES as a remedy and use the funding for systemic school reform.
·         Regularly provide to children transfer opportunities to high performing schools.
·        Publish a national report on non-school factors on student performance.

Dianne Piche complained that many LEAs/SEAs use statistical monkeying to game AYP and keep minority students from achieving.  She asserted that the bill moves in the right direction, but does not go far enough, with many states being out of compliance vis-à-vis statewide accountability.  She condemned the inclusion of local assessments and multiple indicators, and she felt that strong provisions are needed to give parents the rights to transfer to different schools and districts.
 
Delia Pompa stated her support for ELL provisions in the bill.  However, she enumerated what she said were three myths: the presence of  ELL students causes schools to fail AYP, most ELL students are immigrants, and ELL tests are impossible to develop.  She recommended the inclusion of former ELL students in testing, a one-year exemption from reading tests for non-English speaking children and the use of appropriate measures and professional development for teachers of ELL students.
 
Katy Neas addressed how the bill treats children with disabilities.  She proposed that IEPs should not be used as assessment instruments, and that the disaggregation of data should be maintained.
 
Myrna Mandlawitz also spoke to the issue of children with learning disabilities.  She expressed support for states being allowed to use modified standards for some learning disabled students, but thought that ED should provide technical assistance on how to develop the standards.  While she supported a broadened list of allowable multiple measures, she cautioned that the testing burden should not be increased.  Finally, she suggested more emphasis on transition planning for entering the workforce and postsecondary success.
 
Questions and answers

Rep. Bobby Scott (D-VA) observed that if special-education children are tested to lower standards. He contended that it can result in an over-identification of students for special education.  He asked Neas how disabled children can be appropriately measured without over-identification.  Neas explained that IDEA contains provisions that require previous educational treatments and that children cannot be identified for special education simply on the basis of their disability.
 
Rep. Raul M. Grijalva (D-AZ) expressed support for the 10% provision related to ELL students, but wondered if there are language provisions in the bill to complement that policy initiative.  Zamora said that there are, pointing to the two-year exemption and the sanction provisions after this period.
 
Rep. Phil Yarmuth (D-KY) wondered why the witnesses thought that there would be accountability regression due to local assessment, with all of the safety and oversight provisions.  Piche made the case for not allowing local assessments based on the issue of comparability.  However, Rep. George Miller (D-CA) commented that local assessments were justified, reminding the witnesses that what happened in 2000 is not appropriate today.

Business, Foundation and Innovation Panel
 
Opening Statements

Jon Schnur related how New Leaders schools focusing on principleship were higher achieving than other schools in the same system. Schnur contended it is critical for Congress to enact legislation this year.  He spoke of a public perception that Congress is wavering in its commitment to education and maintained that the bill fixes the flaws currently in NCLB. He recommended streamlining performance and AYP measures and suggested including performance and evaluation plans in Title II projects to provide lessons to be learned.
 
Charles Harris described how the mission of SeaChange Capital Partners is to provide funding to expand proven programs, by applying finance techniques used in the private sector to education. He urged that Congress not abandon state level standardized assessments put in place by NCLB. He also suggested tracking and providing transition help to low income students who go to college, and he proposed the use of graduation rates and college enrollment trends for high school assessments.
 
Nelson Smith commended the transparency of the Committee’s approach. While he noted his support for NCLB and, in particular, the growth and strengthening of accountability in Title II, he expressed misgivings regarding the inclusion of multiple indicators.  He contended that they dilute the commitment to reading and mathematics, and at the same time increase complexity.  He argued that growth models are sufficient for assessment purposes.
 
Josh Wyner explained how the Jack Kent Cooke Foundation provides support to the estimated three million high achieving, low income students in the US.  He recommended that schools should be held accountable for students performing above the proficient level and that IP and AP courses should be made available to low income, high performing students.
 
Sonia Hernandez Rodriguez objected to the changes in SES, which she contended would reduce services to children of migrant workers.  She also suggested that unused NCLB funding be allowed to roll over from year to year.  Finally, she appealed for no reduction in the number of students served with the funding available to serve them.
 
John Castellani urged the Committee to resist any changes that would soften the fundamental focus on improving academic performance.  He enumerated his support for the 2013 goal, the workforce readiness provisions and the uniform N size.  His concerns included the fear that states might develop accountability systems that are too complex and that additional measures might not be in addition to the current requirements.  He said support from the Business Roundtable depends on whether a proposed change advances or dilutes accountability and is based on sound data.  He listed four specific criticisms:
1.      The bill provides schools with too many opportunities to gain system.
2.     There is not enough focus on mathematics and reading.
3.     The bill reduces the amount of and funding for SES.
4.     There is too much complexity in the provisions for multiple measures.
He concluded that his organization could not support the bill in its current form, but they appreciate the opportunity to engage in a dialogue.  
 
Jim Kohlmoos described the purpose of the Knowledge Alliance as connecting the research community to school improvement efforts.  He had three recommendations.  First, more attention should be shifted to school improvement projects demonstrating robust, innovative solutions.  Second, the investment in state and local capacities to conduct school improvement should be increased.  Third, rigor should be injected into school improvement by requiring scientifically valid research.
 
Mike Petrilli discussed the dilemma of requiring accountability without the possibility of chicanery.  He asserted that a true solution would require a national accountability system, but he understood that this cannot be done.  He suggested the use of design principles and he objected to the 2013 goals and the changes to SES.
 
Questions and answers

Rep. Rush Holt (D-NJ) told Kohlmoos that he was intrigued by the concept of abolishing evidence-based principles and replacing them with scientifically valid research principles.  He asked Kohlmoos to give him some differences in the two approaches.  Kohlmoos explained that the definition of scientifically valid research is contained in the Education Sciences Reform Act.  However, Rep. Holt asked for the one or two things that would be done differently using the two definitions.  Kohlmoos replied that there would be less of a knee-jerk reaction to the randomized trial design.  He said the research method used would be a function of the question asked.  Rep. Holt then remarked to Castellani that there are is much opposition to counting science in the measurement of progress.  He asked for help in convincing skeptics why science should be included.  Castellani replied that the skill sets necessary for US businesses to compete in the global marketplace include science, engineering, mathematics and computer sciences.
 
Rep. Phil Hare (D-IL) asked Petrilli to pick one or two things at the Committee should do to make the bill as good as possible. Petrilli recommended removing the goal of achieving 100% proficiency by the year 2013, which he said was driving states to lower their standards.  He suggested either an 80% goal or a goal of having students attain proficiency by the time they graduate high school.
 
Rep. Phil Yarmuth (D-KY) commented that he took offense to those who contend that states are not doing the best they can.
 
Rep. Judy Biggert (R-IL) reminded Rodriguez that she claimed that ED had projected that only half of the eligible students will get SES under the proposed law and she asked for an explanation. Rodriguez explained that in the new law only students in high priority schools will receive SES.  Rep. Biggert and asked if all students in high priority schools will get the opportunity for tutoring.  Rodriguez responded that only the lowest performing children would get tutoring services.  Rep. Biggert wanted to know how many students are in ineligible schools, but Rodriguez was not able to provide an answer.
 
Rep. Bobby Scott (D-VA) asked if a school fails AYP due to a single subgroup, should services be targeted solely to the group causing failure or to all students within the school.  Rodriguez responded that LEAs provide services only to members of the group causing the failure and she said that she agreed with that approach.
 
Teaching and School Leadership Panel
 
Opening Statements

MaryKate Hughes described the effects of using TAP in a DC charter school.  She contended that the mentoring, career ladder and performance-based pay provisions lead to higher parental satisfaction and better student achievement.
 
Kathleen Rooker described how her school had had great success, improving student achievement in making AYP, but then failing AYP even though it was ranked the 17th highest rated school by the state.  She argued that the evaluation was based on a flawed process, administering one test on one day to a school population containing many ELL and special education students.
 
Reg Weaver said he had hoped for a national discussion on how to improve education, but the draft was crafted without NEA member input.  He charged that the first draft of the bill does not adequately address the deficiencies in the current law.  He pointed to too much rigidity in growth models and multiple measures of achievement and too much reliance on test scores.  he asserted that in order to be supportable, the bill must address class size reduction, safe and modern facilities, early childhood education and the application of the 21st century curriculum.  He also claimed that provisions in the bill undermine collective-bargaining requirements and that the NEA cannot support pay for test scores.
 
Kati Haycock expressed encouragement about the federal leadership in education, but admitted that much in remains to be done, especially for Black and Latino students.  She discussed two provisions in the draft bill.  She encouraged the Committee to stay the course on the changes proposed to comparability to include teacher salaries in comparability calculations.  She also suggested that the Committee include a provision to target Title II funding to schools that need it the most.
 
Antonio Cortese insisted that using a trajectory model for growth is not adequate.  He argued that schools not making AYP need to adopt proven approaches.  He stated his dissatisfaction with the bill and suggested that much more work was needed.
 
Frances Bryant Bradburn suggested the creation of units of instruction for project-based learning.  She supports the ATTAIN act, but complained that technology is not included in other parts of the bill.  Consequently, she urged language to encourage the use of technology.
 
Mary Kay Sommers supported the use of growth models and multiple measures.  However, she expressed disappointment that the bill supports high stakes testing and forced grade level testing of special education students, and overemphasizes the use of standardized test scores.  She urged that setting qualification standards for teachers and principals should be a state and local responsibility, limiting the federal government’s responsibility to the support of professional development programs.
 
Kristan Van Hook declared her support for performance bonuses and career ladder provisions tied to funding and the accountability system  She advised that professional development should be delivered during the school day.
 
Questions and answers

Rep. Phil Hare (D-IL) wondered what needed to be done to resolve the discrepancy between collective bargaining agreements and performance pay.  He was advised that mandating performance pay from the federal level was not appropriate.  Rep. Hare then asked Weaver if he shared Van Hooks views on teacher pay.  Weaver said he did not and Rep. Hare asked him what the differences were.  Weaver said the teachers have no choice on the students that come to them and that their pay should not be mandated by the federal government.  Rep. Hare asked Sommers if the AFT supported performance pay.  Sommers replied that it did when the system was collaborative, but insisted that it should not be mandated.
 
At this point in the hearing, Rep. George Miller (D-CA) got into an extended dispute with Weaver on whether the NEA had agreed to the language in the bill. The matter ended unresolved.
 
Rep. Bobby Scott (D-VA) asked Van Horn for the amount of the bonuses provided to her teachers.  She said they averaged about $2,500. Rep. Scott remarked to Weaver that schools in need get the short end of the stick when left to their own devices.  Weaver contended that it was necessary to talk about the economic base in the tax structure to resolve that issue.  Rep. Scott then asked how the process could be incentivized so that the best teachers go to the neediest schools.  Sommers pointed to good leadership, good professional development, teamwork and financial incentives.  She also insisted that it was not necessary to develop new educational models, because what works is already known.  Finally, she pointed out that the difference between intra-district Title I and non-Title I salaries is not as great as the difference between inter-district teacher salaries.
 
State and Local Administrators Panel 

 
Opening Statements

David Brewer argued against one size fits all sanctions, and he provided several examples to back his case.  He expressed the need for resources and flexibility to address the educational issues facing school districts today.
 
Joan Wodiska enumerated the likes and concerns of the National Governors’ Association.  They like growth models, levels of sanctions, testing changes for disabled students, peer review reforms and high school reforms.  They were concerned that the bill does not recognize the contribution of governors and does not address school reform.  They are not pleased with provisions for ELL testing, state penalties for not meeting test requirements, overly prescriptive improvement plans and the lack of funding and time constraints associated with the development of longitudinal data systems.  Wodiska asked that the bill support P16 councils.
 
Michael Casserly expressed a number of concerns about the bill.  He said that it lacks meaningful attempts to encourage states to raise standards.  He urged that suburban and rural communities should not be exempt from sanctions.  He also argued that SES services, if effective, should be applied to all schools, not just non-achieving schools.
 
Paul Houston criticized the inconsistency and confusion with respect to AYP and the conflict between Title I and IDEA.  He claimed that the bill is based upon four flawed assumptions:
1.      Answers should flow from Washington.
2.     Annual standardized tests will measure true achievement.
3.     There are no exceptions to one-size-fits-all sanctions for LEAs having different characteristics.
4.     The best way to get improvement is to shame educators.
He concluded that any system that bases education on answers marked on a bubble is wrong and therefore his organization cannot support the bill.
 
LaRuth Gray expressed the need for more money to be targeted the poorest LEAs, schools and students.
 
Michael Resnick warned that the lessons of implementing the last act should be heeded, because any new legislation will have unintended consequences.  He urged listening to local practitioners.  He approved the movement away from rigid, punitive aspects, the use of multiple measures and the emphasis on high school graduation.  He cautioned that these new provisions would require more impositions and reporting requirements.  He recommended simplifying the bill and focusing solely on priority issues, while eliminating all non-priority issues.
 
Questions and answers

There were no questions.
 

