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Coordinator:
Welcome and thank you for standing by. At this time, all participants are in a listen-only mode. During the question-and-answer session, please press star 1 if you would like to ask a question.

Today’s conference is being recorded. If you have any objections, you may disconnect at this time. And now, I’d like to turn the call over to your host, Mr. John White. Sir, you may begin.

John White:
Good morning everyone. This is John White, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Rural Outreach, and I’m here with our Assistant Secretary for Policy and Evaluation, Carmel Martin. And two of her staff, Neil Campbell and Scott Sargrad are here as well so that we can give you an overview of the Administration’s release of a blueprint to revise the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which hopefully you've had the chance to take a look at online over the weekend. And certainly, we’ll open up the call to questions at the end of Carmel’s remarks as well.

So thanks for joining us, and I’m going to turn this over to Carmel Martin.

Carmel Martin:
Hi everybody. Thanks so much for taking the time to talk to us. As John mentioned, this weekend we released our blueprint for the Elementary and Secondary Education Reauthorization process. We’re very excited about it, and we’re very eager to work with Congress to move forward. As you probably know, the law was scheduled to be reauthorized in 2007, so it’s long overdue.

We believe that this can be a bipartisan bill, and the Secretary has been working closely with bipartisan leaders of Congress towards that end. We have gotten a lot of positive signals from Congress from both sides of the isle that they’re also eager to move forward and move forward on a bipartisan basis. And from the Secretary’s 50 state listening tour, we also know there’s also a tremendous amount of enthusiasm in the field to move forward as well.


The Secretary is scheduled to testify in both committees of jurisdiction in both the Senate and the House on March 17 - lucky St. Patrick’s Day. He’ll be in the HELP Committee tomorrow morning and in the Ed and Labor Committee tomorrow afternoon.

I’ll just go through some of the highlights with respect to our blueprint. I believe that you all have it, but we do believe this is one issue that rises above partisanship and can unite adults together to do what’s best for children.

There are three big objectives that we have - as you probably appreciate, there are many programs in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, so our blueprint proposes many changes that we think will make the federal investments in education more effective for children. I won’t go through all of them, but just to tick off the highlights, I’d say there’s three overarching objectives that we have in terms our proposal.

One is to ensure that the accountability system that is required under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act is based on a system of standards that connect to what children need to know to be college and career-ready when they graduate from high school.

As you know, the President has laid out an overarching goal for our education system that we once again be first in the world in terms of college completion. In order to meet that goal, we need to ensure that our elementary and secondary education system is aligned with what students need to be college and career ready.


The second overarching goal is to ensure that we have - that the system doesn’t merely label failure and sanction - and have punitive sanctions, but also rewards progress and creates incentives for success.

And, the third goal is to ensure that there is - that we have a more realistic federal role, and allow for greater state and local flexibility. Because as the Secretary said, all of the great ideas in education stem from the local level, so we need to figure out a way at the federal level to support that innovation and success, but provide much more flexibility to the local level to do what they need to do.


So just to go through some of the details. With respect to standards, we’re -- as I said -- looking at the level of remediation that we see for students going on to college. We know that the standards in many states are not aligned with what’s necessary to be college and career ready. So, we are following the lead of the nation’s Governors and Chief State School Officers in calling for standards in every state to be aligned with college and career readiness. So, we’re looking for ways to support the state driven effort to move towards higher standards. These are not national standards, but rather the federal government supporting what Governors and Chief State School Officers are already engaged and moving toward.

With respect to rewarding progress, again, the Secretary senses that the current law is all sticks with no carrots, so we’re looking to really focus on concepts of growth and progress, and rewarding excellence. Some of the ways that we’re doing that is in the accountability system, allowing for schools and districts to get credit for growth towards proficiency, and not just looking at a pass/fail proficiency test.

The example the Secretary uses often is when a fifth grade student comes to a class with only second grade level reading ability and moves in one year to a fourth grade reading ability, that classroom - that school is not only not a failing school, but that’s an excellent teacher and excellent school. So, our system needs to give credit for that kind of growth and progress.

Also in the accountability system that we’re proposing, we’re proposing that any required interventions be based on trends over time and not a single year’s performance for a single sub-group in a single point in time. So really, having a much greater focus on how schools are doing over time.

So an example of that would be in our turnaround strategy, we’re asking states to identify the lowest 5% of their schools. But in doing that, we’re saying don’t just look at the number of students who are proficient in those schools, or the number of students who are graduating in those schools, but also look at how they’ve been doing over time.

If they have very low levels of proficiency or low graduation rates, but in recent years they’ve been improving, then we’re saying to states take those schools out because those aren’t schools you should radically turn around. You should give them more support and time to improve. So, that’s another way we’re trying to reward and acknowledge progress.


And then, we’re calling for federal funds to provide for rewards for high poverty schools that have shown extraordinary progress with their students. That’s part of our budget and part of our reauthorization proposal. And also, calling for rewarding teachers and leaders who have gotten extraordinary progress with their students.


The next area that we’re focused on is really trying to give greater flexibility at the state and local level in terms of the accountability system, but also in terms of other programs under the law. So, we’re proposing a lot more flexibility for schools in terms of how they use federal funds. Trying to get out of the business of being prescriptive on uses of funds. But rather, ask states and districts to set performance targets. And as long as grantees are showing performance, not having the federal government in the business of micromanaging how funding is spent.

Also in the accountability system, we’ve proposed an accountability system that asks states to identify the top 10% of schools in terms of student progress and give those schools rewards. And then, we’re asking states to identify the bottom 10% of schools in terms of lack of progress. The bottom 5%, we’re asking for aggressive turnaround. We’re being fairly prescriptive about what those turnarounds need to look like. In the next 5%, we’re telling states they need to take - and districts that they need to take action, but we’re not prescribing what that action is.

We’re also asking states to identify the 5% of schools with the largest achievement gaps - asking them to take action to address those gaps. If they fail to do so, we will ask states to step in, in terms of managing how Title I money is spent. But initially, we’re going to give states and local districts the flexibility to define the interventions they think make the most sense for those schools.

And generally with respect to most schools, unlike current law, we will be giving deference to state and local decision making in terms of what information should be used to determine what interventions are needed in those schools. If they need to be intervened upon - and to track the progress of those schools.

So, it’s a system that will be tight with respect to the bottom performing schools, provide incentives for the highest performing schools, but with the vast majority of schools, giving much greater deference to the state and local level in terms of defining what the accountability system should look like, and what interventions are needed to help schools improve.

A couple other points that I’ll make and then I’ll open it up for questions, is we are also tackling the idea of the problem that we see in current law in terms of narrowing of the curriculum and teaching to the test. The first thing we’re doing is investing heavily in new assessments that are based on things like performance tests. We really get at measuring learning versus test prep activities. We’re also asking schools to use other data to determine - for most schools, determine what interventions are necessary in those schools. Rather than just focusing on two test scores, looking at a broader array of data to determine intervention plans.


We’re also providing increased funding for broadening the curriculum and providing student supports. And the last thing is we’re allowing for states to use tests in other subjects other than reading and math -- if they choose to do so -- in their accountability systems.

Finally, I say that our new proposal tries to focus on the concept of shared responsibility for success. The Secretary believes the current system really puts all of the consequences related to school improvement at the feet of schools, and doesn’t ask districts and states to step up and share responsibility for success. So, our proposal asks for states to identify high performing districts and low performing districts, just like we’re identifying high performing schools and low performing schools.

And, we’ll also be identifying high performing states and low performing states. And in that analysis, one of the things we’ll be very focused on is the state and district’s ability to help low performing schools to get better. We’re also proposing increased funding levels to build capacity at the state and district level to help schools to improve. And we’ll also be investing additional resources and parent and community engagement; recognizing that parents are the child’s first teacher, and that communities also have to do their part to help schools to be successful.

So with that, I think I’ll open it up to any questions that you might have.

John White:
Okay, (Chase). I think we’re ready for questions.
Coordinator:
Thank you, sir. And if anybody would like to ask a question, please press star 1, and to withdraw the question you may press star 2. One moment for the first question please.


And our first question will come from (Marty Strange). Your line is open.


And again, (Marty Strange) your line is open. Please check your mute button.

(Marty Strange):
Yes. Thank you very much. I appreciate the opportunity to participate in this call. The blueprint calls for greater equity, and specifically calls on school districts and states to take steps to ensure equity by means such as moving toward comparability and resources between high and low poverty schools, and that’s a very laudable objective. I’m grateful that it’s part of the proposal.

But, I wonder if the federal government doesn’t need to do the same thing with respect to the way Title I funds are distributed. We have the situation where because of a single provision in the formula, the provision that weights the student count based on the number of students who are Title I eligible, a place like Fairfax County, Virginia with a 5.5% poverty rate gets $1,935 per Title I student, while Lee County Public Schools in Appalachia in Virginia with a 32.7% poverty rate gets $1,488 per student - per Title I student. And the entire gap is explained according to the Congressional Research Service data by this number weighting provision.

Is the Administration going to take a position on that issue and begin to remedy this injustice for rural areas?

Carmel Martin:
So, that is something (Marty) that we’re definitely looking at. Several members of my staff are analyzing the formulas related to Title I and other federal programs, and that’s something we want to work with you and with Congress on as we move forward. So, that is something that we’d like to tackle and make sure - you know, our overall objective is to make sure that the funds are going to where the needy students are, so that is something that we do want to work on.

John White:
Okay (Chase), we’ll take the next call.

Coordinator:
Thank you. And our next question come from (Mary Kusler). Your line is open.

(Mary Kusler):
Hi, this is (Mary) with AASA and the National Rural Education Advocacy Coalition. Carmen, would you mind just explaining -- maybe in any more detail than you can give us in the document -- your plans in the Rural Education section specifically about how much of the REAP money you would expect to see - or the department would like to see the Secretary have control over? And, the ideas and the reasoning behind that.
John White:
(Mary), I think you’re referring to in the budget document that says the Secretary would be permitted to set funds aside for technical assistance and other...
(Mary Kusler):
No. I’m actually talking about the blueprint - in the Rural Education section of the blueprint, it talks about the fact that the dollars would be used for national technical assistance, potentially assistance to rural districts for capacity building, to apply for competitive grants.

Carmel Martin:
So (Mary), that reference is referencing our desire in the reauthorization to have authority to do those types of activities. We’re not planning on reserving any funds for those purposes in the next budget cycle. We appreciate that we need to get an increase in funding levels to be able to do those activities. But, we would like to have the authority to do it.

(Mary Kusler):
So just to clarify, that would mean that in the next round of the budget, if this was something you guys wanted to see in the reauthorization, you would therefore ask for a commensurate raise in the REAP allocation in order to cover the new costs under the new activities you’re proposing?

Carmel Martin:
Yes.

(Mary Kusler):
Okay.

Coordinator:
And our next question comes from (Gerald Keefe). Your line is open.

(Gerald Keefe):
Yes. Good morning. I’m a Superintendant in Kit Carson, Colorado. A very small rural district. My question centers primarily around the statement that we’re not talking about a national curriculum. Because I think in fact, we are –

I mean a lot of in the rural communities are concerned about that.

Also, if accountability – I – you talked about this, would narrow the curriculum on testing wise, but yet it’s still based on how we do out in Colorado on what we would call our CSAP test. I don’t see any way that we’ll ever move away from you know, a narrowing and teaching to the test.

And I’ll just conclude by saying I know NCLB was challenged numerous times in federal court about whether this was a proper role for the federal government or not. Could you comment on how the reauthorization is any different than that respect?
Carmel Martin:
So with respect to standards, we are not proposing national standards. Current law required states to set up statewide standards. We’re asking states to ensure that those standards are aligned with what every parent wants for their child; that when they graduate from high school that they are college or career-ready.

We’re finding ways to provide support for states to move forward with that plan. That they – 48 states – are already moving that direction. The two states that choose not to move forward together on a common set of standards would still be – those standards would still be recognized under federal law. We’re just asking that those states ensure that their standards – individual standards are aligned with what it means to be college and career ready in their state.

In terms of narrowing the curriculum, as I mentioned earlier, some of the ways that we’re tackling that is to allow for states to consider other subjects besides reading and math in their accountability system and making determinations around schools that need interventions and the schools that should be rewarded for success.

We also allow in the vast majority of schools for other information beside reading and math and besides assessment scores to be used in determining what interventions are required to help the schools improve.

And finally, we’re putting increased resources into the grants to states and districts for innovative programs around well rounded curriculum. So, it would allow states and districts to use federal funds to develop innovative curriculum, instructional materials, professional development around a well rounded education.

An example of something they could use that funding for is to implement an interdisciplinary teaching program. As you know in many good schools, when they teach literacy, they’re teaching history. When they’re teaching history, they’re teaching literacy. So, we want to promote that.


Work and to provide additional federal funding to help states and districts to design and implement those programs.

(Gerald Keefe):
Okay. Just let me follow-up and then I’ll turn it over to the next question. If we’re talking about developing alternate assessments, I imagine it’s going to have to be something that can be tracked longitudinally, which would therefore take out a state’s ability to say, “Okay, we’re going to go with - TerraNova will test the basic skills, NWEA, et cetera.” It would be a basic standard test similar to what we have with CSAP. Is that correct?
Carmel Martin:
I’m not familiar with that assessment, so...
(Gerald Keefe):
Yes. It’s the Colorado Student Assessment Program. It’s our standard. What I’m trying to get a picture on is you know, just saying that we can use alternate measures to document student performance. It’s going to have to be – the main basis of the federal accountability system now is growth and you know, on a longitudinal basis.

And adding - I’m trying to figure out in my mind how these additional assessments are going to play into our accountability rating if they’re not similar to what’s going to be in the reading and math area.

Carmel Martin:
So if Colorado decided they wanted to have an assessment in history, they could develop a statewide assessment in history similar to the one you have in reading and math, and use that for accountability purposes. We’re not requiring that they do so, but under current law if they did so, they could not use it for determining interventions in the accountability system. We’re saying we would allow them to do so.


Also with respect to the vast majority of schools, we’ll be asking states and districts to develop intervention plans to address whatever weaknesses exist in those schools. And in that context, they could use TerraNova. They could use other assessments.

They would still use the state wide reading and math assessments and additional subject assessments if they decided to develop them to identify the lowest 10% of schools and the gap school. But for the vast majority of schools, they could use other local assessments, national assessments, or other information like attendance rates to define an intervention plan for those schools.

We’re not going to – unlike current law, we won’t be – for the vast majority of schools, we won’t be federally mandating a cascading system of interventions around supplemental services, choice; but rather, asking states to focus on their lowest performing schools and the schools with the largest gaps, and giving a tremendous amount of state and local flexibility for the schools in the middle, and asking them to identify and reward the schools showing the greatest improvement.

(Gerald Keefe):
Okay. Thank you. And, I’ll turn it over to the next caller now.

Coordinator:
And the next question comes from Kent Schescke. Your line is open.
Kent Schescke:
Yes. Thank you. This is Kent Schescke with National FFA. And a question Carmel – I had heard you at one of the early briefings, or one of the early discussions about you know where we were going with ESEA.

And, there was a lot of discussion about graduation rates and the fact that we’re losing so many students through high school. You know, looking at the numbers that start, that complete, and that data, how will that retention of students to the system be measured and factored into schools accountability and performance?

Carmel Martin:
So, we will ask states to -- with respect to high schools -- to use graduation rates in addition to reading and math assessment scores for identifying the bottom 10% of schools and the schools with the largest gaps. We are looking at what states have submitted to us so far in terms of performance targets related to graduation rates, and we’re going to take a look at that to see whether we want to propose any changes.

But right now, states are operating under a regulation that the last Administration promulgated that we supported that asked states to set four year, and at their option five and six year graduation rates. So, states have submitted those to us and we’re reviewing them now.
Kent Schescke:
Thank you.

Coordinator:
And our next question comes from (Bernard Hamilton). Your line is open.

(Bernard Hamilton):
Good morning. Thank you for taking my call. I’m -- as you probably know -- with the National Alliance of Black School Educators. My question has to do with if the new law will take into consideration two -- well parent and the parent involvement piece that’s involved with Title I -- held to the students. And also -- well, let me just talk about the parent involvement piece.

And my interest is two-fold. One, I know that from talking to many of my affiliates that there is not much attention given to the use of parent involvement funds to help parents become more engaged in their student’s education.

And one of the suggestions that comes up often is incentives to get them into building and working with the students -- a plan to building extracurricular and also monitoring the funds that’s shared by the schools that are actually using them. And, there doesn’t seem to be much of that happening at the state level or federal.

The other question in regards to funds is student connections. We know that the research talks about parents, but it also talks about students being involved with their school. And, if we could use -- is there any consideration in using those funds to help connect kids to -- for instance -- clubs? Teachers, science clubs, foreign language clubs? I don’t see in schools being able to do that, and I’m wondering if there’s any consideration for those two points that I’m bringing out?
Carmel Martin:
So, those are really good questions, and that’s - I can share with you our thinking on how we can do a better job of parent engagement. But, we’re very eager to get any ideas that you have in terms of how we can improve on our construct.

Essentially, what we’re looking to do is to increase the amount of funding that districts can withhold at the district level to implement parent engagement activities. Some of the things that we’ve been looking at are things like having parent and community outreach coordinators in high poverty schools. Finding ways to open up the school to the community so that we can have parents and the community at large see that the school is the center of the community.

Something that Arne did in Chicago was opened up the school buildings for -- and I know many schools do this already -- but open up the school buildings for activities that the community and parents could participate in outside of school hours.

So, I think we’re looking for good ideas in terms of how we can support schools in those efforts. We’re also providing funding through a freestanding Successful, Safe, and Healthy Student program that could be used. It’s a competitive program that districts can apply for to implement innovative models around community and parent engagement.

The other way we’re hoping to tackle the issue of parent engagement is by providing more transparency and information to parents so they can understand what’s happening in their children’s school. Title I already requires district level report cards. We’re looking for ways to improve upon those report cards and give student - parents more usable data about what’s happening in their children’s school.

(Bernard Hamilton):
But -- and the question about students -- connecting the students to -- research shows that students who are connected to the school -- unfortunately, too many of the Title I students are bused in or can’t get to the school. But if they could be -- if Title I resources could assist the school with either transportation -- parents and/or students -- then they can be connected to some of those clubs like Future Teachers of America, science clubs, foreign language clubs.

The point is to get the students tied into a feel of part of the school so that they would be part of the family. And, I’m wondering if we could maybe -- maybe when you said ideas, are we to send you ideas through email or something?

Carmel Martin:
Sure. Yes. That would be great.

((Crosstalk))

Carmel Martin:
I would also just (find) that we are proposing in our budget if ESEA is reauthorized increase funding for the 21st Century Learning Community program, which is designed to do exactly what you’re talking about. But, I hear what you’re saying in terms of that also being part of Title I.
(Bernard Hamilton):
Right.

Carmel Martin:
So, we’re happy to take a look at that.

(Bernard Hamilton):
I mean, I actually work in Title I in Louisville, Kentucky, so -- and I work with the parents, but there’s a lot of limitations, so I can’t -- schools aren’t allowed to do a lot of things, but many of those things would help -- directly help those Title I eligible students if we could get some flexibility out of it.

But I appreciate you answering my question.

Carmel Martin:
Thank you.

Coordinator:
And the next question comes from (Susan Sheridan). Your line is open.

(Susan Sheridan):
Yes. We’re calling in from the National Center for Research on Rural Education, and actually we had two questions. The first one you just addressed actually. It was around the objective of the parents and community engagement as a fact of the bill. And so, that was very helpful information.

The second question I’m actually going to turn over to (Todd Glover), one of my colleagues here at the center.

(Todd Glover):
We were curious in terms of whether there’ll be guidelines or criteria, in terms of supporting schools in the selection and implementation of effective interventions or innovations? And -- guess I’ll just leave it at that.

Carmel Martin:
I’m sorry. I’m not sure that I understood the question. Could you repeat it? Sorry.

(Todd Glover):
So, you focused on incentives for schools in terms of underperforming schools, as well as for high performing schools and districts. I’m curious in terms of the actual interventions and innovations, if there would be guidelines or criteria in terms of supporting to assist schools and supporting schools in their selection and use of effective innovations or intervention?
Carmel Martin:
So, we are looking to improve upon the Department’s technical assistance capacity around school improvement activities. But also, looking to build -- provide additional funding at both the state and district levels so they can build capacity to help schools to improve.


One of the things that a state could use our funding for would be the development of school support teams. Some jurisdictions have already been doing this modeled on a inspectorate model from England where they bring -- the idea is that educational experts would come into schools and help them look at their data and help them develop school improvement plans.

We’re not mandating that, but we’re providing resources for it. Also, providing resources for third party school turnaround experts to come and help schools -- the lowest performing schools to implement school turnaround plans.


The other thing that we’re doing is in the rewards program that I mentioned where we’re asking states to identify the top 10% of their schools in terms of performance.

And again, their performance is not measured by absolute test scores, but rather who’s making the most growth or progress with their students, and asking those -- providing rewards to those schools, but asking them to work with lower performing schools so they could work as members of communities of practice with less high performing, high growth schools, and share best practices, and help each other to develop - figuring out what works to help improve student performance.
(Todd Glover):
Okay. Thank you.
Coordinator:
And our next question comes from (Peter Tarzan). Your line is open.
(Peter Tarzan):
Yes. You caught my attention when you talked about interdisciplinary teaching in a response to a previous comment. I’m a small school Superintendent in rural Oregon. One of the challenges that we have is the highly qualified requirements as they’re interpreted by our state that require teachers to have multiple endorsements.

And in of course Title schools, we are not allowed to have really interdisciplinary teaching occur at a practical level because we don’t have ready access for our teachers, nor enough support for them to be able to acquire those multiple endorsements.

So, I was wondering whether or not what kind of possible support the new federal program might have in that regard to help us (with) that problem in rural situations.

Carmel Martin:
So, we are looking to tackle the problems with the highly qualified teacher definition under current law. First and foremost, what we’re looking to do is to move to a new model that really -- rather than focusing on paper credentials for teaching, focuses on the idea of effectiveness. So, if a teacher is being effective with their student, that really is the most important thing as opposed to whether they have a piece of paper.


We do want to continue to promote the idea that teachers have subject matter expertise in the subjects that they teach. But - so long term, we want to move towards this concept of effectiveness and sort of move away from the idea of highly qualified teacher.

We will need to have a transition plan, because we won’t be able to put in place our effectiveness model right away. So, we’ll be working - looking to work with folks on the Hill to ensure that we’re making any modifications to the highly qualified teacher definition so it’s more workable, particularly in rural areas, but also with respect to special education teachers. So, that is something that we do want to work with folks on.
(Peter Tarzan):
Thank you. That’s very encouraging.

Coordinator:
And the next question comes from Doris Williams. Your line is open.

Doris Williams:
Yes. Thank you. I’m Doris Williams with Rural School and Community Trust. In the blueprint, the document, there’s reference in the Rural Education section to updating the methods used to identify a district that’s rural. Could you speak to that a little bit more please?
Carmel Martin:
So under current law, the definition for rural districts is based on locale codes that no longer are used, so we need to update the definition to reflect what’s being used currently. So, that’s essentially what we’re talking about there.

Doris Williams:
Okay. Thank you.

Coordinator:
The next question comes from Richard Moody. Your line is open.

Richard Moody:
Hi. Good morning. This is Dick Moody with the Association of Education Service Agencies. I’d like to follow-up on (Peter)’s question from Oregon, and that’s really more focused on recruiting and retaining teachers in specialized content areas in rural schools, particularly those areas like physics and foreign languages where that certification is required at the state level. Could you talk about what the Department is considering for capacity building as well as alternative certification in those areas?
Carmel Martin:
So, we’ve proposed about I think it’s $230 million for a new teacher recruitment and preparation program that would be grants to -- it could be -- the grants could go to a school district. It could go to an institute of higher education or an alternative certification provider to build programs around alternative certification programs or traditional certification programs to prepare teachers in high need subjects.


We’re also -- with respect to our Teacher and Leader Innovation Fund -- looking to provide additional resources to help states to build up their capacity in terms of teacher certification, recruitment, preparation.

Richard Moody:
Okay, could you -- as a follow-up -- could you expand a little bit on the -- you’re talking about institutes of higher education or alternative certification providers -- how that would be defined?

Carmel Martin:
So, it could be a non-profit organization, and institute of higher education, or a school district, or folks in those categories working in collaboration with each other. They could apply to us for grants to carry out the activities that we’re talking about here.

Richard Moody:
Yes. When you say school district, you’re also including educational service agencies in that definition?
Carmel Martin:
I think so. Yes. I can double check that.

Richard Moody:
Okay. Thank you.

Coordinator:
And the next question comes from (LaRuth Gray). Your line is open.
(LaRuth Gray):
(Thank you). I wanted to just ask a question about the identification of -- the change in the identification of rural. Could you just talk a little bit more about that? Because you said it’s now based on locale codes, so you must have given some consideration as to what that means.

Carmel Martin:
I’m sorry.

(LaRuth Gray):
Okay, that’s much...
Carmel Martin:
Thanks. I’m going to ask Scott Sargrad on my staff to fill you in on that.

(LaRuth Gray):
Okay. Go ahead.

Scott Sargrad:
So, this was about the locale codes that are used to identify districts?

(LaRuth Gray):
Yes.
Scott Sargrad:
NCES had updated their locale codes a few years ago based on the new Office of Management and Budget definitions of what it means to be rural, so that’s what we’re talking about here. There’s been a lot of advances in the way that we classify districts and geo location kind of technologies, so these codes reflect all those sorts of improvements. So, that’s what we’re talking about here.
(LaRuth Gray):
I understand that, but I wanted to know what now goes into your - the updates. What other kinds of things are being considered to change that?

Carmel Martin:
So, it’s just new -- there’s new locale codes.

(LaRuth Gray):
Okay.

Carmel Martin:
It’s not like we’re adding new things, it’s that the locale codes currently used don’t exist anymore, so we’re using the new locale codes.

(LaRuth Gray):
Okay. Okay.

Coordinator:
And at this time there are no further questions.

Well actually, one just popped in queue, sir. Do you want to take that one?

John White:
Sure. It looks like there’s a couple more, so we’ll take a couple more.

Coordinator:
Yes sir. Okay. (Marty Strange), your line is open.

(Marty Strange):
Yes. Thank you again. I’m with the Rural School and Community Trust. I suspect that the locale code issue has to do with the fact that the locale code six under the old system doesn’t align perfectly with the locale codes in the new system.

So the question really boils down to is which of the 31, 32, and 33 locale codes are you going to include in the new definition? Because, I think the locale codes 41, 42, and 43 are unquestionably going to be in their definition, I would think.
Carmel Martin:
Yes. So, we -- as you know, our blueprint doesn’t get into this level of specificity. I mean, this is something that we would want to work with you all and with Congress, in terms of figuring out what makes the most sense. I think in other programs, Congress has identified which new locale codes they think line up best. But, open to hearing what you all think makes sense on this.
(Marty Strange):
Well with the research that we do, we commonly include locale codes 32 and 33 along with locale codes 41, 42, and 43 because it captures small towns that -- if anybody from Washington were to visit would know that they were in a rural area. Locale code 31 includes a lot of places that are very close into cities and are very suburban in feel.


So, it’s a -- I mean, the locale codes are very much based on distance from an urban center, and we drew the line at 32 and 33.

Carmel Martin:
Yes. And that -- we have -- that’s what we have been looking at, so that’s good to hear.

Coordinator:
And our next question ...
John White:
(Chase), we’ll take one more question.

Coordinator:
Okay and that will come from Paula Stephenson. Your line is open.

Paula Stephenson:
Thank you. This is Paula Stephenson with the Colorado Rural Schools Caucus. And, I’m hearing a lot of talk about the competitive grants, and you talk about the programs that you have for the New Teacher Recruitment and Preparation Program. And again, that boils down to competitive grants.

Given the unique challenges that rural schools have - you know, many of us don’t have grant writers or the ability to put together the types of grants that will be competitive. So, what are you doing to ensure that rural schools and districts are given adequate opportunities to participate in these initiatives?

Carmel Martin:
So, we do want to ensure that geography doesn’t dictate who wins these grants. We also want to make sure that it’s not about the strength of the grant writing staff. So some of the things that we’re looking at and that we have implemented already with respect to our I3 program is competitive priority for rural initiatives, also some flexibility around matching fund requirement.

So moving forward in (ESEA), that’s another concept -- those types of concepts are things we want to incorporate into these competitive grants. The other idea that we’ve talked about is where we have competitive grants -- having set asides for rural applications so rural districts are competing with rural districts, as opposed to all districts at large. So, it’s something that we definitely want to guard against in terms of competitive programs.

I would though emphasize that the overwhelming majority of Department of Education funding will continue to be given out by formula. I think it’s about eight -- something around three-quarters of our funding is formula funding. We are not proposing moving the programs that are designed to help particular types of students; Title I, IDA, migrant education, rural education. All of that money will continue to go out by formula.

And where we are proposing competitive funding streams, we are looking for ways to ensure that there’s a level playing field in terms of applicant.

Paula Stephenson:
Great. Thank you very much.

John White:
So thank you everyone for joining our call today, and we’ll look forward to continuing this conversation and trying to provide information, and certainly welcome your feedback along the way.


If anyone wants to follow-up with any emails, they can certainly send them to me at john.white@ed.gov. And, that concludes our call. Thank you for participating.
Coordinator:
Thank you for participating in today’s conference call. You may all disconnect at this time.

-END-









