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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 teaqedity, 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 soundipuyddallicy 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 currentle¢ipns, 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 ursi@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,sve 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 tGiNkl 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 arimmptemented 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 néedéal Child Left Behind’s

assessment provisions. While there is positivieitstey language which requires
assessments to be aligned with content standartie, ¥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. Thigebatision 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 Bmglssguage 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\sle 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.



lll. 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 usetiuhely 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 haslicbeen 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 achievemeairiticular 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, howeaat 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
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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 statbgjlily 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 complyaiset 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 pedpgand 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
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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 stailacal 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 ddlosing 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#se@provided 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
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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.
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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.
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Executive Summary

This Executive Summary of the Positive Agenda hgitis the recommendations
contained in the full report. The full report, $tag on page 8, provides the rationale and
additional background for each recommendation.

Great Public Schools Criteria

All children have a basic right to a great pubtibsol. Our vision of what great public
schools need and should provide acknowledgeshbaworld is changing and public
education is changing too. Meeting these Greati®@ahools (GPS) criteria require not
only the continued commitment of all educators,thetconcerted efforts of
policymakers at all levels of government. We badieghese criteria will:

= Prepare all students for the future with'2&ntury skills
= Create enthusiasm for learning and engage all stedie the classroom
= Close achievement gaps and raise achievement ftudkents

= Ensure that all educators have the resources aixltteey need to get the job
done

These criteria form a basis for NEA’s prioritiesafiering Congress a framework for the
2007 reauthorization of the Elementary and SecgnBducation Act (ESEA). The
reauthorization process must involve all stakelrsldespecially educators. Their
knowledge and insights are key to developing sqoiities.

v" Quality programs and services that meet the fulhge of all children’s needs so
that they come to school every day ready and abliearn.

Students must have access to programs such as pabbol pre-K and
kindergarten programs; afterschool enrichment atehvention programs;
nutrition, including school breakfast and lunchgraims; school-based health care
and related services; counseling and mentoringrprog for students and families;
safe and efficient transportation; and safe and-firee schools programs.

[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 8-11]

v High expectations and standards with a rigorous andmprehensive curriculum
for all students.

All students should have access to a rigorous, cengmsive education that
includes critical thinking, problem solving, higkvel communication and literacy
skills, and a deep understanding of content. Cuitria must be aligned with
standards and assessments, and should includetmorevhat can be assessed on
a paper and pencil multiple choice test.

[See ESEA Positive Agenda, page 12]



v" Quality conditions for teaching and lifelong learng.

Quiality conditions for teaching and learning in@wginaller class sizes and
optimal-sized learning communities; safe, healthgdern, and orderly schools;
up-to-date textbooks, technology, media centeid naaterials; policies that
encourage collaboration and shared decisionmakimang staff; and the
providing of data in a timely manner with staffitiag in the use of data for
decisionmaking. [See ESEA Positive Agenda, paged 32

v A qualified, caring, diverse, and stable workforce.

A qualified, caring, diverse, and stable workfoirt®ur schools requires a pool of
well prepared, highly skilled candidates for altaacies; quality induction for
new teachers with mentoring services from trainet@nan teachers; opportunities
for continual improvement and growth for all empeg; working conditions in
which they can be successful; and professional eoisgtion and benefits.

[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 13-14]

v" Shared responsibility for appropriate school accdabhility by stakeholders at all
levels.

Appropriate accountability means using resultslemtify policies and programs
that successfully improve student learning andrtwigde positive supports,
including resources for improvement and technisalsgance to schools needing
help. Schools, districts, states, and the federakgment should be financially
accountable to the public, with policymakers acdahle to provide the resources
needed to produce positive results. Accountalsltstems should be transparent
so that policies are determined and communicatedh iopen, consistent, and
timely manner. [See ESEA Positive Agenda, page 14]

v' Parental, family, and community involvement and eagement.

Policies should assist and encourage parents,iésm@nd communities to be
actively involved and engaged in their public sdepeequireprofessional
development programs for all educators to inclindeskills and knowledge
needed for effective parental and community comation and engagement
strategies; provide incentives or require employeigrant a reasonable amount of
leave for parents to participate in their childeesthool activities. [See ESEA
Positive Agenda, pages 14-15]

v' Adequate, equitable, and sustainable funding.

School funding systems must provide adequate, ageiind sustainable funding.
Making taxes fair and eliminating inefficient angeffective business subsidies are
essential prerequisites to achieving adequacyfyeand stability in school
funding. ESEA programs should be fully funded &irtlauthorized levels.

[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 15-16]



NEA'’s Priorities for ESEA Reauthorization
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 17-29]

A great public school is a basic right of every ckd. NEA's priorities for the 2007
reauthorization of ESEA focus on a broad rangeotities to ensure every child access
to a great public school.

The current version of ESEA—the No Child Left Bettdiot (NCLB)—is fundamentally
flawed. It undermines existing state and schodtidtsstructures and authority, and
shifts public dollars to the private sector througiipplemental educational services and
takeovers of public schools by for-profit companies

However, its stated goals—to improve student aelmnm@nt and help close the
achievement and skills gaps that exist in our cgurtire important to NEA and our
society.We want to retain the positive provisions of ESBAth those that existed prior
to NCLB and those that were added by NCLB, in th@722reauthorization.

Congress must shift from the current focus thaglsland punishes schools with a flawed
one-size-fits-all accountability system and sewenelderfunded mandates to one that
includes common-sense flexibility and supports attus in implementing programs that
improve student learning, reward success, and pweaningful assistance to schools
most in need of help.

The following five priorities are crucial to reaiiy the goals of improving student
achievement, closing the achievement gaps, anddangvevery child a quality teacher.

» Accountability That Rewards Success and Supports Egtators to Help
Students Learn
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 19-22]

o0 Accountability should be based upon multiple measwaf student learning
and school success.

o States should have the flexibility to design systéinat produce results,
including deciding in which grades to administenaal statewide tests.

o States should have the flexibility to utilize grémvhodels and other measures
of progress that assess student achievement owerdnd recognize
improvement on all points of the achievement scale.

o Growth model results should be used as a guideMee instructional
practices and curriculum, to provide individualistsice to students, and to
provide appropriate professional development tohtees and other educators.
They should not be used to penalize schools oh&ac

0 Assessment systems must be appropriate, validiediathle for all groups of
students, including students with disabilities &mdjlish Language Learners,
and provide for common-sense flexibility for assegshese student
subgroups.



o States, school districts, and schools should dgtimgolve teachers and other
educators in the planning, development, implemantaand refinement of
standards, curriculum, assessments, accountallityjmprovement plans.

o0 Accountability systems and the ensuing use ofélsalts must respect the
rights of school employees under federal, statgaal law, and collective
bargaining agreements.

0 Accountability systems should provide support asglstance, including
financial support for improvement and technicalsiasce to those schools
needing help, with targeted assistance to thossotsland districts most in
need of improvement.

0 Assessment and accountability systems should Iselglaligned with high
standards and classroom curricula, provide timata do help improve
student learning, and be comprehensive and flesiblégat they do not result
in narrowing of the curricula.

o A federal grant program should be created to asskstols in ensuring all
students access to a comprehensive curriculum.

0 A comprehensive accountability system must appabglsi apply to high
schools without increasing dropout rates.

o Standards and assessments must incorporate thre néatuork and civic life
in the 2% century: high level thinking, learning, and globaderstanding
skills, and sophisticated information, communicatiand technology literacy
competencies.

0 Schools that fail to close achievement gaps aftegiving additional financial
resources, technical assistance, and other sugtantsgd be subject to
supportiveinterventions.

o If certain elements of the current AYP system aantained, specific flaws
must be corrected. These corrections include: dhogimore than one year to
implement improvement plans before subjecting skshoodistricts to
additional sanctions; designating schools or ditstras “in need of
improvement” only when the same subgroup of stugifaills to make AYP in
the same subject for at least two consecutive y&mgeting school choice
and supplemental educational services (SES) tegheific subgroups that
fail to make AYP; providing SES prior to providisghool choice; and
ensuring that SES providers serve all eligible stiisl and utilize only highly
gualified teachers.

» Smaller Class Sizes To Improve Student Achievement
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pags-23]

o Restore the Class Size Reduction program thateskgtior to NCLB to
provide an optimum class size of 15 students.



0 Schools should receive federal support—through do#tt grants and tax
subsidies—for school modernization to accommodatalsr classes.

» Quality Educators in Every Classroom and School
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, padg3s-26]

o Provide states and school districts with the ressgiand technical assistance
to create an effective program of professional tigaraent and professional
accountability for all employees.

0 Revise the ESEA Title Il Teacher Quality State Gamogram to ensure
alignment of federally funded teacher professial®alelopment with the
National Staff Development Council (NSDC) standards

o Provide federally funded salary enhancements frtters who achieve
National Board Certification, with a smaller salamgentive for teachers who
complete this rigorous process and receive a sbatalo not achieve
certification.

o Create a grant program that provides additionalpmsation for teachers
with specific knowledge and skills who take on meles to assist their
colleagues.

0 Expand opportunities for education support protessls to broaden and
enhance their skills and knowledge, including conga¢ion for taking
additional courses or doing course work for advdramEgrees.

o Provide federal grants that encourage districtssahgols to assist new
teachers by pairing them with an experienced mestarher in a shared
classroom.

o Provide financial incentives—both direct federdbsidies and tax credits—
for retention, relocation, and housing for teactaerd support professionals
who work in schools identified as “in need of impeanent” or high-poverty
schools, and stay in such schools for at leasty@aes.

o Provide hard-to-staff schools with an adequate rerrobwell trained
administrators and support professionals, inclugiagaeducators, counselors,
social workers, school nurses, psychologists, &rital support.

o Provide paraeducators who are involuntarily tramstéto a Title | school and
who have not met thieighly qualifiedstandard with adequate time to meet the
requirement.

o Grant reciprocity for paraeducators who meetttiglly qualifiedstandard
when they move to another state or district, witfecent qualifications.

o0 Revise the definition dighly qualifiedteachers to recognize state
licensure/certification, eliminate nonessentialuiegments that create
unnecessary obstacles, and eliminate loopholéwisdope of coverage.



o Provide teachers who may not meetliighly qualifiedstandard by the
current deadlines, due to significant implementapooblems, with assistance
and additional time to meet the requirement.

» Students and Schools Supported By Active and Engagi®arents, Families,
and Communities
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 26—-27]

o Provide programs that encourage school-parent caspgEigned by parents,
that provide a clearly defined list of parental esfations and opportunities.

o Provide programs and resources to assist in makihgols the hub of the
community.

o Expand funding for the Parent Information and ReseCenters (PIRC)
program in ESEA.

o0 Include as a requirement for professional develogmeograms funded
through ESEA, training in the skills and knowledwg=ded for effective
parental and family communication and engagemeatesfies.

o Provide incentives or require employers to proydesnts a reasonable
amount of leave to participate in their childres¢hool activities.

» Resources to Ensure a Great Public School for Ever@hild
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 27-29]

o Fully fund ESEA programs at their authorized levels

o Enforce Sec. 9527(a) of NCLB, which prevents thldefal government from
requiring states and school districts to spend then funds—beyond what
they receive from the federal government—to implettiederal mandates.

0 Protect essential ESEA programs by:

* Providing a separate ESEA funding stream for schroptovement
programs to assist districts and schools

* Providing adequate funding to develop and impraseasments that
measure higher order thinking skills

= Establishing a trigger whereby any consequencasgachools falling
short of the new accountability system are implee@ionly when Title |
is funded at its authorized level

» Providing a separate ESEA funding stream for supetdal education
services and school choice, if these mandates nemé#ne law

* Providing adequate funding to develop and imprqy&@priate
assessments for students with disabilities andifimgbnguage Learner
students

»= Providing technical assistance to schools to Hemtuse money more
effectively



= Providing adequate funding to assist state and &xhacation agencies in
administering assessments, and collecting andoirgiing data in a timely
manner so it can be useful to educators

o Important children’s and education programs outsideSEA, including
child nutrition, Head Start, IDEA, children’s hdglchild care, and related
programs, must be adequately funded.



NEA'’s Positive Agenda for the ESEA Reauthorization

PART ONE: Great Public Schools Criteria

All children have a basic right to a great pubtib@ol. Our vision of what great public
schools need and should provide acknowledgeshbaworld is changing and public
education is changing too. Fulfilling these Grealble Schools (GPS) criteria require not
only the continued commitment of all educators,thetconcerted efforts of
policymakers at all levels of government. We beadighvese criteria will:

= Prepare all students for the future witf'2&ntury skills
= Create enthusiasm for learning and engaging alkesits in the classroom
= Close achievement gaps and increase achievemedit &tudents

= Ensure that all educators have the resources atxltteey need to get the job
done

These criteria form a basis for NEA'’s prioritiesafiering Congress a framework for the
2007 reauthorization of the Elementary and SecgnBducation Act. The

reauthorization process must involve all stakehsldespecially educators. Genuine
involvement taps a breadth of knowledge, insigltsl experiences that form the basis of
sound educational programs and fosters commitnmehsaccess.

v" Quality programs and services that meet the fulhge of all children's needs so
that they come to school every day ready and abliearn.

v High expectations and standards with a rigorous aadmprehensive curriculum
for all students.

<

Quality conditions for teaching and lifelong learng.

<

A qualified, caring, diverse, and stable workforce.

<

Shared responsibility for appropriate school accdability by stakeholders at al
levels.

<\

Parental, family, and community involvement and eagement.
v' Adequate, equitable, and sustainable funding.

The Details of the Great Public Schools Criteria

v" Quality programs and services that meet the fulhge of all children's needs so
that they come to school every day ready and abliearn.

Children need a broad array of programs so theyeady to learn every day they
are in school. Students must have access to pnsgsach as public school pre-K



and kindergarten; afterschool enrichment and itaion; nutrition, including
school breakfast and lunch; school-based healtharad related services;
counseling and mentoring for students and famibage and efficient
transportation; and safe and drug-free schools.

Brief descriptions of each area follow:

Preschool

Numerous studies have shown that high quality eamhg experiences, both
classroom practices and teacher-child relationgripance children’s abilities to
take advantage of the learning opportunities irosth

A recent study by the National Academy of Scien&ses that much of the human
brain develops in the first five years of life amdtimulating environment during
this stage changes the very physiology of the btdigh quality early care leads to
the development of more advanced learning skillamguage and math, as well as
social skills.

NEA supports polices and resources for qualityurtary, universal preschool
and pre-K programs that provide a safe environmeml| prepared teachers,
small class size, interactive relationships amaraghers and children, emphasis
in both social and learning skills, and that invelparents.

Kindergarten

Kindergarten is a year of transition from home aady childhood education
programs to formal school programs. At least a-taif of kindergarten is a near-
universal experience for American children, witlarg 98 percent of youngsters
attending. Some children have access to full-dal§;day, and alternate-day
programs while others have access to only oneasitioptions. Recent research
has shown that children who attend full-day kindeten are better prepared to
succeed in the first grade and beyond.

NEA supports policies and resources that providg lgjuality full-day
kindergarten programs for all children.

Afterschool

Afterschool hours are the peak time for juveniienerand risky behaviors such as
alcohol and drug use. Most experts agree thatsafteol programs offer a healthy
and positive alternative. These programs keepdadks, improve academic
achievement and help relieve the stresses on teeaayking families. They can
serve as important youth violence prevention atehwention strategies. Yet,
every day, at least eight million children and yoate left alone and unsupervised
once the school bell ringg the end of the school day.

NEA supports policies and resources to ensuretalitieen and youth access to
high quality afterschool programs that both provaleafe environment and help
improve student learning.

Nutrition

While the National School Lunch program providegitianally balanced, low-
cost, or free lunches to more than 28 million algtdeach school day, too many
schoolchildren still lack access to a hot breakbasither adequate nutrition.



Malnourished children have impaired concentratiod greater challenges in
learning. In addition, improving the nutritionalality of school lunches and other
meals can promote healthy eating habits in children

NEA supports expanding child nutrition programs amthancing their nutritional
guality to ensure that all children have acceskéalthy, nutritious meals at
school.

Health Needs

In response to a need for student health senacesmber of communities have
established school-based health centers (SBHCs)ndne than 1,000 SBHCs
nationwide are popular as providers of affordabtevenient, confidential, and
comprehensive services at the school. These pregoasrcome barriers that
discourage adolescents from utilizing health sewisuch as lack of
confidentiality, inconvenient appointment timesplpibitive costs, and general
apprehension about discussing personal healthgr@)lUnfortunately too many
children, especially children from low-income fai@d, lack access to such
services.

NEA supports policies and resources that enablenconities to expand the
number and the quality of school-based health ¢erge that all children have
access to medical care, counseling, health educatind preventive services
provided in a familiar and “teen-friendly” settingn or near school grounds. Such
services should be provided by health professiowails are experienced and
trained to work with adolescents.

Counseling

Counseling programs staffed by professional schoohselors, school
psychologists, and school social workers lalstudents in the areas of student
learning, personal/social development and careezldpment, ensuring that
students become productive, well-adjusted aduffecive counseling programs
are important to the school climate and in imprgwtudent achievement. Too
often, however, these professionals have unreakonabeloads, but counselors
are expected to attend to the individual needsuafesits. In addition, many
counselors are serving as testing coordinatorgrting their time away from
meeting students’ needs. The American School Céandesociation
recommends a counselor-to-student ratio of 1:2%National Association of
School Psychologists recommends a school psyclsttmistudent ratio of
1:1,000; and the School Social Work AssociatioAferica recommends a social
worker-to-student ratio of 1:400 for an effectivegram.

NEA supports policies and resources to states ahdd districts enabling them
to achieve this important goal.

Mentoring Programs

Mentoring program$or students are an important resource for studamdstheir
parents or guardians. Parents are the most impantéuence on their children’s
lives. But parents often need help. Mentoring affearents the support of a caring
one-to-one relationship that fosters their chiltkslthy growth.
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Mentoring programs have been shown to contributeetter attitudes toward
school, better school attendance, and a betteccehafrgoing on to higher
education. They also show promise in preventingsuize abuse and appear to
reduce other negative youth behaviors.

NEA supports policies and resources to expand @ogt such as the mentoring
program in Title IV of ESEA to provide mentoringvsees to all students who
would benefit.

Transportation

Every school day, millions of parents and theitdran rely on the “yellow”
school bus to provide safe and dependable trarasgfmrtto and from school and
school-related activities. In fact, according te tational Safety Council, school
buses are the safest form of ground transportatéh+imes safer than the family
car.

Most states, except for the transportation of sitslwith special needs, have no
mandate to provide students with transportatioor ttom school. Even in states
where transportation of students to and from sclsoaquired by law, distances
set forth in the law fail to take account of hazarsl pedestrian crossings, and
funding shortfalls create problems in maintainingaaequate school
transportation program.

As a result of budget constraints, many schoolsee&ing alternative
transportation services for students. NEA agreds the National Association of
State Directors of Pupil Transportation Serviced the safest way to transport
children to and from school and school-relatedvés is in a school bus.

NEA supports policies and resources that ensurstatlents have access to
needed transportation in safe and modern schoatfusnd that all buses be
provided with radios to ensure communication betwarvers, schools, and other
authorities in case of emergencies.

School Climate

A positive school climate encourages positive barawvith rewards for meeting
expectations and clear consequences for violatilggr Research shows that
schools with a positive and welcoming school clienatrease the likelihood that
students succeed academically, while protectingitfiem engaging in high risk
behaviors like substance abuse, sexual activdres violence.

Most students and teachers report feeling safleeim $chools, yet a 2002 study of
school safety revealed that about one-fourth wawnlnid a specific place at school
out of fear that someone might hurt or bully thelhore than one-quarter (27%)
of teachers in middle and high schools reportetittteabehavior of some students
kept them from instructional activities during siggant amounts of the school
day.

NEA supports policies and resources, including sai@ drug-free schools
programs, to assist all schools in creating andmteaining safe and disciplined
school sites.
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v" High expectations and standards with a rigorous aodmprehensive curriculum
for all students.

NEA supports policies and resources to ensuretatlents access to a rigorous,
comprehensive education. A rigorous curriculumgefined by NEA, means that
critical thinking, problem solving, and high lexe@mmunication and literacy skills
are included, as well as deep understandings ofecrRigor includes life skills
and dispositions that support lifelong learning;lsas persistence and
thoroughness. Rigor does not mean simply a centaimber of courses, more
difficult courses, more time in class, or more f@sparation.

NEA is not alone in calling for a broader definitiof rigor. The Partnership for
21% Century Skills, a broad-based coalition of edwsatirganizations and major
businesses states: “Rigor must refl@tthe results that matter for all high school
graduates today. Today’'s graduates need to beattitiinkers, problem solvers and
effective communicators, who are proficient in botine subjects and new, 21st
century content and skills.”

A comprehensiveurriculum includes social skills, arts, healthygical education,
a range of content understandings, and opportsriti@ractice and develop
creative and divergent thinking.

The curriculum must be aligned with standards asseasments, and should
include more than what can be assessed on a pagkepancil multiple choice test.

NEA continues to advocate the use of a varietyseEasments aligned to the
standards and appropriate to the purposes for vihehare used. Assessment
systems should include classroom assessments dhplentneasures rather than a
single standardized test. Increasingly, both edocal researchers and the
corporate world are concerned that teaching, fatosewhat is most conveniently
tested, limits our students’ ability to succeeddhool and life, and threatens our
nation’s competitiveness globally.

Students held to high expectations need accesstimctional systems, strategies,
and programs that enable them to be successfaldiear Teachers need flexibility
in programs and a range of materials and toolsppart their work in recognizing
and addressing the diversity of students, and ablerthem to reach all students.

v Quality conditions for teaching and lifelong learng.

Quiality conditions of teaching and learning inclsthealler class sizes; optimal-
sized learning communities so that students cagivedéndividualized attention;
safe, healthy, modern, and orderly schools; upatie-textbooks, technology, media
centers, and materials; policies that encouragalmmiation among staff, with
increased planning time and shared decisionmaking the providing of data in a
timely manner, with staff training in the use ofaléor decisionmaking about
student instructional plans, educational prograansd, resource allocations.

Class size has a direct impact on student achievierfiee preponderance of
research evidence indicates that achievement iseseas class size is reduced.
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Smaller classes allow more time for teaching andenmadividualized attention for
students. Studies have shown that smaller clasgpstides lasting benefits,
especially for minority and low-income studentsg &or students with exceptional
needsStudents in smaller classes in the early grades (such as K-3) continue to
reap academic benefits through middle and high school.

NEA supports policies and resources to achieve xaman class size of 15 students
in regular programs, and a proportionately lowermber in programs for students
with exceptional needs, including children withadigities and English Language
Learners.

A qualified, caring, diverse, and stable workforce.

NEA believes all newly hired teachers must haveived strong preparation in
both content and how to teach that content to cérid

A qualified, caring, diverse, and stable workforc®ur schools requires a pool of
well prepared, highly skilled candidates for altaacies, and high quality
opportunities for continual improvement and grovahall employees.

The federal government should fund programs thatige financial incentives for
qualified individuals to enter the teaching professand for collaboratives
between school districts, teacher unions and utgtits of higher education for the
development of programs that would facilitate theruitment and retention of a
gualified diverse group of teacher candidates.

All newly hired teachers should receive qualityuation and mentoring services
from trained veteran teachers, to ensure a sucakegperience in the first years
and decrease the turnover of new teachers.

Veteran classroom teachers must be intimately vagin every phase of the
training and preparation of teacher candidate$igh quality professional
development program, designed by school-basedifipaetrs and supported by
higher education faculty, should be a right otadichers and other educators,
including paraeducators, pupil support personma,administrators. High quality
and effective professional development should felibe guidelines and standards
of the National Staff Development Council.

Additionally, there should be effective processeplace to identify and train
teachers as leaders, so they can lead school it efforts, create
collaborative teacher communities, and build momentor change among their
colleagues.

Peer assistance should be available to help stnggiachers improve professional
practice, retain promising teachers, and buildgesibnal knowledge to improve
student success.

To attract, retain, and support the highest qualégchers, paraeducators, and
other school employees, schools must have a heatthiyonment, supportive
climate, and working conditions that support sss;eand provide professional
compensation and benefits.
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Too many teachers leave the profession becausaoofyprking conditions. All
educators—teachers, paraeducators, and others—ddmaweg appropriate
workloads/caseloads that enable them to providenthieidual attention their
students’ diverse needs require. Additionally, pangs should promote teacher
collaboration and empowerment, and foster effeqtiwecipal leadership.

Shared responsibility for appropriate school accdability by stakeholders at all
levels.

States and schools are accountable in how theyatdwhildren Flawed
accountability systems are destructive. Sounddadmxountability systems must
be effective and fair; ensure high levels of studehievement, excellent teacher
practices and continual improvement; be based dtipleumeasures of success;
use multiple assessment tools and sources of Gt growth over time; and be
appropriate, valid, and reliable for all groupsstifdents, including students with
disabilities and English Language Learners.

Accountability results should be used to identdliqees and programs that
successfully improve student learning; surface diagnose problem areas; and,
provide positive supports, including resourcesifoprovement and technical
assistance to schoofeeding help

Teachers, other educators, and parents shouldameaetive role in the
development, implementation, and evaluation of antability systems at all
levels. Policymaking should incorporate existinggasses, including collective
bargaining. Improvements in instruction and quatéy be better accomplished
through bargaining and other forms of collectiviefjalecisionmaking.

We support financial accountability to the publiorh schools, districts, states, and
the federal government, as well as accountabitiynf policymakers to provide the
resources needed for positive results.

Finally, we propose a transparent accountabilitgteyn for policymakers so that
policies are determined and communicated in a @bast and timely manner.

Too often, especially at the federal level, how ey decisions affecting states
and school districts are made is unclear. Crificdicy decisions are often not made
in a timely manner, and once decided are not alwagde public or readily
available.

Parental, family, and community involvement and eagement.

NEA supports policies to assist and encourage garéamilies, and communities
to be actively involved and engaged in their pubtibools.

Research demonstrates that family education progheeip to enhance the
likelihood of parental involvement. For examplepgmams that illustrate to parents
their role in helping their children learn to remtourage early and sustained
literacy. In addition, for parents who are unfaarilwith the educational system
the United States, parental education helps torexghtheir understanding of what
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is expected of them and their children in our pubthools, how to access
assistance, and how to become engaged in theiirehis schools.

Using schools as a community hub brings togethblipand private organizations
to offer a range of services, assistance, and typbes that strengthen and
support schools, communities, families, and stusdetttefore, during, and after
school.

We support policies and resources to expand andowe@such community schools.

Positive relationships between families, commusjtand schools are of central
importance to students’ success. Educators neeartoities to build the skills
needed to cultivate these relationships.

NEA supports policies encouraging the buildinglolisand knowledge needed for
effective parental and community communication emghagement strategies in
professional development programs for all educators

Time and availability are two obvious challengep&oental involvement.
Employers should receive incentives or be requimggolicymakers to allow
parents to take a reasonable amount of leave ttigpate in their children’s
school activities.

In addition, many parents have strong needs faleleship, communication, and
decisionmaking skills. Employer and community-baseghnizations often have
skill-building resources that can be tapped to bedgh such skills to employees.
Employers would see that engaged and knowledgealpémts are an asset to public
education and be reminded that quality public etlocas an asset to business.

Adequate, equitable, and sustainable funding.

Schools must have the necessary resources to fulféir broad and growing
responsibilities in a changing and increasingly cqhex society

Schools are held accountable for helping studemseet federal and state
standards, while also fulfilling myriad other reguments and expectations placed
on them by policymakers. To ensure that the necgsssources are available
when and where needed, school funding systemspnoside adequate, equitable
and sustainable funding.

Adequate funding, at the very minimum, is the leMalesources needed to ensure
that all students have a realistic opportunity eehfederal and state performance
standards, taking into account the varied needsffefrent types of students.
“Adequacy” requires a determination of the appragriamount of resources needed
to meetall students’ needs to obtain a quality education.

NEA supports fully funding ESEA programs at theitharized levels, to ensure
that states and schools have adequate fundinghéoptograms and services
needed to help close achievement gaps and imptogerg learning for all

While less than 10 percent of overall funding fefLK public education comes from
the federal government, ESEA funding for urbanakuand other school districts
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with concentrated poverty and hard-to-staff schtwds rely heavily on these
supplemental federal funds, is especially crucial.

School funding that is merely adequate in the agggeeis insufficient. School
funding formulas must also be equitable for botldenhts and taxpayers. For
students, equitable funding means that the quafitiieir education is not
dependent on the wealth of the school district wlzechild lives and attends
school. For taxpayers, equity in school fundingngethat the tax effort across all
districts should be equal to produce the same lgivieinding. ESEA's Title |
program has built into its funding formulas inceas for states to increase their
education funding effort and steer funds to wheey tare needed the most.
Adequacy and equity can be accomplished with aafditiincentives to states and
districts to reduce financial disparities.

To function efficiently, while also meeting the reased demands being placed on
them, schools need funding streams that are saablesustainable. Year-to-year
fluctuations in available resources and last-minuteertainties hamper school
districts’ efforts to plan, to hire, and to rethighly qualified and experienced
educators, to keep class sizes small, and to pratiter essential resources,
ranging from curriculum materials to transportation

Making taxes fair and eliminating inefficient angkffective business subsidies are
essential prerequisites to achieving adequacy,tggand stability in school
funding.

More than 90 percent of funding for public schamsnes from state and local
governments. Ultimately the most important questigegarding funding for
schools are decided at the state and local leVbEsbest way to maintain
America’s competitive edge in this global, knowledgased economy is to invest
in our ability to produce and manage knowledge t him@ans investing in
education. Economic models show clearly that, détiadollar, investing in public
education increases the economy more than equalrdmof tax cuts and
subsidies. To date, however, too many lawmakedgalicymakers believe that
tax cuts and development subsidies are the bestowstgp-up the economy. Thus
we see state tax structures that are increasieghgssive and that produce
structural deficits. Similarly, state economic depenent policies too often
emphasize inefficient and ineffective corporatessties. Together, these
undermine state and local capacity to invest adetuen public education. Should
these trends continue, America’s competitive edgée global, knowledge-based
economy will continue to erode.
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PART TWO: NEA's Priorities for ESEA Reauthorization

A Great Public School Is a Basic Right of Every Chd

NEA'’s priorities for the 2007 reauthorization of E& focus on a broad range of policies,
as articulated in this report, to ensure everydcadcess to a great public school.

ESEA, originally passed on April 9, 1965, was a keynponent of the “War on Poverty”
launched by President Lyndon Johnson. Title | plesliresources to meet the needs of
educationally deprived children through compensagalucation programs for the poor.
President Johnson said it would help “five millicmldren of poor families overcome
their greatest barrier to progress: poverty.”

The original ESEA was authorized through 1970. Cesg has since rewritten—or
reauthorized—this landmark law eight times. The@old Left Behind Act (NCLB) of
2001 is the most recent version. Since the lamégption in 1965, NEA has strongly
supported ESEA and its programs: Title I; profesai@evelopment; afterschool; safe
and drug-free schools; bilingual education; aneisth

The 1994 ESEA reauthorization—called the Improvimgerica’s Schools Act (IASA)—
shifted the focus of Title | from providing finamtisupport to schools with high
concentrations of children in poverty, to standdrvdsed reform. (For a more detailed
history of ESEA see Appendix 1.)

The current version of ESEA—the No Child Left B&ot (NCLB)—is fundamentally
flawed. It undermines existing state and schodtlidtsstructures and authority, and
shifts public dollars to the private sector througiipplemental educational services and
takeovers of public schools by for-profit companies

However, its stated goals—to improve student aelmm@nt and help close the
achievement and skills gaps which exist in our tgurare important to NEA and our
society.NCLB represents a fundamental shift in ESEA thhatgy expanded the federal
role in education. The 1994 ESEA required allestdb develop content and performance
standards in reading and math and to measure tigegss of student achievement in

Title 1 schools through adequate yearly progrepsnts. NCLB, however, expanded the
law’s requirements tall schools, regardless of whether they received &diends, and
thus affects every public school in America.

It dictates to states how they measure studenéeaeiment and the timelines they must
use; establishes the requirement that 100 peréatitsiudents be proficient in reading
and math by the 2013-14 school year; mandatesrtedasequences or sanctions for
failure to meet AYP; and for the first time, reqgsrthat both teachers and paraeducators
meet a federally defined standarchafhly qualified Under Title | alone, it establishes
588 federal requirements for states and schools.

The law'’s principal flaws revolve around its oneesfits-all system for measuring
student achievement and school system succesgsaigid definitions of highly
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gualified teachers and paraprofessionals. Furtherdaw is incomplete because it fails to
provide the additional tools and supports educandsstudents need to accomplish the
law’s stated goals of improving student achievenagt closing the achievement gaps.
To address the law’s stated goals, Congress mustibktantially improve the
measurement system for adequate yearly progressltice reliance on statewide paper
and pencil tests and to recognize growth and pssgoger time; and 2) provide states,
schools, and students with programs and resouscasojport their work in improving the
level and quality of all students’ skills and knedge.

We want to retain the positive provisions of ESEAstkbthose that existed prior to
NCLB and those that were added by NCLB—in the 2@@thorization. These positive
provisions include: targeting funds in both Titlarld other programs to schools with the
highest concentrations of students in povertynaneiased focus on closing achievement
gaps through disaggregated student achievementgitatas for school improvement;
strengthened rights of homeless children to aquelskc education; protection of school
employees’ rights during school improvement, cdivecaction, or restructuring;
strengthened parental involvement requirementstia If requirements for high quality
professional development for teachers; help forlsmmigh-poverty rural schools; and
programs for dropout prevention, math-science dtlutasafe and drug-free schools,
mentoring, school counseling, and school libratiggortunately, while written into the
law, virtually all of these programs are severeigerfunded.

Congress must shift from the current focus, thiaélsand punishes schools with a
flawed one-size-fits-all accountability system amderely underfunded mandates to one
that includes common-sense flexibility and suppediscators in implementing programs
that improve student learning, reward success, @odide meaningful assistance to
schools most in need of help.

The following five priorities are crucial to reaiiy the goals of improving student
achievement, closing the achievement gaps, anddangvevery child a quality teacher.

» Accountability That Rewards Success And Supports Hetators To Help
Students Learn

» Smaller Class Sizes To Improve Student Achievement
» Quality Educators In Every Classroom And School

» Students And Schools Supported By Active And EngagdeParents,
Families, And Communities

» Resources To Ensure A Great Public School For Everghild

A growing chorus of voices is calling for correctsoto this law. An alliance of 75
national organizations—including the NAACP, the I@ren’s Defense Fund, the
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American Association of School Administrators, tational Council of Churches, the
League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAChdathe Council for Exceptional
Children—representing education, civil rights, speeducation, various religions,
children, and citizens have joined together throtighForum on Educational
Accountability in proposing 14 specific changeshte law. Other education groups that
have issued policy proposals for amendments ttatliénclude the National School
Boards Association, the American Federation of hees; and the National Association
of Secondary School Principals.

The National Governors Association (NGA) in Mard08 issued its proposals for
change. The NGA statement notes that, “Maximumilbiésy in designing state
accountability systems, including testing, is catito preserve the amalgamation of
federal funding, local control of education, anatstresponsibility for system-wide
reform.”

The National Conference of State Legislatures ior&ary 2005 issued a report calling
on Congress to make substantial changes to theTlasvreport 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 ofluf& for diverse schools.”

Accountability That Rewards Success and Supports Edators To Help
Students Learn

The current Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) modefismdamentally flawed system
that fails to accurately measure student learning achool succesSchools are held
accountable based solely on a one-day snapshaotdést performance on a
standardized reading test and a standardized nesdh t

The law’'s AYP model uses overly narrow measurescamtiains unrealistic timelines for
school improvement. It results in improperly labglimany schools as low-performing
and imposing punishments on them. AYP holds albethaccountable based solely on
how many students reach a specific point on theeaement scale on one standardized
test in each of two subjects—reading and math.

It fails to account for a school’s results in impirg student achievement over time.
Instead of measuring each individual student’s gioever time, it compares, for
example, the snapshot of test scores for this ydéaw'rth-grade class to the snapshot of
test scores for last year’s fourth-grade classifardnt group of students with different
strengths and different weaknesses.

It fails to recognize that all children can leaont all children do not learn at the same
rate. It fails to include fair, valid, and reliabteeasures for students with special needs,
including students with disabilities and Englismbaage Learners. It fails to
differentiate between those schools that are stilyggling to close achievement gaps
and those that fall short on only one of 37 fedgmalandated criteria. Finally, it fails to
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include a comprehensive set of measures for sch@iity and student learning, focusing
only on one statewide standardized test in twoesub)j

Consequently, it overidentifies thousands of schasllow-performing. Several studies
project that well over 90 percent of public schoweils eventually fail to meet federal
standards and be subjected to severe sanctiorssoVéiidentification hampers efforts to
target limited resources to the neediest schoassardents. Further, the focus on
overidentification and accompanying sanctions dsvattention from assistance to states,
districts, and schools that need to develop syst@anprovement plans. Finally, NCLB’s
mandated sanctions are not research-based, divegyraway from classroom services,
and generally have not improved student achievement

NEA supports the following policies that would nteetGreat Public Schools criteria
for stakeholders at all levels to share appropriatecasttability and for high
expectations and standards with a rigorous and aetmgnsive curriculum for all
students:

School accountability should be a measurement bayqurst scores on statewide
assessments

Accountability systems should be based upon meltipéasures, including: local
assessments, teacher-designed classroom assessaliected over time, portfolios and
other measures of student learning, graduationédrogates, in-grade retention, percent
of students taking honors/advanced classes andngddaPlacement exams, and college
enrollment ratesStates should have the flexibility to design systémat produce results,
including deciding in which grades to administenaal statewide tests, rather than
being subject to a rigid federal one-size-fitssalstem.

An improved accountability system should allow esathe flexibility to utilize growth
models and other measures of progress that agadssislearning over time, and
recognize improvement on all points of the achieseinscale. Growth models should use
measurement results as a guide to revise instnattpractices and curriculum, to

provide individual assistance to students, anddwvige appropriate professional
development to teachers and other educators. Traydsnot be used to penalize
teachers or schools.

NEA is working with the Forum on Educational Acctainility and a panel of experts in
assessment to develop in greater detail model8esftere systems that utilize multiple
measures and growth models.

Assessment systems must be appropriate, valid ralable for all groups of students,
including students with disabilities and English Inguage Learners.

Appropriate systemgrovide for common-sense flexibility in asses#ivege student
subgroupsincluding more closely aligning ESEA assessmentiregqents with
students’ Individualized Education Programs (IElgjer IDEA, and eliminating
arbitrary federal limits on the number of studemte may be given assessments based
on alternate or modified achievement standardsEEarstudents, we propose
exempting from AYP their scores on reading and nhegls not given in their native
language for at least their first two years intheted States, while continuing to require
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that their progress in reaching English languagé@ency be measured through annual
assessments.

Policies should ensure that states, school distréagtd schools actively involve teachers
and other educators in the planning, developmemglementation, and refinement of
standards, curriculum, assessments, accountalifityjmprovement plans. Their
training and experience represent a valuable resdardesigning programs that work for
students. Accountability systems and the use oétiseiing results must also respect the
rights of school employees under federal, statggaal law, and collective bargaining
agreements.

Accountability systems should provide support arssiagtance, including financial
support for improvement and technical assistancesthools needing help, target
assistance to schools and districts most in needrgdrovement, and provide realistic
timelines for making improvements.

In addition, accountability systems must be seresiib the specific needs of rural and
urban schools.

Assessment and accountability systems should bsetyoaligned with high standards
and classroom curricula, provide timely data to glei teaching strategies and help
improve student learning, and be comprehensive dlledible so that they do not result
in narrowing of the curricula.

As a result of the growing emphasis on achieving?PAnd the need to reallocate
resources toward accomplishing that, many schatlickis have de-emphasized and even
eliminated courses in the liberal arts, humani@es] performing arts. We deplore this
tendency that limits a child. These subjects cré@eappropriate context to develop the
whole child. Redefining the art of teaching soraaty significantly reduces creativity
and critical thinking and diminishes a child’s eimglasm and motivation to explore and

to learn.

NEA advocates the creation of a federal grant paogito assist schools in ensuring all
students access to a comprehensive curriculumptftatides a broad range of subjects
and deep knowledge in each subjeBtudents in high-poverty schools must not be
limited to an instructional program that is narrgWidcused on basic skills, as is
happening too often under NCLB.

A comprehensive accountability system must appaitgdyi apply to high schools without
increasing dropout rates. High schools need programd resources for adolescent
literacy, dropout prevention, counseling, smalleaiining communities, and expansion of
AP and IB courses if they are to meet the diveessls of all of their students. In order
to measure high school graduation rates meaningfall states and school districts
should report such data on a disaggregated basisguthe definition proposed by the
National Governors Association and supported by yrgnoups, including NEA.

Standards and assessments must incorporate the reatd work and civic life in the
21 century: high-level thinking, learning, and globalnderstanding skills, as well as
sophisticated information, communication, and teablogy literacy competencies.

Corporate America is telling us that a total foonsthe most basic of skills is threatening
our education system and our economic viabilityaNagfully assessing 2Tentury
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skills will require tests that measure higher-orithenking and problem solving, utilizing
more than multiple choice questions. Too often weehmlding students to obsolete
standards that don’t reflect contemporary challsnge

If a school, after receiving additional financial ssistance, technical assistance and
other supports, fails to demonstrate that it is siog the achievement gaps, supportive
interventions need to occur.

The most successful learning strategies are grabodedvice and coaching. School
improvement teams, which include teachers and @tiecators from similar schools that
have been successful, can function as mentorsxardmes. These teams should
provide assistance based on the fact that profdand;term, and sustained improvement
of schools is the result of efforts that recograézgsential principles:

v Incentives are better than mandates in producirange.

v Increased student achievement should encompassth@orgust increased test
scores. It should also reflect deep and broad leayn

v' Teachers must play a central role in school refefforts because of their
firsthand knowledge of their students and how tkelools work.

v Rather than starting from scratch in reinventingpsals, it makes most sense to
graft thoughtful reforms onto what is healthy ie fhresent system.

NEA is proposing a new and improved system of adability. If certain elements of the
current AYP system are maintained, specific flawstrhe corrected\Necessary
corrections include: providing more than one yeantplement improvement plans
before subjecting schools or districts to additi@@nctions; designating schools or
districts as “in need of improvement” only when #@ne subgroup of students fails to
make AYP in the same subject for at least two couibee years; targeting school choice
and supplemental educational services (SES) tepbeific subgroups that fail to make
AYP; allowing schools to provide SES prior to privig school choice; and improving
the quality of supplemental education servicesyeng that SES providers serve all
eligible students and utilize only highly qualifiesghchers.

I. Smaller Class Sizes To Improve Student Achievement

Smaller class size is a key element to achievindgaieat Public Schools criterion of
guality conditions for teaching and lifelong leamgi

The classroom is the nexus of student learningcéass size has a direct impact on
student achievement. Smaller classes aitmve time for teaching and more
individualized attention for students. The prepoadee of research evidence indicates
that learning increases as class size is reduspdcilly in the early grades. Studies
have shown that smaller class size provides las@mgfits for students, especially for
minority and low-income students, and for studevith exceptional needs. Even in the
upper grades teachers can be more successfur@asiog student learning when they
can provide more individualized attention.
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NEA recommends an optimum class size of 15 stutterggular programs, especially in
the early grades, and a proportionately lower numhbeprograms for students with
exceptional needs including children with disal@ktand English Language Learners.

Fewer than 15 students is an optimal class sipecely in kindergarten (K) and grade
1. Researchers have documented benefits from siles®f 15-18 students in K and of
fewer than 20 students in grades 1-S8udents in smaller classes in the early grades
(such as K-3) continue to reap academic benefits through middle and high school,
especially if they are minority or low-income students.

NEA supports restoring the Class Size Reductiognara that existed prior to NCLB.

Closing the achievement gaps requires that teatiaaes more opportunities to work
with students who need greater assistance. ESE&ldspoovide a dedicated funding
stream to complete the job of hiring 100,000 higillified teachers to reduce class
size.

An innovative way to ensure that students receigeenmdividualized assistance is
pairing two teachers in the same classroom. Thagegy is discussed in more detail in
the next section.

We support a combination of federal programs—thloligth direct grants and tax
subsidies to states and school districts—for schomdernization to accommodate
smaller classes.

[I. Quality Educators In Every Classroom and School

A growing body of research confirms what schooldabgersonnel have known—that the
skills and knowledge of teachers and support psadesls are the greatest factor in how
well students learnThe credibility of each and every educator is daedaghen one of

us is unprofessional or unprepared.

Our proposals would help meet the Great Public $thoriteria of quality conditions
for teaching and lifelong learning; and a qualifiezhring, diverse, and stable workforce.

Our policies are focused on maximizing the knowkdikills, and abilities of school-
based personnel, creating the conditions to allducators to do their best work, and
making sure that the right people are in the riate to meet the needs of all students.
In addition to teachers, many other educators ahdd staff, including paraeducators,
administrators, counselors, school nurses, libnarend media specialists, bus drivers,
food service workers, school maintenance ssafturity personnel, and secretaries all
play an important role in improving student leaghbyy meeting the educational and
other needs of students.

Our specific proposals for increasing the knowledgd skills of teachers are focused on
professional development and on National Board iestion. Federal policy should be
directed toward providing states and school distrdth the resources and technical
assistance to create an effective program of psafeal development and professional
accountability for all employees. Effective prafiemal development should promote
continuing growth. It should create opportunitiesatquire new knowledge and apply the
best pedagogical practices consistent with theadshgoals.
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Specifically, we propose revision of the ESEA Title-Teacher Quality State Grant
program—~by refining the program criteria and ensgialignment of federally funded
teacher professional development with the Nati@taff Development Council (NSDC)
standards. We also propose federally funded salamgncements for teachers who
achieve National Board Certification, with a sma#lalary incentive for teachers who
complete this rigorous process and receive a sbatajo not achieve certification.

Our second set of proposals is focused on credtiagonditions in which teachers and
education support professionals can apply theinkiedge and skills most effectively to
help children learn.

We propose a grant program to states willing taoarege skills- and knowledge-based
staffing arrangements in schools. This program lshencourage collaboration between
the school administration and the local organizat&presenting teachers and other
educators, as well as increased collaboration arteaghers and between teachers and
other education staff, to promote innovation inwey teachers’ and support
professionals’ roles and responsibilities are afinThe development and
implementation of such programs must respect egjsiollective bargaining agreements.
Teachers with specific knowledge and skills shdagdcencouraged to assist their
colleagues to become better at what they do, analdeceive additional compensation
for taking on new roles

However, we remain opposed to pay systems thattjiink teacher compensation to
student test scores. Such merit pay systemsfagldognize that teaching is not an
individual, isolated profession. Rather, it is afpssion dependent on the entire network
of teaching professionals, where the foundatiorsfadent achievement is built over time
from each of the student’s educators. Furthertrpesi undermines the collegiality and
teamwork that create a high-performing learningitutson.

Education support professionals should be affoedenty opportunity to broaden and
enhance their skills and knowledge through traifprafessional development offerings,
mentoring, and programs designed to support thetinegsassist the classroom teacher.
They should be compensated for taking additionatses or doing course work for
advanced degrees to assist in the classroom aupfmrt student learning.

We propose federal grants that support innovatioaddressing teacher workload
issues, especially in struggling schools

These grants should allow districts and schookxmeriment with proposals such as
assisting new teachers by pairing them in a classwith an experienced teacher, and
compensating the experienced teacher to inductrerdor the new teacher. Co-
teaching—two qualified teachers in one classroomr-Emnefit students by effectively
reducing the class size per teacher allowing forenmadividual attention. Co-teaching
also allows increased mentoring opportunities éachers, can reduce the need for less
gualified substitute teachers, and can enhancafadiavolvement and communication.

Hard-to-staff schools should be provided with aacathte number of well trained
administrators and support professionals, inclugiagaeducators, counselors, social
workers, psychologists, and clerical support. Teegland support professionals in these
schools should have access to targeted professiemalopment focused on the specific
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needs of the school and community. These propesaiid reduce the costly and
disruptive turnover common in struggling schools.

Paraeducators who are involuntarily transferrea Tatle | school and who had not met
the highly qualified standard required under NCbHTitle | schools, should be given
adequate time to meet the requirement. The schsinicdl should be responsible for any
remuneration required for meeting the standard (aking an assessment or taking
continuing or higher education courses).

The third set of proposals focuses on distributibthe educator workforce—ways to
ensure that all schools, no matter how challengarg, staffed by high quality education
professionals.

We propose that teachers and support professiamasvork in schools identified as “in
need of improvement” or high-poverty schools, atay & such schools for at least five
years, be eligible for financial incentives—bothedt federal subsidies and tax credits—
for retention, relocation, and housing.

We also propose that the definition of “highly gtiel” teachers be revised to respect
state licensure and certification systems, andiakte nonessential requirements that
create unnecessary obstacles for talented ancegki#achers and loopholes in the scope
of coverage for some charter school teachers, adtiéve route teachers, and
supplemental education service provider instructors

Specifically, we propose that all fully licenseds@al education teachers be designated
as highly qualified; that broad-based social stidertification count as meeting the
highly qualified requirements for any social stgdiiscipline; and that additional
flexibility be provided for middle school teacheirs;luding accepting an academic minor
to demonstrate subject matter competence. We atgmgpe expanding the definition of
“rural schools” used in the current rural schowldline extension. Finally, we propose
that all teachers employed in programs authorizefdas funded through the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act, including those irrteinachools and supplemental
education service providers, be required to mees#me definition regarding
gualifications.

Due to numerous rules and guidance changes by.&eDé¢partment of Education
(DOE), as well as DOE’s recent notification to sostetes that their definitions were not
in compliance, some teachers will have an extren@iyed amount of time to meet the
new definitions imposed upon their state, or médlrsit know the exact rules they must
meet. In several states, teachers were told bystege that they met the highly qualified
rules but now, years after the fact in some cabedederal government is ruling their
states’ definitions out of compliance. As a resiglhs of thousands of teachers have
already been notified they were highly qualified amay suddenly finthemselves
classified as not highly qualified. DOE appearbeabteve that content knowledge trumps
all other forms of knowledge and skills (includidgcades of successful teaching).

Teachers who may not meet the highly qualifieddgteshby the end of the current
deadlines due to these significant implementatrablems should not be penalized, but
instead should be provided with assistance andtehdil time to meet the requirement.
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Additionally, we propose that paraeducators whotrtteehighly qualified standard be
granted reciprocity if they move to another statdistrict, where assessment scores or
qualifications are different. Paraeducators shbeldble to provide documentation that
they have met the requirements from a previous stadlistrict to the receiving state or
district. Documentation should be provided withihrhonths of their hiring.

V. Students and Schools Supported By Active and Engagé&thrents, Families,
and Communities

NEA supports inclusion of programs in ESEA thapltelenhance family and community
involvement.

Adult and family literacy programs encourage pa¢atmodel reading, which promotes
early and sustained literacy, and enable pareriis taore involved in their children’s
education, particularly with homework. Parentingssles can explain the significance of
adequate sleep, appropriate nutrition, and otleorfs, so that children come to school
ready to learn and can help parents understandrtieias partners in their children’s
education.

An engaged community is a supportive community. @mmity engagement programs
can expand the stakeholders in public educatianclade community organizations.
Parent leaders can bring greater awareness oflsgsksaes to review boards, panels,
oversight committees, and public officials.

Language barriers serve as an obstacle to schodiffpartnerships in growing numbers
of communities. Strategies that have worked wellude providing a bilingual teacher or
other translator for parent conferences and otae¥r involvement activities, and
multilingual school-to-home communications. In dutati, for parents who are unfamiliar
with the U.S. educational system, parent educdteps to enhance their understanding
of what is expected of them and their childreri@it public schools.

All schools should be encouraged to institute stpaocent compacts—signed by
parents—that provide a clearly defined list of paet expectations and opportunities for
involvement.

NEA supports policies and resources that assistheonities in making schools the hub
of the community.

Community schools bring together public and privatganizations to offer a range of
services, programs, and opportunities—before, duand afterschool—that strengthen
and support schools, communities, families, andesits. Community schools improve
the coordination, delivery, effectiveness, andcaédficy of services provided to children
and families. These schools and communities developrocal and mutually supportive
relationships. In addition to building strong coatiens between schools and families
and enhancing student learning, community schaalls to make schools and
communities safer and more supportive places; lagylse scarce public, private, and
community resources more efficiently.

As an essential component of a highly qualifiedkfarce, NEA supports including
training in the skills and knowledge needed foe@fte parental and family
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communication and engagement strategies as a rexapnt for professional
development programs funded through ESEA.

The case for the importance of parent and commemigagement in bolstering public
education is well documented. However, the reseldasle could be strengthened by
supporting more research designs that would erabier conclusions to be drawn about
the specific effects of different types of programs

Parent and community engagement can also be leddtgrmore effective
implementation of the parent and community engagemegjuirements in Title | of

ESEA. Technical assistance to schools and finanevedrds for exemplary involvement
or improvement in involvement would help broadea ¢tthnic, language, and racial
diversity of those involved in planning parent ilmement and would help ensure that the
full community is represented.

We also support expanded funding for the Paremirination and Resource Centers
(PIRC) program in ESEALhe PIRC program supports school-based and schnxalel
parental information and resource centers that ingitement effective parental
involvement policies, programs, and activities; @lep and strengthen partnerships
among parents, teachers, principals, administraamid other school personnel in
meeting the educational needs of children; andldpwend strengthen the relationship
between parents and their children’s school.

Time and availability are two obvious challengep&oental involvemenEmployers
should receive incentives or be required to proydesnts a reasonable amount of leave
to participate in their children’s school activise

V. Resources To Ensure a Great Public School For Ewy Child

When NCLB was enacted, Congress promised to prdiieleesources necessary to meet
the many mandates contained in the law, provideddmprovement funds to schools
that failed AYP, and provide increased resourcpsdally for Title | and Title I

Teacher Quality to help close achievement gaps;augooverall student achievement,
and ensure all students have a quality teacher B\zls never been funded at the
authorized levels. And, after an increase in fugdmthe first year (FY 2002), funding

for NCLB programs is on the decline, with mostesaand school districts facing
unfunded mandates, real cuts in resources, anddeodl funds to turn around low-
performing schools. Note the following illustratiohever-diminishing resources:

* In the 2005-06 school year, two-thirds of all sdbalistricts are receiving less
Title | money than they did the previous year.tha 2006-07 school year, an
additional 62 percent of school districts will hateir Title | funding cut—
most for the second consecutive year—because Cemgeduced overall Title |
funding.

* Up to 20 percent of school districts’ Title | moneyst be diverted from
classroom services to pay for transportation fost choice and supplemental
services. This mandatory set-aside compoundsrtpadt of continued
reductions in fundingThus, many districts are experiencing severe réahst
in Title | funds available for classroom servicesielp our neediest students

27



improve their learning, and even districts slat@dain increase in Title |
funding have less money available for classroomices after this set-aside.
Under the President’s proposed budget for FY 0%&tates will receive less
Title | money than they did in FY 06, with sometetaactually receiving less
money than they did three, four, or even five yeays.

NO money has ever been provided for the schoolorgment state grants
program. The only money available for school imgmment comes off the top
of states’ Title | allocations, taking funds frohetfew school districts that have
not yet had their Title | funding cut.

Funding for teacher quality state grants in FY O&ss than the level provided
three years ago. The President’s budget proposamtinue funding in FY 07
at this reduced level.

Overall, Title | funding proposed for FY 07 is omtyughly half of the
authorized level promised when NCLB was passedijrigalmost 4.6 million
low-income students denied Title | services.

To help meet all the Great Public Schools criteaad in particular adequate,
equitable, and sustainable funding, NEA supporsféfiowing:

Fully funding ESEA programs at their authorizedells\vso that states and
schools have adequate funding for programs, inefugrofessional
development for teachers and paraeducators, néededp close achievement
gaps.

Enforcing Sec. 9527(a) of NCLB, which preventsfimderal government from
requiring states and school districts to spend th&n funds—beyond what
they receive from the federal government—to impletiederal mandates.
NEA is joined in this position by school districtgveral states, the American
Association of School Administrators, and othetestnd local officials.

Protecting essential ESEA programs by:

o Providing a separate ESEA funding stream for schoptovement
programs to assist districts and schools

o Providing adequate funding to develop and impraszasments that
measure higher order thinking skills

o Establishing a trigger whereby any consequencasgachools
falling short of the new accountability system englemented only
when Title | is funded at its authorized level

o Providing a separate ESEA funding stream for supeigal education
services and school choice, if these mandates nemé#ne law

o Providing adequate funding to develop and imprqy@@priate
assessments for students with disabilities andigimglnguage
Learners

o Providing technical assistance to schools to Hemtuse funds more
effectively

Adequately funding important children’s and edumaprograms outside of
ESEA, including child nutrition, Head Start, IDE&hildren’s health, child care,
and related programs. Each of these programs naakesportant contribution
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to a child’s ability to learn. Further, reduceddeal funding for social services
programs erodes funding for education by pittingding for education against

health care and other needs at the state levetronoing the states’ ability to
adequately fund their public schools.
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The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965:
From the War on Poverty to No Child Left Behind

The largest source of federal support for K-12 atioa is the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA). Passed in 1965 as part oidoyn Johnson’s War on Poverty, ESEA has
provided federal funding to the neediest studentkssezhools for over 40 years. It has been
reauthorized eight times—usually every five orygars—since 1965. In announcing his plan to
construct a “Great Society,” President JohnsordfdPoverty must not be a bar to learning, and
learning must offer an escape from povertyBolstered by the passage of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, elections yielding an increase in the neind§ Congressmen from northern, more urban
areas, and his own landslide election victory, 3ohrmquickly won passage of ESEA.
Representative John Brademas summarized the caigraksentiment behind Johnson’s
legislation, stating, “Many of us in Congress anthe presidents of both parties perceived that
there were indeed genuine needs—in housing, headtheducation—to which state and city
governments were simply not responding. It was itmttention by state and local political
leaders, therefore, that prompted us at the fediral to say, ‘We're going to do something
about these problems.’ And we did.”

ESEA created for the first time a partnership amieagral, state, and local governments
to address part of the larger national agenda mfrgoting poverty and its damaging effects by
targeting federal aid to poor students and schdolalso was based on a “grand” compromise
concerning federal aid to private and parochiabst$h To avoid directly sending public dollars
to parochial schools, ESEA instead directed pualwool districts to use a portion of their Title |
funds to provide services to low-income studentsléad in private schools. This provision—
known as equitable participation—has stood for eMeyears.

Since then, ESEA has evolved in three major phaesm 1965 to 1980, the
reauthorizations of ESEA focused on whether Ti{jeroviding the bulk of ESEA funds for
targeted help to poor students and high-povertgash was to be considered truly targeted
funding or whether it was cleverly disguised asagahaid to education (today over 90 percent
of school districts receive Title | funding). Thoeriod was also marked by evolving lists of

! Public Papers of the Presidents of the United Stdt&s,Government Printing Office 1985/ndon B. Johnson,
Book | (1963-1964): 704-707.

2 John Brademag,he Politics of Education: Conflict and Consensus api®! Hill, Norman: University of
Oklahoma Press (1987), p. 77.



“allowagle uses” of Title | funds, from equipmentgrofessional development to health
services.

The second phase of ESEA—from about 1980 to 1990rsesignificant increases
(when adjusted for inflation) in funding for the Aand President Reagan block-granted and
consolidated several ESEA programs. Also durimgtime,A Nation at Risk-a Reagan
Administration commission report—was released atdpulted education onto the national
political scene as an important issue to votettse report clearly linked the state of America’s
schools to the nation’s economic productivity.tie 1988 reauthorization of ESEA, the first
significant shift in the distribution of Title | dlars occurred, conditioning the states’ receipt of
the funds upon some accountability for improvedcoates. Congress allowed Title | funds to
be used for schoolwide programs (to support systémprovement in schools where 75 percent
of students were in poverty) as a way to resporntlegairgent call for more wide-sweeping
reform outlined iMNation at Risk.

Finally, from 1990 to the present, the educatiopatie has been dominated by the desire
of policymakers to see evidence that federal imaests in education programs yield tangible,
measurable results in terms of student achievearahsuccess. The two main examples of this
approach occurred in 1994 and in 2001, with thegge of President Clinton’s Goals 2000 and
the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA) and Rdent George W. Bush’s No Child Left
Behind Act (NCLB).

Not surprisingly, the Clinton reauthorization buifton the standards-based reform
initiatives of many governors, including many winolio89 attended President Bush'’s first-ever
education summit of the nation’s governors to disauational standards or goals. Goals 2000,
passed in 1993, required all states to developgestgihg standards for all students in reading
and math, as well as issue school report cardSAl¥ent a step further and required states to
develop and administer statewide assessmentsltwaihcome students at least once in
elementary school, once in middle school, and améégh school and to develop plans to
improve their educational outcomes. While thisggoimovement occurred, congressional
Republicans adopted a platform called the “Contnattt America,” which called for, among
other things, the abolition of the U.S. DepartmariEducation. By early 1999, however, only
36 states issued school report cards, 19 proviggidtance to low-performing schools, and 16
had the authority to close down persistently lowfgrening school$. Ironically, President
Clinton’s Assistant Secretary for Elementary andd®deary Education, Tom Payzant, remarked
later, “The underlying policy direction of NCLB t®nsistent with the 1994 reauthorization, but
there’s a level of prescriptions with respect tpliementation that [Democrats] would have been
soundly criticized for trying to accomplish, had dene so.”

In May of 1999, the Clinton Administration forwantlés ESEA reauthorization proposal
to Congress (a proposal that called for more fumpdiarticularly for class size reduction, school
modernization, and after school programs). A grougentrist Democrats, led by Senators Joe
Lieberman (D-CT) and Evan Bayh (D-IN) developedafiarnative proposal. At the same time,

3 Elizabeth DeBraypolitics, Ideology, and Education: Federal Policy Dugithe Clinton and Bush
Administrations,Teachers College Press (2006), p. 7.

* Ibid.

® Frederick Hess and Michael PetriNlp Child Left BehindPeter Lang Publishing (2006), p. 15.



conservative Republicans authored the “Straight plan, which would have block-granted
most federal education programs, shifting powermaondey to the state level. Due to these
fractures, ESEA was not reauthorized in 1999. mythe 2000 Presidential campaign,
Governor George W. Bush and Vice President Al Gath embraced continued emphasis on
standards-based reform, but it was Bush who gratiteetieberman/Bayh blueprint, attached a
large voucher proposal to it, and campaigned tavéeno child behind.”

In February of 2001, shortly after Bush assumet®ffSenator Diane Feinstein (D-CA)
sent a letter on behalf of several centrist Denmtac&enators to the President indicating their
support for the basic thrust of the Bush accoulitalproposal. Senator Ted Kennedy (D-MA),
knowing that Democrats were not united around amomESEA reauthorization plan, met
shortly thereafter with the White House to begigateating a compromise. Throughout the
spring of 2001, Senator Kennedy and Represent&arge Miller (D-CA) had ongoing
discussions with the White House in which the Adstmation agreed to abandon quietly the
fight for its voucher plan (helped tremendouslySbigepublicans voting with all Democrats on
the House Education and Workforce committee t&estvoucher provisions from the Committee
bill) in exchange for supplemental services andicantly more funding. By the summer,
however, negotiations had slowed tremendously dulee difficulty in crafting an Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) definition that did not ovdentify schools. White House advisor Sandy
Kress (a Texas Democrat who had helped Bush usler NCLB-like accountability system in
Texas) met with an NEA-led task force of severajomaducation groups to discuss the AYP
definition. Kress stated that the White Houserditlwish to identify as low-performing so
many schools that it would become impossible tgaghelp to the schools most in need.
Despite this expressed goal, the White House’sluavoent in actual negotiations began to
lessen.

In August, congressional staff had begun confereegmtiations on the House and
Senate bills. Following the Septembel"1drrorist attacks and the receipt in Senator Da&h
office of an anthrax-laced letter, most congressiduildings were locked down for intensive
cleaning. As a result, the “Big Four'—Senator J@tegg (R-NH), Senator Kennedy,
Representative John Boehner (R-OH), and RepresenMiller—began intensive, private
negotiations and drafting sessions. By the tineg ttoncluded, ESEA’s reauthorization, the “No
Child Left Behind Act,” was 1,100 pages long. Mearsof both parties literally had a few days
to review all of its contents before votes on tinalflegislation. In December 2001, the Senate
voted 87-10 to approve the legislation, and theddéaapproved it by a vote of 381-41.

The ESEA in Historical Context

Year Public Law
#

2002 107-110 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (Hatilaw 107-110) requires annual
testing in reading and math in grades 3-8 andaat lence in high school,
requires science standards and assessments asatheee grades, requires that
teachers and education support professionals ne@egnality requirements,
and sanctions schools that do not make adequatly yeagress.

1998 105-277 The 1999 Omnibus Appropriations Bitjuding the FY 99 Budget for the
Department of Education. The Reading Excellenceafct legislation

Title



Year

1997

1994

1994
1993

1993

1991

1990

1989

1988

1987

1984

1981

1981

Public Law
#

105-17

103-382

103-239
103-227

103-33

102-119
101-476

100-297

98-211

97-35

Title

authorizing the class size reduction initiative evalso included.

The Individuals with Disabilities Edtica Act (IDEA), to reauthorize and
make improvements to that Act, which is designeinjarove access to
education for those with disabilities.

Improving America’s Schools Act of 4982authorized the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act [ESEA]. Covers Title Ifeésand Drug-Free Schools,
Eisenhower Professional Development, bilingual aetion, impact aid, charter
schools, education technology and many other pragjralso reauthorized the
National Center for Education Statistics, amendedegal Education
Provisions Act [GEPA] and several other acts.

School-to-Work Opportunities Act 0949

GOALS 2000: Educate America Act, aistuded reauthorization of the
Office of Educational Research and Improvement [@ERPassed in 1993.

To authorize the conduct and developofeddAEP (National Assessment of
Educational Progress) assessments for fiscal ya&xt. 1

Individuals with Disabilities Educatidct Amendments of 1991 (IDEA)
Education of the Handicapped Act Ameards of 1990

President George Bush convened the first educationmit of the nation’s
governors. This summit led to the creation offttst-ever national goals for
education: every child would come to kindergafrerady to learn,” America
would have a 90% graduation rate, students wouktendive core subjects
before advancing past grades 4, 8, and 12; Amergtadents would lead the
world in math and science; all adults would bedite and prepared for the
workforce; and every school would be safe and dreg-

ESEA Reauthorized as the “"Hawkinst@thElementary and Secondary
School Improvement Amendments of 1988” —major cleanwgs allowing
Title | funds to be used for “schoolwide” programschools where at least
75% of the students were at or below the povextglle

Gallup poll reported that 87% of Americankdwed that the federal
government should require states and localitiesdet some minimum national
standards with respect to education.

Education emerged as a top issue iRrdmdential campaign; however, the
Administration’s political platform remained oppds® expanding federal
involvement in education. ESEA reauthorized wither technical changes.
(Education Amendments of 1984).

President Reagan’s Secretary of Educatiamrnte Bell, appointed the
commission that issued the widely-publicized rep@tNation at Risk.” The
report, which characterized America’s public sclsad mediocre at best,
called for increased salaries and professionalldpueent for teachers, tougher
standards and graduation requirements, and a rigom®us curriculum.

ESEA reauthorized as the Education Giolasion and Improvement Act —
block-granted several programs.



Year

1980

1978
1975
1974

1972

1967

1966

1965

1964

Public Law
#

96-88

95-561
94-142
93-380

92-318

90-247

89-750

89-10

89-329
88-352

Title
Department of Education Organization Atating the USED. NEA helped
author this legislation and promoted it as a tagaaization priority.
Education Amendments of 1978
Education for All Handicapped Child#est, the origin of today’s IDEA.

Education Amendments of 1974. Adds$-draily Education Rights and
Privacy Act (FERPA, also often called the Buckleméndment).

Education Amendments of 1972 (Title IRyohibits sex discrimination in
education.

Elementary and Secondary Education Aments of 1967. Title IV of this
act is known as the General Education Provisiond@EPA].

Elementary and Secondary Amendmerit8@8. Adult Education Act is Title
[l

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
Higher Education Act of 1965

Civil Rights Act of 1964. Title IV cers education.
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STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES
215' Century Skills and the Reauthorization of NCLB/ESEA

The Partnership believes that our organization’s framework for 21 century skills is
consistent with the metrics and accountability emphasized in the No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) Act. As congress considers reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), of which NCLB is the current version, we offer this
set of principles to provide guidance for strengthening the Act in terms of its
approach to accountability and integrating 21 century skills for today’s students.

The Case for 21 Century Education:

The Partnership for 21 Century Skills, representing both business and education,
believes success of US education in the 21st century depends upon student acquisition of
21 century skills because:

Education is changing. We can no longer claim that the US educational results
are unparalleled. Students around the world outperform American students on
assessments that measure 21 century skills. Today’s teachers need better tools to
address this growing problem.

Competition is changing internationally. Innovation and creativity no longer set
U.S. education apart. Innovators around the world rival Americans in breakthroughs
that fuel economic competitiveness.

The workplace, jobs and skill demands are changing. Today every student,
whether he/she plans to go directly into the workforce or on to a 4-year college or
trade school, requires 21 century skills to succeed. We need to ensure that all
students are qualified to succeed in work and life in this new global economy.

21% century skills are the skills students need to succeed in work, school and life.
They include:

e Core subjects (as defined by NCLB)

« 21% century content: global awareness; financial, economic, business
and entrepreneurial literacy; civic literacy; and health and wellness
awareness

 Learning and thinking skills: critical thinking and problem solving skills,
communications skills, creativity and innovation skills, collaboration
skills, contextual learning skills and information and media literacy
skills

« Information and communications technology (ICT) literacy

« Life skills: leadership, ethics, accountability, adaptability, personal
productivity, personal responsibility, people skills, self-direction, and
social responsibility



P21 Principles Regarding NCLB

These principles are intended to provide guidance for strengthening NCLB's
approach to accountability and integration of 21 century skills into classrooms.

Principle 1: Standards

Standards that reflect content mastery alone do not enable accountability and
measurement of 21 century skills. And without a comprehensive, valid system of
measurement, it is impossible to integrate these skills effectively into classroom
instruction or monitor whether students have mastered the skills necessary for success in
life and work today. The Partnership believes the Act should:

« Include language related to the integration of 21% century skills into state
standards of the three subjects already identified by the Act (math, reading,
science.)

« Incorporate “21°% century skills” as part of the definition/description of
“challenging academic content standards.”

e Funds should be provided to states for development of robust standards that
incorporate 21 century skills into core subjects, as well as 21° century
content areas not currently covered by federal testing.

« States should be supported in collaborating with other states to develop 21%
century standards.

« States should be supported if they choose to strengthen their standards to
improve their students’ abilities to compete in the global economy.

Principle 2: Assessment

An expanded approach to assessment, involving measurements that assess 21
century skills, is necessary to ensure accountability of schools in the 21 century.
Most K-12 assessments in widespread use today—whether they be of 21 century
skills and content or of traditional core subject areas—measure a student’s
knowledge of discrete facts, not a student’s ability to apply knowledge in complex
situations. Standardized achievement assessments alone do not generate evidence
of the skill sets that the business and education communities believe are necessary
to ensure success in the 21st century. The Partnership recommends the following
improvements to ESEA:

« The assessment and accountability system should be based on multiple
measures of students’ abilities that include 21° century skills. In addition to
statewide standardized assessments, such measures could include district
level assessments, local school and classroom formative assessments, and
other measures of student knowledge.

« Assessment of 21° century skills should be listed as an integral part of the
academic assessments in math, reading and science.

« Reporting requirements should be expanded to include information on
whether the student is achieving 21 century skills.



+ Funds should be made available for pilot projects and test beds for the use of
assessments that measure 21 century skill competencies in high school
students.

« Funds should be allocated for an international benchmarking project that
allows U.S. high school students to be compared to their international peers
in terms of competencies in 21% century skills.

Principle 3: Professional Development

Students cannot master 21 century skills unless their teachers are well trained and
supported in this type of instruction. The Act should support professional
development that prepares teachers and principals to integrate 21 century skills
into their classrooms and schools. Specifically, the Partnership recommends that:

« Funds should be allocated for professional development of 21 century skills
and establishment of 21st Century Skills Teaching Academies.

e Higher education institutions should be supported in identifying and
disseminating the best practices for teaching and assessing 21 century skills

* Higher education institutions should be encouraged to ensure that all pre-
service teachers graduate prepared to employ 21 century teaching and
assessment strategies in their classrooms.

Principle 4: Information and communications technology (ICT) literacy

ICT literacy is the ability to use technology to develop 21 century content,
knowledge and skills. Students must be able to use technology to help them learn
content and skills—so that they know how to learn, think critically, solve problems,
use information, communicate, innovate and collaborate. The Partnership
recommends that ESEA integrate ICT literacy in the following way:

« Maintain and fund the Enhancing Education Through Technology State Grant
program.

« Transition the 8™ grade technology literacy requirement into an ICT literacy
requirement, so that the focus is not on technology competency, but the
ability to use technology to perform critical thinking, problem solving,
collaboration, communication and innovation skills.

Principle 5: Content

Twenty-first century content areas like global awareness, financial literacy, civic
literacy and health awareness are critical to student success in communities and
workplaces, yet they typically are not emphasized in schools today. The Partnership
believes the Act should:

e Support the teaching of each of these content areas.
« For global awareness in particular, support the teaching of multiple
languages.



Principle 6: Research & Development

Targeted, sustained investment in research and development initiatives is required
to promote 21 century skills and craft teaching practices and assessment
approaches that more closely convey and measure what students need to excel in
the 21st century. Therefore the Partnership recommends:

e The Act should provide support for state research and development
initiatives, within the state university system and/or possibly others, that will
identify through scientifically-based research the best practices for teaching,
attaining and measuring 21 century skills.

Principle 7: 21" Century Skills Definition

The Partnership recognizes that the term “21°% century skills” is used in a variety of
contexts. Therefore we recommend:
« ESEA should contain a definition of “21% century skills” with a current
description of the P21 framework as described earlier in this document.

For more information, contact:
Valerie Greenhill

Partnership for 21" Century Skills
177 N Church Ave.

Suite 305

Tucson, AZ 85701

greenhill@itstrategies.com
(520) 623-2466
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Making Public Schools Great — An Initial Look at Ap  proved
and Rejected States’ Models in the U.S. Department of
Education’s “Growth Model Pilot Project”

In response to growing dissatisfaction from thdéestaand education groups, the U.S. Department of
Education (Department) announced a pilot progranNovember, 2005, to allow up to ten states to use
growth models to measure adequate yearly progie¥®J under the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act.
On May 17, 2006, the Department approved propdsaia two states— North Carolina and
Tennessee— to participate in the growth model pilofect for 2005-08. The two approved states are
among 20 that submitted proposals to participatéhmpilot in 2005-06 and 2006-07.

In general, growth models track individual studdmlst scores over time, comparing actual and exguect
rates of growth. In the context of NCLB, growthdels provide schools with the opportunity to make
AYP if the same students show achievement gainsimes even if these gains fall short of profiacgnn
any given year. All students—including those wlaasglemic progress is measured using a growth
model—must still be proficient by 2013-14.

What sets North Carolina and Tennessee apart flr@rother 18 state applicants? What did the other
states propose that left their applications wan®ing/hat can state department of educations expedt n
from the Department in its decision-making proaasgrowth models?

The Approved Models: North Carolina and Tennessee

North Carolina and Tennessee are the only statéhttve been approved to use their proposed growth
models to determine if schools and districts mad® An 2005-06. Table 1 shows the status of tha tot
number of proposals (= 20) states submitted to the Department.

! U.S. Department of Education. (May 17, 2006). Segr&pellings approves Tennessee and North Carolina growth

model pilots for 2005-06. Available onlinevaivw.ed.gov/print/news/
pressreleases/2006/05/051706a.html.




Table 1
Status of Growth Model Proposals from North Carolima, Tennessee, and Other States

Approved for 2005-06: NC and TN

Not approved for 2005-06. Sent to peer review paA&, AZ, AR, DE, FL and OR
Not approved for 2005-06. No peer review: CO,IN,SC and UT

Applied for 2006-07. No action by the DepartmeHt, MD, NH, NV, OH, PA and SD

Tennessee received full approval to implement aisleh while North Carolina’s approval was contingen
upon the state’s receiving the Department’s fipgdraval of its assessment system by July 1, whash h
now occurred. Both states proposed models thittdruexperience with longitudinal test data and a
well-honed state system for tracking test scom@sifgrade to grade and year to year.

For example, the peer reviewers noted that Nortiolida has a history of dealing competently with
large-scale data systems and statewide testingddition, it has been using growth modeling in its
accountability systems for nearly a decid®imilarly, the reviewers pointed to Tennesse&tohy of
using achievement data in school management athe: tstate’s capacity to operate data systems.

North Carolina’s Model: North Carolina will implement a modified form afgrowth component that
has been part of the state’s accountability sysiece 1996-97. It will determine if schools makgRA
by first applying NCLB's status model and safe loanprovisions, and then applying the growth model.
In broad terms, the growth target is the averagetir of each AYP subgroup in which at least 40 full
academic year students have been tested. Thelgtanget for proficient students is the same
expectation as is currently in the state’s accdilitya system. Growth targets for non-proficietidents
will be based on a trajectory that will place thasnperforming proficiently within four years of ering

a tested grade in a school distficNorth Carolina notes that an additional 40 scheguld have made
AYP using its proposed growth model.

Peer Reviewers’ Comments:Half the peer reviewetsecommended approval of North Carolina’s
growth model; half did not. Those who did not wespecially concerned with the state’s use of @yeera
growth in trajectories that will determine if subgps made AYP. They worried that the performarice o

2 U.S. Department of Education. (April 17-19, 2006yrowth model peer report: North Carolina. Availabiire at
www.ed.gov/searchResults.jhtml.

®  U.S. Department of Education. (April 17-19, 2006yowth model peer report: Tennessee. Available oaline
www.ed.gov/searchResults.jhtml.

*  North Carolina Department of Education. (March 2006)rth Carolina’s proposal to pilot the use of a gromtbdel

for AYP purposes (amended to reflect the U.S. Departmeftiotation letter dated March 10, 2006). Available online

atwww.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/growthmodel/nc/index.html.

®  The Peer Review Panel members are Eric Hanushek, Stanfivetsity (chair); Mitchell Chester, Assistant
Superintendent for Policy and Accountability, Ohio Departnaéftducation; David Francis, University of Houston;
Margaret Goertz, University of Pennsylvania; Kati Haycddie Education Trust; Sharon Lewis, Retired, Council of
Great City Schools; Robert Mendro, Dallas Independenv@dbistrict; Jeff Nellhaus, Deputy Commissioner,
Massachusetts Department of Education; Chris SchatschneilgdaFtate University; and William Taylor, Citizens
Commission on Civil Rights.



highly proficient students could mask the perforoeof non-proficient students. The subgroup could
make AYP, but contain students who might not rgadificiency by 2014. In addition, the proposal
called for resetting growth targets for student®wioved from one school district to another, which
some reviewers felt backpedaled from uniform grotatigets for all students across the state. These
concerns were considered serious.

Other concerns the reviewers raised: Studentsamhaclose to proficiency may meet the target in les
than four years; individual students’ growth woulat be reported to parents; and the rate at wihieh t
state matches students’ test records from yeagdo fpr students is low in some subgroups.

The reviewers cited the following as strengthshefNorth Carolina growth model:
1. Proficient students are included in the growth wlaltons.
2. State tests have a vertical scale so they funetelhacross grade levels.
3. Students attain proficiency in four years and ttengh targets are absolute rather than being
reset periodically.
4. Students and student subgroups are not excludetbduessing test data.
5. North Carolina has a history of analyzing longihaditest data.

Tennessee’s Model:Tennessee proposed a “projection model” — nailaeradded model — that
determines the percent of students, by subgrousain@ct area, who are projected to attain praficye
on the state assessment three years into the fufilme model relies on statistical methodology that
Tennessee has used since 2002 to consider allinfiasdual student’s prior scores on the state
assessment to estimate the student’s achievenvathialiea future point in time. The state’s londinal
data system tracks student progress across titmegkscand districts. In its growth model, Tennessee
expects fourth and fifth grade students to makelacated progress toward attaining proficiencyrsyt
are prepared for high school work. It expectshsigeventh, and eighth grade students to make
accelerated progress toward attaining proficientyhe state’s graduation standards. The projection
model gives schools credit for all students whopogected to be proficient within three years, thiee
they are currently proficient or non proficiéntTennessee estimated that an additional 47 sslib3l
percent) would have made AYP using this model.

Peer Reviewers’ Comments:Tennessee’s was the only proposal to receive thewers’ unanimous
approval, but they recommended acceptance for eaewith the condition that the state address two
concerns before renewal or extension. The firatem relates to the accuracy of the state’s growth
projections. Because the state has done growtkelingdoreviously, the reviewers felt it was impottta
for Tennessee to report on the accuracy of itseptmins, particularly by subgroup. The second eamc
is that the model may result in systematic ernolissi projections because it is based on a student
receiving an average school experience, somettuhglhstudents in the state do, in fact, receive.

The reviewers cited the following as strengths efifessee’s growth model:

1. The growth projections use all available test infation on all students (both proficient and non-
proficient) and updates these projections when testg are available.

The model reports on individual student’s perforoeand growth targets to schools and parents.
The state has a history of using achievement dadahiool management and has shown a capacity to
operate data systems.

2.
3.

®  Tennessee Department of Education. (Feb. 16, 2006)osicto the U.S. Department of Education. NCLB growth
model pilot program. Revised March 17, 2006. Availablénerét
www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/growthmodel/tn/index.html




Table 2 summarizes features of the North CarolimhBennessee models that the reviewers noted &s wel
as other features of interest that were not meatian the reviews. For example, neither model idetu

high schools, which will continue to be accountaidang the current AYP model. In fact, most of #te
states that submitted proposals did not includé bihools in their growth models. Their exclusionld

be attributed to the fact that NCLB requires stéegst in only one grade in high school whichchrdes

the kind of grade-to-grade comparisons in grad84t&t provide data for growth models.

-Izzsllisatures of North Carolina’s and Tennessee’'s Apoved Growth Models
Characteristics North Carolina Tennessee
Type of growth model? On track to proficient  Pobjen model
How many years for students to reach proficiency? yeats 3 years
Which grade levels are in the growth model? Gradés Grades 4-8
Are high schools included? No No
Students with disabilities included? Yes Yes
English language learners included? Yes Not Adekss
Are students scoring above proficient included? Yes Yes
Are student growth targets reset? No No
Are parents provided with reports of growth? No esY

Tennessee’s proposal does not address the patiticigd English Language learners (ELL) in the gtlow
model, while North Carolina does. It includes Edtlidents in growth calculations provided they meet
the full academic year requirements and have pusviest scores that align with the change scats in
growth model.

Both states include students with disabilitieshieit growth models. North Carolina includes studéht
the assessment that is specified in their IEP&keddn a way that can be converted to the chacagle s
used in the growth model. This precludes studehts are expected to attain alternate and modified
achievement standards. Tennessee includes iroitglgmodel current year scores from students with
disabilities who participate in the alternate assent. They are considered proficient if they s@iyove
the proficiency standard for that alternative assesnt.



PEER REVIEWERS' RECOMMENDATIONS

The Department will approve no more than 10 stedevth pilots for 2005-06 and 2006-07. With the mpal of
North Carolina and Tennessee, eight slots remaome of those slots maybe filled by six that agpta the

pilot program in 2005-06 and whose -

applications were deemed worthy of peer reviewe 3itt states Peer Reviewers’

are: Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Delaware, Florataj Oregon. Recommendations to Approve
States’ Growth Models

The Department recently announced that it will divarly

consideration” to these states in the next roungroposals State Yes No

and its has invited the six to submit revised pegp®for Alaska 0 10

2006-07 by Sept. 15, 2006. Arizona 3 >

As the box to the right demonstrates, so far theatenent has Arkansas 1 9

apparently considered other information in additiothe peer Delz_iware 0 10

reviewers’ recommendations in making the final dieci to Florida 0 9

approve the states’ proposals. For example, agihowost of the | North Carolina S 5

peer reviewers recommended approval for Arizosagribwth Oregon 0 9*

model was not approved for 2005-06. In contr&st reviewers’ | Tennessee 9 0

vote to approve North Carolina’s model was sph, But the

Department approved its model. *One reviewer abstained.

In its report, the peer review panel notes thesébmmended approval of two models. Based on panel
members’ individual votes these appear to be Adzamd Tennessee. The reviewers go on to say that
“on a third state [North Carolina], there were momeed views. Half of the panel members recommend
approval if the state agreed to make the substanotianges necessary to meet the panel’s conditions.
The remaining members were not convinced eithérthigastate is ready at this time or that the state

be expected to make sufficient adjustments.”

The Special Case of Arizona:The peer review panel recommended conditionalcaa of Arizona’'s
growth model. It indicated that Secretary Spellingeded to decide if the Department would allow
states to incorporate growth into their accountiyislystems as Arizona proposed. Under the Arizona
model, a student subgroup would make AYP if it iteegrowth target, regardless of its performance
based on the NCLB status model or the law’s safledigrovision. If the subgroup met the growth
target, it made AYP.

In addition, although Arizona computed growth firstudents, it only factored growth into its pregs
calculations for non-proficient students. The rexges concluded that this approach effectively igaor
growth for proficient students. They left to thecBtary the decision whether or not to accept fsode
that measure growth for all students, but allowfipiency status to over-ride growth targets forfymient
students.

Department of Education. (May 17, 2006). Secretary 8gslpproves Tennessee and North Carolina growth pilots fo
2005-06. Press release. Available onlinenatv.ed.gov/print/news/pressreleas.

8 U.S. Department of Education. (April 17-19, 2006yowth model peer report: North Carolina. Avaiéabhline at
www.ed.gov/searchResults.jhtml.

U.S. Department of Education. (May 17, 2006). Sumrbgrthe peer review team of April 2006: Review of growth
model proposals, p. 2. Available onlineratw.ed.gov/searchResults.jhtml.




The peer reviewers also raised concerns aboutstefuconfidence intervals in Arizona’s growth miode
which was one of several “cross-cutting” themey tidentify in their summary report and we discuss
below

But rejection of the Arizona growth model may atsotied to ongoing negotiations between the
Department and the Arizona Department of Educaimond the number of years ELL students could be
in schools before their test scores were include®YP calculations. The Department attached as a
condition for approval of the growth model the riegment that ELL students’ test scores count folPAY
purposes after the students’ first year in schbleé Arizona Department of Education had argued
consistently that ELL students’ scores should dryactored into AYP calculations after students$ ha
been enrolled in Arizona schools for three yedns2003, the Department agreed to the three-year
allowance but subsequently insisted on counting Eliuidents’ scores after one year. The state $ilgd

on this matter in early July}.

FIVE CROSS-CUTTING THEMES IN STATES’ GROWTH MODELS

During its review of the growth proposals submitbgdAlaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida,
North Carolina, Oregon, and Tennessee, the pemweanel identified five issues that it indicated
“would need to be addressed by any future growtHehproposals considered by the Departmént.”
The issues are:

1. Resetting Student Growth Targets Annually. Three states (AK, AR, and FL) planned to reset
individual student growth targets annually aftentinad established an initial trajectory for non-
proficient students to reach proficiency in thredour years. The reviewers questioned whether
these models really expected students to reaciciody in that timeframe. By resetting growth
targets each year, the reviewers argued these siaidd postpone the grade by which a student was
proficient for six or more years, and at the saime t credit schools and districts with making AYP
during the majority of those years. In additidre teviewers pointed out that none of the states
discussed any special interventions for students aith not attain proficiency in the thee- or four-
year period. Nor did they discuss how they woulduge that all students are proficient by 2014. The
review panel concluded that growth proposals thatinely reset growth targets, and by doing so
leave the timeframe for a non-proficient studentetach proficiency open-ended, should not be
approved.

2. Including Proficient Students in the Growth Madel. Five states (AK, AZ, AR, DE, and FL)
planned to apply their growth models exclusivelyam-proficient students. Students who scored at
or above proficient on state assessments in theiewst grade would be counted as meeting AYP and
would not be included in the growth model.

10 U.S. Department of Education. (April 17-19, 2006yowth model peer report: Arizona. Available online at

www.ed.gov/searchResults.jhtml.

1 Davenport, P. (July 6, 2006). Arizona sues fad@s dlo Child Left Behind scoring for schools. Associated

Press.
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The reviewers indicated that empirical data fronueber of states show that some proficient
students will fall into the non-proficient categanythe future. They pointed out that a potential
advantage of growth models is their ability to itigndownward trends in

students’ achievement, including the achievemestudents who scored proficient at one time.
Some reviewers felt that states should continumliect data about the future performance of
proficient students, but failure to do so shoultigloninate a state from participating in the growt
pilot.

Aggregating Growth for Determining AYP. Three states (DE, NC, and OR) used procedures fo
aggregating test results across students thatmerei®ved negatively. However, the reviewers
disagreed about what constituted an acceptabl@agipr One group argued that only a system that
reported students’ progress in terms of numbergoapercentages of students satisfies NCLB
guidelines. Other reviewers indicated that otlystesns, which might even include some form of
averaging, could be used as long as the numbeelip@ge of non-proficient students declined over
time and 100 percent of students were proficien2®33-14"

Matching Student Test Records. Information about how students test records dde matched
from year to year that five states (AZ, AR, DE, Nibd OR) provided raised reviewers’ concerns.
The pointed out that states must hold schools axtable for the performance of the same student
subgroups whether AYP is based on status or gro&tiually important, the students on which AYP
is calculated — those who have matched test redoodsyear to year — must be representative of
the student subgroup(s) to which they belong. ditaon, this pool of matched test records showdd b
as large as possible so that the maximum numbsrlafroup members contributes to AYP
determinations. For these reasons, the reviewerséd on what the proposals said about state’s
match “rate” — the percentage of students for wikésh data is available in the current and previous
school years. The reviewers were especially istetkin comparable match rates for student
subgroups, arguing that without assurances, a supgrith low match rates would yield data that are
not fully representative of thgroup as a whole. The reviewers recommended hpktihools
accountable for subgroups that had a low matchb@ded on status rather than growth.

Using Confidence Intervals Seven states (AR, AZ, AR, DE, NC, OR, and TNypgmsed using 95
percent or 99 percent confidence intervals to dater if student subgroups met growth targets and
thereby made AYP. By guarding against error calsetthe variation in students’ performance from
test to test and year to year, confidence intenval®ase the likelihood that students are properly
classified. Many states previously received theddement’'s approval to incorporate them into the
AYP status model/safe harbor components of theiomatability systems.

The reviewers argued that using confidence intelivathe law’s status model is appropriate. i ca
reduce the impact of variations in test scoressacstudent cohorts that are assessed from on¢oyear
another, which in turn, reduces the potential f@alassifying students as making or not making
AYP. The reviewers contend that under the growtldleh the issue of student cohorts is no longer in
play since the models measure the performancedofittual students over time. The reviewers
concluded that states need to justify the use pfcanfidence interval around growth projectiong] an
that ve\rl)‘/1 wide confidence intervals (e.g., 95 petae 99 percent) are inappropriate for growth
models.
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Alaska’s approach received a positive review. States ithaiod raise this issue specifically in their proposals, and
presumably avoided the problem, were Arkansas, Arizoogidal and Tennessee.

Florida is the only state that did not propose usorfidence intervals in its growth model.



“‘CORE PRINCIPLES” STATES MUST ADDRESS

The Department required states to address thenioiipseven “Core Principles” in the proposals they
submitted to date to participate in the growth nigilet project. States that participate in thems® round
of proposals in fall 2006 also will need to addrése principle$’

Core Principle 1: Ensure all students are proficient by 2013-14, setchnnual goals to ensure that the
achievement gaps are closing for all students.

Core Principle 2: Set expectations for annual achievement based mngeting grade-level proficiency,
not based on student background or school chaistatsr

Core Principle 3: Produce separate accountability decisions altodest achievement in mathematics
and reading/language consistent with the NCLB sadnd regulations.

Core Principle 4: Include all districts, all schools, and all stotiein the tested grades; hold schools and
districts accountable for the performance of sttdabgroups.

Core Principle 5: Include annual assessments in each of gradean8-8igh school in mathematics and
reading/language arts that have been operationaidoe than one year, have been approved throwgh th
NCLB peer review process for 2005-06, and produrepgarable results from grade to grade and year to
year.

Core Principle 6: Track student progress through the accountalmiitgel and state data system.

Core Principle 7: Include student participation rates in the sgagssessment system and student
achievement on an additional academic indicator.

WHY OTHER STATES' MODELS WERE NOT APPROVED

The Department did not approve growth model prolsdsa 2005-06 from Colorado, Indiana, lowa,
South Carolina, and Utah, stating that they weedigible for peer review because the states faied
adhere to the “Core Principles” the Departmentsdsdblished for participating in the pilot. The
grounds for the Department’s decision are explaindétters to each state and are summarized below.
all cases, except one, the grounds related tofgpésatures of the proposed growth model. The
exception is lowa. The grounds for not approvisgnodel related, in part, to the state’s failureneet

all of the requirements related to NCLB's highlyatjtied teacher provisions. lowa is the only sttt
the Department has said must submit a plan foringgdtese provisions as a condition for releasésof
FY 2006 Title I, Part A and Title II, Part A grarifs

15 U.S. Department of Education. (January 25, 2008Er Review guidance for the NCLB growth model pilot appiicet
Available online atvww.ed.gov/policy/elsec/qguid/growthmodelguidance.doc.

6 Johnson, H.L. (May 25, 2006). Letter to Judy JeffByector of Education, lowa Department of Education.

Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.



Colorado
« Did not establish growth targets that would medéi%Gtudent proficiency by 2013-14 (Core
Principle 1).
* Established growth targets for student cohortseratian individual students (Core Principle 2).
« Did not make changes in response to Departmentisaras:’

Indiana
» Provided few details about the how the model metdbpartment’s Core Principles or issues
described it its peer review guidance.
» The state’s revised proposal lacked details relatexbtablishing student growth targets (Core
Principle 2) or describing how schools would bedretcountable for growth (Core Principle'd).

lowa
« Did not provide evidence that all students areuidetl (Core Principle 5). In the previous 2 years
not all schools participated in the state’s volapttatewide assessment.
» Did not meet the “bright line” principle that allachers be qualified which is a “precondition to
consideration of additional flexibility” [such asgaowth model}:®

South Carolina
* Unclear that growth targets will achieve 100% stigeoficiency by 2013-14 (Core Principle 1)
» Proposed a higher minimum subgroup size for stedeith disabilities and ELL students than for
other student subgroups (Core Principle 4).
« Did not make changes in response to Departmentisaras’

Utah
* Establishes a goal that only 75% of students veilploficient by 2013-14 (Core Principle 1).
» Combines various student subgroups into one supdaanalytic purposes (Core Principle 4).
« Does not examine achievement in mathematics amlihggéanguage arts separately, but combines
several components into one calculation (Core Rii@d)?*

SECOND ROUND OF PROPOSALS IN FALL 2006

1" Johnson, H.L. (March 31, 2006). Letter to Willianalbhey, Commissioner of Education, Colorado Department of
Education. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education

18 Johnson, H.L. (March 31, 2006). Letter to SuelleR&ed, Superintendent, Indiana Department of Education.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

¥ Johnson, H.L. (March 31, 2006). Letter to Judyéffrey, Director of Education, lowa Department of Education.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

20 Johnson, H.L. (March 31, 2006). Letter to Inez M.éfdraum, State Superintendent of Education, South Carolina.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

2L Johnson, H.L. (March 31, 2006). Letter to PattirlAgton, Superintendent of Public Instruction, Utah SEffece of
Education. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education



The Department has invited Alaska, Arizona, Arkangselaware, Florida, and Oregon to submit revised
growth proposals for 2006-07 by Sept. 15, 2006veS8additional states (Hawaii, Maryland, Nevada,
New Hampshire, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and South Dakatee already applied to be part of the pilot for
2006-07. The Department has taken no formal actiothese proposals, but the states are eligibie-to
apply by Nov. 1, 2006. In addition, the five statéhose proposals for 2005-06 were not sent tpdiee
review panel, and were not approved by the Depantticen, re-apply by Nov. 1.

Table 3
Timeline for Next Round of Growth Model Proposals

Invited to submit revised proposals by 9/15/06: ,M&, AR, DE, FL and OR

Can submit new proposals by 11/1/06: CO, HlI, IN, MD, NH, NV, OH, PA, SC, SD and UT

Some observers were surprised that as many ast2@ submitted proposals to be part of the pilot.
Many questioned whether states currently haventastructure in place to track student growth over
time?? In addition, two requirements the Department isgzbappeared to disqualify many states. First,
states had to have at least two years of studesitslata from grades 3-8 and high school to begbaine
pilot. This disqualified 23 states that are addiegys in at least some of these grades to me&iGhe
2005-06 deadline for grade-by-grade testing in gge®t8. Second, states’ testing systems must have
been approved by the Department for the 2005-06ddgtear. During the period that the proposals were
under review, only four states had received fimpgiraval (Delaware, South Carolina, Tennessee, and
Utah)® All submitted proposals to participate in thewgito model pilot but only Tennessee was
approved.

NEA’'S POSITION ON GROWTH AND THE DEPARTMENT’S PILOT

The NEA's priorities for the 2007 reauthorizatidintloe Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) include revising NCLB’s accountability modsl that it rewards success and supports educators
to help students leafd To that end,

NEA has argued for an improved accountability gystieat
includes a growth component. (See box).

“An improved accountability systen
should allow states the flexibility to
utilize growth models and other
measures of progress that assess
student learning over time, and
national organizations representing education| difits, recognize improvement on all point
of the achievement scale.”

In addition, NEA is a member of an alliance of mthran 80

vJ

children’s, disability, and citizens’ organizatiotmat has
proposed several changes to the law, includingloaiewould] NEA, May 2006
“allow states to measure progress by using ststdgrawth

in achievement as well as their performance irticglao

22 Qlson, L. (Feb. 1, 2006). States to vie to be gas@LB ‘growth’ pilot. Education Week25(21), pp. 24, 25.
2 Qlson, L. & Huff, D.J. (Nov. 30, 2005). U.S.pdot new gauge of ‘growthEducation Week25(13), p. 1.

24 National Education Association. (May, 2006). ESE#s time for a change! NEA'’s positive agenda for the ESE

Reauthorization. Adopted by the NEA Executive Committee R|&006.
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pre-determined levels of academic proficienty.”

NEA President Reg Weaver recently issued the foligwgtatement about the Department’s growth
model pilot:

“We are encouraged that the U.S. Department of &itucis allowing two states to
participate in this pilot program—they now acknogde the potential for a better way.
Yet other states were denied the opportunity tothissecommon-sense growth model
system, which would give schools credit for progresstudent achievement both over
time and within the school year. NEA stands re@adyork with the Administration to
improve the current system and expand the growtthetnmilot program to include more
states. And we call on Congress to amend thedanctude such a provision.” (Weaver,
May 18, 2006¥°

IMPLICATIONS FOR STATE AND LOCAL AFFILIATES

The Department’s growth model pilot project istminitial phase. To date, it has only approved o
10 state growth models. The next round of statpgsals is due in September and November 2006. As
affiliates—especially state affiliates—track théopjproject, they should be aware of the following:

1. The Department used peer review to evaluate eggates’ growth model proposals, but did not feel
bound by the reviews in making its final decisiorapprove the models. In fact, the Department
approved one model (North Carolina) that only fadf peer review panel recommended for approval,
and it did not approve a model (Arizona) that all two of the reviewers said merited approval

2. Based on the Department’s approvals to datkfltee peer reviewers’ comments, we anticipateithat
states propose growth models that do the followting models are unlikely to be approved:

» Fail to consider the growth of proficient as wellreon-proficient students;

* Reset student growth targets each year;

e Set alarger minimum size for certain student soigs;

« Aggregate student test sores in ways that sugggsiperforming students are masking the
performance of low-performing students; and

* Propose using wide confidence intervals in the ginawodel

3. NEA affiliates may want to encourage theires@¢partments of education to build political suppo
for their proposed growth models among their Cosgjomal delegation, and secure letters of support
from Members of Congress.

4. The Department is unlikely to refer all theposals states submit in September and Novemb&r 200
to its peer review panel if it follows proceduresd in the first round of proposals. The Department
notified some states that its internal review @g@tkeer review) of their proposals indicated théesta
did not meet one or more of seven “Core Principles.

% Forum on Educational Accountability. (October 200B)int organizational statement on the No Child Left Behind

(NCLB) Act. Washington, DC: Author.

% Weaver, R. (May 18, 2006). NEA president Reg Weealks for Bush Administration to give states flexibility i

measuring student progress. NEA Press Statement. Washibg: National Education Association.
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5. States that decide to submit proposals in Sdpeend November 2006 have several sources of
information that can inform their proposals. Thes#ude proposals 20 states have submitted tq date
additional information eight states provided thgpBment about their proposed models, and peer
review comments and approval/disapproval lettershfese states (AK, AZ, AR, FL, NC, OR, and
TN).

6. If the Department follows the same review timelin the next rounds of proposals as it did in the
initial round, approval decisions are likely in aaber 2006January 2007 for proposals submitted
by September 15, 2006, and in Mat@lpril 2007 for proposals submitted by November Q0&

For more information on the Department’s growth ralgpilot, contact Marcella Dianda, mdianda@nea.org.

This policy brief was prepared by Marcella Dian&enior Policy Analyst, NEA Student Achievement
Department, and Joey Rocco, Student Intern, NEdeBtuAchievement, spring 2006.
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Appendix IV



Joint Organizational Statement onNo Child Left Behind(NCLB) Act
List of signers updated September 15, 2006

The undersigned education, civil rights, childrediisability, and citizens’ organizations are
committed to the No Child Left Behind Act’s objeas of strong academic achievement for all
children and closing the achievement gap. We belikat the federal government has a critical
role to play in attaining these goals. We enddnseuse of an accountability system that helps
ensure all children, including children of colaigri low-income families, with disabilities, and
of limited English proficiency, are prepared toduecessful, participating members of our
democracy.

While we all have different positions on varioupexss of the law, based on concerns raised
during the implementation of NCLB, we believe tb#dwing significant, constructive
corrections are among those necessary to makedhiiAand effective. Among these concerns
are: over-emphasizing standardized testing, nangwurriculum and instruction to focus on test
preparation rather than richer academic learningr-entifying schools in need of
improvement; using sanctions that do not help imprechools; inappropriately excluding low-
scoring children in order to boost test resultsl madequate fundin@verall, the law’s

emphasis needs to shift from applying sanctionsliting to raise test scores to holding states
and localities accountable for making the systerhi@nges that improve student achievement.

Recommended Changes in NCLB
Progress Measurement

1. Replace the law's arbitrary proficiency targeithh ambitious achievement targets based on
rates of success actually achieved by the mostteféepublic schools.

2.  Allow states to measure progress by using stigtdgrowth in achievement as well as their
performance in relation to pre-determined levelagzdemic proficiency.

3.  Ensure that states and school districts relgul@port to the government and the public
their progress in implementing systemic changesntance educator, family, and
community capacity to improve student learning.

4.  Provide a comprehensive picture of students'sghools' performance by moving from an
overwhelming reliance on standardized tests togusialtiple indicators of student
achievement in addition to these tests.

5.  Fund research and development of more effeatieeuntability systems that better meet
the goal of high academic achievement for all ¢kid

Assessments

6. Help states develop assessment systems thadendistrict and school-based measures in
order to provide better, more timely informatioroabstudent learning.



7.  Strengthen enforcement of NCLB provisions reggithat assessments must:
» Be aligned with state content and achievement ataisgl
» Be used for purposes for which they are valid atidiole;
* Be consistent with nationally recognized profesai@nd technical standards;
* Be of adequate technical quality for each purpeseired under the Act;
* Provide multiple, up-to-date measures of studerfop@ance including measures
that assess higher order thinking skills and unideding; and
» Provide useful diagnostic information to improvadking and learning.

8. Decrease the testing burden on states, scandldistricts by allowing states to assess
students annually in selected grades in elementaddle schools, and high schools.

Building Capacity

9. Ensure changes in teacher and administratpapgon and continuing professional
development that research evidence and experiadaate improve educational quality
and student achievement.

10. Enhance state and local capacity to effegtiveplement the comprehensive changes
required to increase the knowledge and skills ofiatstrators, teachers, families, and
communities to support high student achievement.

Sanctions

11. Ensure that improvement plans are allowedcseifit time to take hold before applying
sanctions; sanctions should not be applied if tiejermine existing effective reform
efforts.

12. Replace sanctions that do not have a consistentd®¢ succeswith interventions that
enable schools to make changes that result in mepretudent achievement.

Funding

13. Raise authorized levels of NCLB funding to eoa& substantial percentage of the costs that
states and districts will incur to carry out theseommendations, and fully fund the law at
those levels without reducing expenditures for oduucation programs.

14. Fully fund Title | to ensure that 100 perceheligible children are served.

We, the undersigned, will work for the adoptiortlufse recommendations as central structural
changes needed to NCLB at the same time that wenaévour individual organization’s
proposals.

1. Advancement Project

2. American Association of School Administrators

3. American Association of School Librarians (AASL)d&ision of the American Library
Association (ALA)



American Association of University Women

American Counseling Association

American Dance Therapy Association

American Federation of School Administrators (AFSA)

American Federation of State, County, and Municipalployees (AFSCME)
American Speech-Language-Hearing Association

10 Annenberg Institute for School Reform

11.Asian American Legal Defense and Education Fund

12. ASPIRA

13. Association for Supervision and Curriculum Devel@nin

14. Association of Community Organizations for ReforroviN(ACORN)

15. Association of School Business Officials Internaib(ASBO)

16.Big Picture Company

17.Center for Community Change

18. Center for Expansion of Language and Thinking

19. Center for Parent Leadership

20.Children's Defense Fund

21.Church Women United

22.Citizens for Effective Schools

23.Coalition of Essential Schools

24.Commission on Social Action of Reform Judaism

25. Communities for Quality Education

26.Council for Children with Behavioral Disorders

27.Council for Exceptional Children

28. Council for Hispanic Ministries of the United Chhrof Christ

29.Council for Learning Disabilities

30. Cross City Campaign for Urban School Reform

31.Disciples Home Missions of the Christian Churchs@ples of Christ)
32.Division for Learning Disabilities of the Councoif Exceptional Children (DLD/CEC)
33. Education Action!

34.FairTest: The National Center for Fair & Open Tiegti

35.Forum for Education and Democracy

36.General Board of Church and Society, The Unitedhdeist Church
37.Hmong National Development

38. International Reading Association

39.International Technology Education Association

40.Japanese American Citizens League

41.Learning Disabilities Association of America

42.League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC)

43. Ministers for Racial, Social and Economic Justitéhe United Church of Christ
44.National Association for the Advancement of ColoRabple (NAACP)
45.NAACP Legal Defense and Education Fund (LDF)

46. National Association for Asian and Pacific Ameridaducation (NAAPAE)
47.National Association for Bilingual Education (NABE)

48.National Association for the Education and Advaneehof Cambodian, Laotian
and Vietnamese Americans (NAFEA)
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49. National Association for the Education of Africamarican Children with Learning
Disabilities

50. National Alliance of Black School Educators

51.National Association of Pupil Services Administrato

52. National Association of School Psychologists

53. National Association of Social Workers

54.National Coalition for Asian Pacific American Comnity Development

55. National Coalition for Parent Involvement in Educat(NCPIE)

56. National Conference of Black Mayors

57.National Council for the Social Studies

58. National Council of Churches

59. National Council of Jewish Women

60. National Council of Teachers of English

61.National Down Syndrome Congress

62.National Education Association

63. National Federation of Filipino American Associaiso

64.National Indian Education Association

65. National Indian School Board Association

66. National Korean American Service & Education Cotisar (NAKASEC)

67.National Mental Health Association

68. National Ministries, American Baptist Churches USA

69. National Reading Conference

70.National Rural Education Association

71.National School Boards Association

72.National Urban League

73.Native Hawaiian Education Association

74.People for the American Way

75.Presbyterian Church (USA)

76.Rural School and Community Trust

77.Service Employees International Union

78.School Social Work Association of America

79.Sikh American Legal Defense and Education Fund

80. Social Action Committee of the Congress of Secldavish Organizations

81. Southeast Asia Resource Action Center (SEARAC)

82. Stand for Children

83.Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Langu@ieSOL)

84.The Children's Aid Society

85.The Episcopal Church

86. United Black Christians of the United Church of Shr

87.United Church of Christ Justice and Witness Mimgstr

88.Women's Division of the General Board of Global Miries, The United Methodist
Church

89.Women of Reform Judaism
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NCLB FUNDING: BROKEN PROMISES

Six-year gap (FY 02-FY 07) between Authorized Ievaahd Appropriations = $56.6 - $56.7 billion

NCLB PROGRAMS FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2007
Final Final Final Final Final House Senate
Committee  Committee

$ in millions
Authorization Total 26,417 29,217 32,017 34,317 36,867 39,417 39,417
Title 1 Grants to LEAS 13,500 16,000 18,500 20,500 22,750 25,000 25,000
21st Century After School Centers 1,250 1,500 1,750 2,000 2,250 2,500 2,500
Innovative Education State Grant 450 475 500 525 550 575 575
Fund for the Improvement of Education 550 575 600 625 650 675 675
Subtotal 15,750 18,550 21,350 23,650 26,200 28,775 28,775
Other programs 10,667 10,667 10,667 10,667 10,667 10,667 10,667
Appropriation 22,194 23,837 24,463 24,521 23,504 23,010 23,127
($ change v. previous year) (+3,513) (+1,643) (+626) (+58) (-1,017) (-494) (-377)
(% change v. previous year) (+18.8%) (+7.4%) (+2.6%) (0.2%) (-4.1%) (-2.1%) (-1.6%)
Appropriation compared with authorization -4,223 -5,381 -7,554 -9,797  -13,363 -16,407 -16,290

Notes: The FY 2002 total NCLB authorization is from the Congressional Research Service, "K-12 Education
Funding: Authorizations and Appropriations for FY2002", updated January 15, 2003. FY 2002-2007
authorization levels for Title 1 Grants to LEAS, 21st Century After School Centers, Innovative Education State
Grant, and the Fund for the Improvement of Education are specified in the NCLB Act. FY 2002 authorizations
for Other programs are specified in the NCLB Act and assumed to continue at these levels in FY 2003-2007.

NEA Government Relations, 08/7/06




Under theHouse Appropriations Committee bill NCLB
funding in Fiscal Year 2007 (money for school y2a®7-08)
will be less than the amount provided in FY 06,35 FY 04,
and even FY 03. Thus, for school year 2007-08 fiteeyear of
NCLB-mandated science testing) states, schoolsstmknts
will have LESS money than they had back in schealry2003-
04.

FY 07 NCLB Funding v. FY 06 = $-494 million (-2.1%)
FY 07 NCLB Funding v. FY 05 = $-1,511 million (-84
FY 07 NCLB Funding v. FY 04 = $-1,453 million (-84
FY 07 NCLB Funding v. FY 03 = $-827 million (-3.5%)

Under theSenate Appropriations Committee billNCLB
funding in Fiscal Year 2007 (money for school y2a®7-08)
will be less than the amount provided in FY 06,35 FY 04,
and even FY 03. Thus, for school year 2007-08 fiteeyear of
NCLB-mandated science testing) states, schoolsstmknts
will have LESS money than they had back in schealry2003-
04.

FY 07 NCLB Funding v. FY 06 = $-377 million (-1.6%)
FY 07 NCLB Funding v. FY 05 = $-1,394 million (-534)
FY 07 NCLB Funding v. FY 04 = $-1,336 million (-84
FY 07 NCLB Funding v. FY 03 = $-710 million (-3.0%)



In millions of $

Title | funding under NCLB

FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07 Total
Authorization 13,500/ 16,000 18,500/ 20,500 22,750 25,000| 116,250
Appropriation 10,350, 11,689| 12,342| 12,740| 12,713 12,713| 72,547
Shortfall -3,150| -4,311| -6,158| -7,760| -10,037| -12,287| -43,703
Note: FY 07 appropriations = President Bush’s pegul budget
NCLB’s Broken Promise
Fiscal Year Appropriation Authorization Full funding
FY 2002 $10.35 billion $13.50 billion $27.22 o
FY 2003 $11.69 billion $16.00 billion $25.68 i
FY 2004 $12.34 billion $18.50 billion $24.72 o
FY 2005 $12.74 billion $20.50 billion $27.09 i
FY 2006 $12.71 billion $22.75 billion $29.02 ok
FY 2007 $12.71 billion* $25.00 billion $30.26 hdh
Total $72.54 billion $116.25 billion $163.99 bithn

*Amount in the administration’s FY 2007 budget

Full funding = CRS estimate of amount needed tly fuinded the statutory formula that
provides each state an amount of funds equal fmeddent of its State average per pupil

expenditure (subject to minimums and maximums) iplied by the number of children from

families in poverty.

Prepared by NEA Government Relations

3/29/06
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