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Good morning Secretary Thompson, Governor BarmesMembers of the Commission.
Thank you for the opportunity to join you this miorgp and share the views of the 3.2
million members of the National Education Assoaat{NEA). We also appreciate the
Commission previously inviting other educatorsjuking several NEA members and
leaders, to speak to you on issues including teaqpedity, accountability, special
education, rural education, and the impact of N@Bhigh schools.

NEA is the largest professional association indbntry, representing an array of public
school educators—teachers and education suppdéessionals, higher education
faculty, educators teaching in Department of Dedesthools, students in colleges of
teacher education, and retired educators acrosothery. While our membership is
diverse, we have a common mission and values lasedr belief that a great public
school is a basic right for every child.

Our members go into education for two reasons—Isecthey love children and they
appreciate the importance of education in our $pci#&/e want all students to succeed.
Our members show up at school every day to nudhitdren, to help them reach their
full potential, to be anchors in children’s livesid to help prepare them for the'21
century world that awaits them. It is our memb@eassion and dedication that informs
and guides NEA’s work as we advocate for soundipuddalicy that will help them
achieve their goals.

You have asked me to share with you NEA'’s viewsualite No Child Left Behind Act

in terms of what we support and what changes nebd tnade as we approach the
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondaryc&iion Act of 1965. You have also
asked me to comment on the implementation of tvededetermine whether the
reauthorization should amend any of the currentlegipns, guidance, or practices at the
United States Department of Education (USED). Il attempt to address both questions
in each of the following areas: Assessments, Actahility, and Teacher Quality.

NEA and its members have long supported the Eleamgiaind Secondary Education Act
(ESEA). During the last reauthorization of ESEAg supported the laudable goals of No
Child Left Behind—closing achievement gaps, raisingrall student achievement, and
ensuring all students have a qualified teacher.ald@ supported a number of specific
elements in the new law, including the targeting@itie | funds to the neediest schools
and students; disaggregation of test data by supgand programs for dropout
prevention, after-school learning opportunitieqy amath and science education. We
continue to support all of these elements.

NEA did not at any time oppose annual testing ndmee oppose passage of the No
Child Left Behind Act. We did, however, make cléaiCongress our objection to
accountability systems based solely upon test scdiée also made clear that any tests
used in an accountability system had to be valdiretiable, aligned with the curriculum,
and designed to inform instruction. We also insisteat the system had to allow for
accurate and fair measurement of test results.



During the debate on No Child Left Behind, we sigjge two ways to craft a more
workable, accurate, and fair accountability systeéfimst, we suggested the use of
multiple measures and methods to gauge studerg\ashent and school quality to
determine school effectiveness. Second, we sugdjestating accountability systems
that not only required certain proficiency levelg blso measured growth in student
achievement over time. We supported, and continsepport, these polices because
while we know that all children can learn, we ursdi@nd that not all children learn at the
same rate or in the same way.

Our criticisms during initial debate and our contirg expressions of concern over
implementation of the law are not rejections ofgloals of No Child Left Behind. Nor
do they reflect a desire to do away with the lahawever, we do believe it's time for a
change in ESEA.

In fact, | have made closing the achievement gapsod NEA'’s highest priorities. Itis
not only something about which | care personallig also the right thing to do. As
someone who taught for 30 years, | know that chaogsn’t happen overnight. But, |
also know that if we are to achieve the changee®ed,swe cannot ignore the experiences
of those working in our classrooms every day. Bitive must translate the lessons we
learn from our nation’s educators into sound, wbhiaoolicies that will help us meet our
goals.

In July, NEA held its annual meeting where almg809 delegates voted on NEA’s
priorities for ESEA reauthorization. They didniite to repeal or do away with NCLB.
Instead, they voted on a comprehensive set of gadpaesigned to fix what's wrong
with the law and add to it the kinds of initiativibst will make our common goals a
reality. Our proposals address two main questidibat does it take to create a great
public school in the Zicentury? And what areas of No Child Left Behindwd be
amended to help create great public schools fayestdld? These two questions reflect
our members’ fundamental belief that educationrrafoust include more than a
measurement system and that it must include trengabprograms, curriculum, and
supports that students need so that they cantimathteve and learn at higher levels. A
copy of that report, NEA’s Positive Agenda for B8EA Reauthorization, is attached as
Appendix I.

I. NEA Principles for Great Public Schools

NEA believes that the federal government shouldinae to be a partner to states and
localities in the effort to build and enhance oation’s public schools, where 90 percent
of school-aged children are educated. Our repaitsout what we believe to be the
seven key components of a great public school:

* Quality programs and services that meet the fulgesof all children’s needs so
that students come to school every day ready aledalearn;



High expectations and standards with a rigorouscanaprehensive curriculum
for all students;

Quiality conditions for teaching and lifelong leamyj
A qualified, caring, diverse, and stable workforce;

Shared responsibility for appropriate school actahihity by stakeholders at all
levels;

Parental, family, and community involvement andagegnent; and

Adequate, equitable, and sustainable funding.

The priorities detailed in the report are very ¢stent with the views of our general
membership. In fact, our recent member poll found:

57 percent of our members want major changes tGCiNkl Left Behind, 21
percent want minor changes, 17 percent favor repedljust 4 percent want to
keep the law as it is;

95 percent of our members want the Associatioretadtive in working to change
the law, while only 4 percent disagree;

85 percent of our members believe there is too meiidnce on standardized
testing.

Our members rated highest the following proposalsprove NCLB:

Use multiple measures instead of just tests (7&gperstrongly favor);

Measure student achievement over time insteadsothe day of the test (70
percent strongly favor);

Ensure that employee rights under contracts ans &/ respected (65 percent
strongly favor);

Fully fund mandates (64 percent strongly favor);

Restore the class size reduction program (63 pestemgly favor).

Let me add here that our members are very concetineat the unintended consequences
of testing. A member from San Bernadino, Califarsays:

“Since the inception of NCLB, more children arerggereferred for tutoring
because they do not read fast enough and are sigrgbgreceiving lower grades



in reading.... It seems that NCLB has created air@mment of quantification of
reading with little regard to the quality of undersding of a piece of text.”

The views of the public about NCLB are quite cotesiswith the views of NEA
members. The 38th Annual Poll of the Public’s titles Toward Public Schools
conducted by Phi Delta Kappa (PDK) and Gallup fotirad nearly six in 10 Americans
who are familiar with the so-called No Child Lefelgind Act believe it has had no effect
on schools or has actually harmed them. More itapbrthe public also agrees with
NEA'’s substantive concerns about the assessmeraaudintability provisions of

NCLB:

* Two out of three respondents (69 percent) this gadra similar proportion in
2005 say that the use of a single state test adB\N€fjuires cannot provide a fair
picture of whether or not a school needs improvemen

* NCLB bases performance on testing in English/lagguarts and math only. Four
out of five respondents (81 percent) say thatwllisnot give a fair picture of a
school and that other subjects should be included.

* Nearly four out of five respondents (78 perceny) theey are concerned that the
focus on English/language arts and math will meas Emphasis on art, music,
history, and other subjects.

» Four-fifths of respondents (81 percent) say th@@reoneasure of performance is
the improvement [or growth] made by students dutireggschool year.

One of the main conclusions of the PDK/Gallup padk that “[b]ecause the effort to
comply with NCLB is driving instruction in most sebls and dominating efforts to
improve achievement, the concerns of such a largaoption of the public need to be
addressed”

Let me also add our concerns, as shared by thé&pabbut the narrowing of the
curriculum as an unintended consequence of NCLéedd, we recently signed onto a
statement, “ARTS EDUCATIONCreating Student Success In School, Work, and’Life,
along with some 50 other education and arts orgéinizs that noted that “access to arts
education in our schools is eroding” and statedttia“federal commitment to arts
education must be strengthened so that the ariemptemented as a part of the core
curriculum of our nation's schools and are an iratiegart of every child's development.”

[I. Assessments
We believe there are several areas of change néedeal Child Left Behind’s

assessment provisions. While there is positivieitstey language which requires
assessments to be aligned with content standartis, ¥alid and reliable and consistent

! “38th Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll of theldfic's Attitudes Toward the Public
Schools,” August 22, 2006ttp://www.pdkintl.org/kappan/k0609pol.htm#nclb




with nationally recognized testing standards, thality of statewide assessments
generally does not meet the aspirations of thetstat language.

NEA strongly believes that there should be a muelatgr emphasis on examining the
breadth and appropriateness of content standasaeglaas reviewing whether statewide
assessments are completely aligned—not just adelguwdigned—with those content
standards. In NCLB regulations, the USED decidhed $tates could continue to use
norm-referenced tests, so long as they were “autgdéwith test items designed to
ensure alignment with content standards. Thig ebatision by the Department, we
believe, put the cart before the horse. The Depart should have focused first on
reviewing and approving the states’ standards asdssment systems in order to ensure
that the assessments were of the quality deschpélde actual statutory language. We
are dismayed that five school years into the impletation of the law, only 16tates

have received final approval from USED for theargtards and assessment systems
(Arizona, Delaware, Indiana, Maryland, North Camali Oklahoma, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Utah, West Virginia). Proper conswaati content standards and
assessment systems is an essential prerequisitg taccountability system. This seems
to have been lost because of the initial decisioade by USED not to review the states’
Title | plans in depth.

NEA members are frustrated by the fact that stathseto the lack of resources and the
pressure to quickly comply with NCLB’s testing mates—utilize tests which mainly
emphasize students’ regurgitation of facts. Weevelithat in order to provide the
greatest education possible for all students, puaihools must offer a broad and rich
curriculum, including arts, music, vocational ediaa and other subjects designed to
engage students and promote enthusiasm for lifdearging.

Our members recognize that the world has changetthey want to be a part of
delivering an educational experience that is releaad meaningful. For America to
remain competitive in a global economy, our stusentist be taught the 2tentury

skills that will allow them to compete in the wook€e. NEA has been actively engaged
in the Partnership for 21Century Skills—a partnership of education orgatnize and
leading businesses—to produce a series of reconatiend about the types of skills
students should learn in a®2dentury school. The Partnership has also issised of
recommendations regarding NCLB’s reauthorizatiohictv we support and have
attached for you as Appendix II.

The assessment systems also should better acconanbdaliverse needs of students
taking the statewide assessments. For exampie-trale test makers have been slow to
enhance their testing protocols to include theoteritypes of assessments and
accommodations which are permissible under NCLBreewkssary to ensure appropriate
assessment of students with disabilities and Bmglgsguage Learners. When a teacher
reads a math test to a blind student—a permisaifdemmodation—the score of that
student should not be invalidated or counted a@for purposes of “adequate yearly
progress” (AYP) simply because the test maker &idedf to include that accommodation
in the testing protocols.



NEA also strongly believes that assessment syststmdd measure growth in individual
student achievement. Assessments should not siepbdrt how a student performs on a
test one day out of the year. Assessments sheuiddbs used to track whether there has
been growth in an individual’'s mastery of skillsdlazontent. We applaud Secretary
Spellings’ decision to pilot a growth model projetter decision signaled that she heard
what our members have had to say, and we thanfohtrat. We also applaud her
decision to allow states to propose their own ghowbdels for peer review rather than
prescribing a certain type of model. This flextgilwas particularly welcome given that
all states were testing prior to enactment of NCalj 15 states were already testing
annually in grades three though eight. We havent® completed a policy brief on the
growth model pilot program and the process usetthéypepartment of Education to
approve proposals by two states (North CarolinaTarthessee). This policy brief is
attached as Appendix .

Our members believe that measuring student growgh timewill be more helpful than the
current snapshot approach, which measures studeiegivament on one day out of the year.
A growth model approach will more accurately reflsttident learning and will help inform
instruction.

In order for educators to make use of the assesgesuits, they must get them in a
timely fashion. Current NCLB regulations do notuig that test results be given to
teachers in time for them to analyze the resultsume the data to inform their choice of
instructional methods or strategies in the clagsro@his needs to be corrected in the
reauthorization of ESEA.

Assessment data should be easy to understand and\isle NCLB requires that
assessments be designed to yield “individual stuidésrpretive, descriptive, and
diagnostic reports,” few states and districts hi@aeecapacity and resources necessary to
produce meaningful reports that help parents andadrs address students’ needs. The
federal government should pay much more attentidsutlding the capacity of states and
local education agencies (LEAS) to deliver thegpes$yof reports, as they are at the heart
of using data to inform instruction and improverteéag. This effort requires both
increased financial assistance, as well as techasssstance, from the federal
government.

States and localities also need enhanced datarsysbeaccommodate growth model
data. Data systems should make running a schemreaot more complicated. States
and localities should have data systems which aremy compatible and able to comply
with the basic requirements of NCLB but are alssigleed to assign students individual
identifiers to track individual student growth,louse individual education programs
(IEPs) for students with disabilities, to houseomfiation about the types of
accommodations or other linguistic supports aressary for English Language
Learners, and to produce the kinds of data repedtsired by law and needed to improve
the delivery of education services to our students.



[ll. Accountability that Emphasizes Supporting Students and Educators

We believe that accountability systems should s2taipon multiple measures and
methods, including local assessments, teacher+igjassroom assessments collected
over time, portfolios and other measures of stutkarhing, graduation/dropout rates, in-
grade retention, percentage of students takingrstembvanced classes and Advanced
Placement exams, and college enrollment ratesstWiagly believe that the current one-
size-fits-all system is unacceptable and that sta¢ed the flexibility to design systems
that produce results, including deciding in whichdges to administer annual statewide
tests.

Accountability systems should reward success apd@ti educators to help students
learn. Toward this end, any improved accountatsiytstem should allow for use of
growth models and other measures that assess stadaring over time and recognize
improvement on all points of the achievement scaleese measures should then be used
as a guide to revise instructional practices amdala, provide individual assistance to
students, and tailor appropriate professional agreent for teachers and other school
professionals. They should not be used to pentdeehers or schools.

| taught middle school science. As a veteran obass teacher, | would welcome the
opportunity to use my students’ test results talgumy instructional practices. But |
seriously question the logic of any system that aades tests, but does not also mandate
that the results of those tests be given in timmade any instructional adjustments. And
if someone had then told me that my class the ymaat would be tested in the spring and
that their scores would be compared to my studeons last year, | would have said
there was something inherently wrong with the syste

An accountability system designed to measure padace cannot compare apples and
oranges. As a science teacher, | know that ssgistam will not yield any meaningful
data. The implementation phase of No Child LethiBd (NCLB) has highlighted a
critical void in assessing student progress, maagstudent progress over time, and
providing the resources and tools that educatoed tee get the job done. In our opinion,
it does not recognize that children are human Isingt cardboard cut-outs, and that
teaching them is both an art AND a science.

One of our members from Rockford, Illinois has wotiee illogical consequences of the
current system:

“Jackson Elementary School teachers worked tirgl@sshe first year of
corrective action to bring up scores to the lee¢lby NCLB. The students made
incredible gains, unfortunately they missed AYHPdss than one percent. This
translates to one or two students that made gairisyot enough to bring them to
the prescribed level. Therefore, they are in thegond year of corrective action
and labeled as a failing school.”



The current system simply fails to provide usetiahely data for diagnosing learning
problems and facilitating instructional changesther, students who are tested in one
grade move on to the next grade, and their nevh&aeceives their test results—results
that have virtually no relevance to the choices tieav teacher will make in instructional
strategies.

Not only is the current underlying system flawedt inplementation is also troubling.
NCLB requires assessments to be built upon stategent standards, which in turn are
to be aligned with statewide assessments. Yet,dod a half years into the law, only ten
states have received full approval from the Depantnof Education for their content
standards and assessment systems. To educai®tsatislates as a lack of interest in
what is tested and whether the test content haslcbeen taught in the classroom. It
appears that the goal is simply to administer t@stsassign accountability labels. This
is demoralizing to educators and contradictoryoionsl educational practice.

NEA is not alone in supporting an improved accobititg system that allows for use of
more accurate measures. We have led an effoevelap consensus on a broad set of
principles for ESEA reauthorization. To date, 8§amizations have endorsed these
principles, one of which calls for use of growthdwets as part of an accountability
framework (See Appendix IV for the complete Joimg&nizational Statement on NCLB
with the list of signatories). In addition, nindl9that would allow use of growth models
are currently pending in Congress.

Governors and state legislators have also calleallmpartisan basis for more flexibility
to use growth models. The National Governors Assioni’'s (NGA) proposals for the
ESEA reauthorization, issued in March 2006, staag, t'Maximum flexibility in
designing state accountability systems, includesging, is critical to preserve the
amalgamation of federal funding, local control déieation, and state responsibility for
system-wide reform.”

Similarly, the National Conference of State Ledislas issued a report in February 2005
calling on Congress to make substantial changéeettaw. The report states:

“Administrators at the state, local and schookls\are overwhelmed by AYP
because it holds schools to overly prescriptivesetations, does not
acknowledge differences in individual performard@es not recognize
significant academic progress because it reliesbsolute achievement targets,
and inappropriately increases the likelihood ofuf& for diverse schools.”

Allowing inclusion of growth models in NCLB’s accotability system does not require
abandoning the requirement that all students radccamplete math problems on grade
level. Quite the opposite is true. We believe grawth models hold greater promise to
demonstrate whether a student is learning. Thaydvarovide a more accurate measure
by giving schools credit both for moving a childrn below basic to basic as well as
moving a child from proficient to advanced. Theguld also offer a way to recognize
highly effective schools that have an influx ofdgats who are not performing at grade
level.



Growth models will also help overcome the all-otiing approach of measuring
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). Currently, a tgpgchool has to meet 37 criteria to
make AYP. A school that falls short on just onehaf 37 is treated in the same manner
as a school that fails all 37 criteria. (See tabelow) Growth models that offer more
common sense ways to measure student achievemeairticular for students with
disabilities and English Language Learners (ELL), ameliorate this problem.

Current AYP Failure School: Miss 1 of 37

Other
Reading 95% [Math 95% indicator
All Students  |yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Black/African
American Yes Yes Yes Yes
Hispanic Yes Yes Yes Yes
Native
American Yes Yes Yes Yes
Asian Yes Yes Yes Yes
White Yes  |Yes Yes Yes
ELL Yes Yes Yes Yes
Poverty Yes Yes Yes Yes
Disability
Yes Yes Yes No
AYP Failure School: Miss All
Other
Reading 95% [Math 95% Indicator
All Students No No No No NoO
Black/African
American No No No No
Hispanic No No No No
Native
American No No No No
Asian No No No No
White No No No No
LEP No No No No
Poverty No No No No
Disability No No No No




However, the use of growth models will not comgietdiminate this problem. If one
subgroup makes AYP using a growth model, while laeosubgroup in the school does
not make AYP (even using the growth model), theosthvill still be designated as
failing AYP. In this instance, the use of the gtbwnodel doesn't eliminate the "all or
nothing" approach.

There are differences among growth models, howeaath with varying levels of
complexity. Some states, like North Carolina, hiagd to implement a different growth
formula for students not already proficient thandtudents who are proficient. This was
necessary because of the federal requirement tb@tipncy be the end result of any growth
trajectory. Obviously, such a model does not workstudents who already are proficient.

We are also concerned that students entering thiecmechool system in school year
2012-2013, for example, may not have enough tintearsystem to receive the kind of
support or intervention necessary to allow allh&mh to be proficient by 2013-2014.
Proficiency at any given moment in time is as mackbflection of what students actually
know as it is the extent and degree to which theygen exposed to supports and
programs designed to enable them to improve.

There is one important caution we would like teeoff Including a growth model as part
of the AYP process is an improvement, but it wit be a panacea. Getting certain
students on track to proficiency within a four-yéareline, as is required under North
Carolina’s approved model, will still be a challerfigr many schools. In addition,
complexities will continue to arise for some ELudénts or certain students with
disabilities who take alternate assessments. Welso continue to need much more
research about growth models as well as techngstance to states, local districts, and
educators to evaluate and use data, evaluate telsthemselves, and replicate
successful efforts. The ultimate goal should bledip classroom educators use data to
inform instruction.

We have additional concerns about supplementaicesrand school choice, which are
referenced in Appendix |, our Positive Agenda f&HA Reauthorization. Similarly, we
have strong concerns about the lack of resourceafb state capacity to deliver
significant school improvement assistance. Fongta, NCLB created a $500 million
program specifically dedicated to school improvetedforts. To date, the Congress has
not allocated any funding to this essential iniiat In fact, the President’s fiscal year
2007 budget requests—for the first time since NG jBassage in late 2001—any funds
at all for the program.

IV. Teacher Quality: Quality Educators in Every Classroom

We could not agree more with the requirement thatyechild be taught by a qualified,
certified, caring teacher. While we support thguisement that all students be taught by
a highly qualified teacher, the implementationho$ definition has created a maze of
rules and guidance that are almost impossible denstand or navigate. To that end,
NEA has produced and distributed approximately GD,;ighly qualified” charts to help



our members understand how to comply with the laetgiirements. (Attached as
Appendix V.) The chart demonstrates the complexitwhat happens when Congress
tries to craft a federal definition to overlay S@etent state systems for licensing
educators and determining whether they are highdlified. We have and will continue
to believe that a teacher who is fully licenseaentified by his or her state in a particular
subject or area IS highly qualified. We, therefa@ntinue to be troubled by the
loophole created by both the statute and the gael&nom USED that holds some charter
school teachers and some individuals going thr@ugalternative certification program
to a lesser standard than the “highly qualifiedfidgon in the law.

One of the aspects of implementation that has bewst troubling again involves an
early decision made by USED not to review statbgjtily qualified” definitions, but
rather to conduct those reviews now as a functfidheir oversight and compliance
responsibility. The result has been that statee heceived Title || Teacher Quality
funding for four years, but many have been toleéndly that their definitions do not
comply with NCLB. This is another example of podfithe cart before the horse that has
caused major disruption and high levels of anxatong our members. For four years,
our members were told by their states to comply aiset of requirements, only to be
told—as the time for full compliance had almosipsked—that they may have to meet a
different set of requirements. This has been dortumate by-product of USED’s poor
implementation decisions made in the first yeangdflementing the statute.

We are supportive of efforts to strengthen teapheparation, professional development,
and licensing standards so that our nation’s pgiool students are taught by
professionals who have a firm rooting in both pedggand the content they are expected
to teach. But those efforts ought to take placgtates working in coordination with
higher education institutions, licensing boardsl aducators’ associations. NEA helped
establish the National Council for AccreditationTefacher Education because we
wanted to ensure that teachers entering the pirofesg&re well qualified and had the
professional skills necessary to be outstandinghees.

V. Funding

For the first five years after NCLB took effectettaw was underfunded by more than
$40 billion, 25 percent below the authorized furdievels Congress set after
considerable discussion and negotiation. Titfethaps the most important resource in
helping to level the playing field of funding ineties across the country, has been
underfunded by $74 billion compared to the amounetded to fully find the statutory
formula. Given the fact that states and localiéikeady spend on average $1,437 less on
lower-income students than their more affluent petdre underfunding by the federal
government significantly exacerbates existing irtgegi Children and educators need
resources and tools to produce the kind of resllltsf us want. For a more detailed
examination of the funding shortfalls, see Appendix



VI. NEA’s Work to Close Achievement Gaps

It has been a major priority of mine to marshal Nie8ources to assist our state and local
affiliates in seeking policy changes at the statlacal level to help close achievement
gaps. Our work has included:

Committing more than $6 million through NEA Fouridatgrants to close
achievement gaps in urban school districts. Tlgoaets fund programs with clear
goals of improving literacy and math and sciendeea@ment; helping stabilize
guality staff; and involving families and commuasiinvolved in the learning
process. In two of the grant sites, Hamilton Cgumennessee, and Milwaukee,
Wisconsin, school faculties use growth data tosspeogress in reading and
mathematics and determine appropriate intervenfmmisistructional

improvement. Reaching ambitious growth targetsides confidence and positive
reinforcement to teachers and students who hage aps to overcome. It also
helps teachers and administrators set continuaushinearks for progress

and observe what works in changing instructionatfice. For example, last year
in Hamilton County, Tennessee, the five schoolgei&d under the NEA grant set
and achieved a goal of 115 percent of the expapimath according to state
standards per annum in reading and mathematice\ashent. While these schools
have not yet all reached high levels of achievermentpared to the state's affluent
schools, they have made greater gains than matimg dbp-ranked schools. By
significantly accelerating the rate of achievem&w-performing schools can close
achievement gaps, while all schools continue toenakgress.

Delivering trainings and products on a varietyrdtiuctional issues, including
closing the achievement gaps, to our members audis across the country.
Sponsoring statewide National Board Certified Teacummits focused on
recruiting and retaining accomplished teacherggh-need, high-poverty schools
with low student achievement.

Developing and sharing with all NEA affiliates ddliosing Achievement Gaps.
An Association Guide—a blueprint for closing the gaps.

Awarding grants to ten states (Colorado, Minnedtitaois, Indiana, Michigan,
Missouri, New Mexico, Nebraska, Oklahoma, and Pgwasia) focused on
closing gaps through changes in state policies ascarly childhood education,
coaching for new principals, statewide teacher @tidn programs, and revised
state professional development guidelines. We h#seprovided grants to eight
states for their work to encourage highly skilleddhers to move to and stay in
high-need schools.

Continuing the partnership established in 2005 wWithTom Joyner Foundation
to increase the percentage of fully-certified mityoireachers in targeted high-
needs communities. The Teacher Licensure SchagbalPsbhgram works with



Historically Black Colleges and Universities toiassinority teachers in
obtaining full licensure. To date, the Foundatias provided financial assistance
and NEA has provided technical assistance and eg@¢o nearly 300 teachers in
seven states.

Developing training modules on closing the achiesetgaps for use in
community conversations. This work has been pilateMississippi and Florida
and will be used by the end of this program yedhige of the seven states that
have been awarded grants to convene community csati@ns.

Surveying, through the Center for Teacher Qual@gchers in three states
(Kansas, Arizona, and Ohio) to identify the necgssarking conditions to
achieve optimum teaching and learning environments.

Developing online professional development focusedielping teachers become
more effective with a diverse student body.

Awarding grants to recognize model teacher retariimgram through a Saturn-
UAW-NEA partnership.

Launching and maintaining a user-friendly, intersetVeb site to help our
affiliates and the general public research andtéomsources about the
achievement gaps (www.achievementgaps.org).

In the near future, NEA will develop a program gualtlining effective support
strategies for minority candidates pursuing Nati®ward Certification, with the goal of
increasing the percentage of minority National Bio@ertified teachers in high-need
schools. In the next school year, we will conveammunity conversations in seven
states as part of our Public Engagement Projed®)Ritiative. We will also develop
additional educational materials for state affdmbn teaching and working conditions,
and we will be announcing additional grants for@e®7. Finally, NEA is building a
database to identify policies, practices, and @ogrthat help close the achievement
gaps. | would be happy to share additional infaromaon any of our projects with the
committee.

CONCLUSION

On behalf of all 3.2 million members of the NatibRalucation Association, | want to
thank you for this opportunity and for your leadipsand commitment to hosting a
national dialogue about ESEA/NCLB. | encouragegweember of this Commission to
talk to educators about their experiences. Askithbout their frustrations. But more
importantly, ask them about their successes. Théweae stories to relay about kids
achieving and kids succeeding. When you ask fair #tories, you'll get as clear a sense
as | have that they all want every one of theidshis to realize their full potential. And

that educators go above and beyond the call of tilay and time again to make that goal a

reality for America’s public school students.



Thank you again for the opportunity to provide inpuhope the Commission will take
time to read our policy report and agenda for E3&#uthorization. We believe it
embodies our firm belief that great public schaulks a basic right for every child.



