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MR. JUPP:  Ladies and gentleman, thanks.  We actually got you all here and eating your box lunch on time.  That is what we wanted.


I actually have never introduced the Secretary of Education before, so I asked some people for some help, and they said just introduce him.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  It didn't help me at all, so here I am helpless up here, having to introduce one of the most important people in the country in our field. 


I want to say two things that I know are true.  The first is that Arne Duncan, since he was CEO of the Chicago Public Schools, has thought of this meeting as part of a personal mission, that getting the measures right at the State level, so that they are right at the local level, so that they are right for the principals and teachers who are doing the work is something that Arne has cared passionately about, since long before he ever thought he was going to be Secretary of Education.


The second thing I want to tell you is that I don't participate in a ton of meetings with the Secretary, but every one of them is memorable, and the most memorable, I was on the phone, because I wasn't able to sit in on it.  There were high‑level folks around the table discussing really important issues on our position on teacher policy in particular, and it was a tough meeting.  And it lasted about 60 minutes.


The team was not totally focused on their position, and what the Secretary continued to do throughout the meeting was to say, "No.  I don't think you are being courageous enough.  I need you to be more courageous," and whenever I think of Arne, I think of somebody that actually asks his staff to be more courageous, and I think that's the spirit of this meeting.  On the hand, it's the fulfillment of a lot of work that we have all been working toward, but on the other hand, it's the moment where we have to bring our courage to bear, so that we are doing the right thing.


I am going to ask Carmel Martin and Michael Yudin to join the Secretary, and I'm going to introduce the Secretary of Education.  Thank you very much.  I hope.


[Applause.]


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Thanks for having me.


Can we have a huge round of applause for Brad for all of his leadership in putting this together?  Brad, thanks a lot.


[Applause.]


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  I will be very, very quick.  I just want to have a conversation, two quick things, and then talk about waivers, just other things we're thinking about.  This is hugely important but not the only thing on our agenda.


Obviously, the jobs bill, we're continuing to push very, very hard.  Hopefully, you know what it would mean for your States and your districts, $60 billion there, 30 to save teacher jobs, 30 around capital construction.  Getting stuff done through Congress these days is not easy, but this to me would be a big, big deal, so just know we're continuing to push that very hard.


The President is out all over the country talking about this, and I'm trying to do whatever I can and didn't want to miss the opportunity here.


Secondly, we put out this morning, so it's hot off the press and you guys can look it up, Our Future, Our Teachers, really thinking about what we do around schools of education, and we think we have not done enough there.  We want to make some pretty significant changes there to work on the pipeline.  So, as you travel back home later today, over the weekend, take a look at what we are proposing, but it's some fairly, somewhat radical, little bit controversial ideas, but really trying to improve the quality there, trying to move towards a model much more like Louisiana, Tennessee, and North Carolina, looking at, actually focused on what is the impact that teachers are having on classrooms, and there's huge variation there, trying to have a continuous feedback loop.


We think we have been a big part of the problem in this area.  We have not been creative enough, very bureaucratic.  Under the current structure, we ask States and schools of ed for about 440 pieces of information each year that are all inputs, none of them outcomes.  It doesn't quite make sense, so we are going to push hard to do more there.


We want to think differently about scholarships for people going into STEM areas, going into underserved communities.  We think we can play a much greater leadership role there, and then finally trying to invest more in minority‑serving institutions.  I worry a lot about the lack of diversity of our teacher workforce going forward and not reflecting the great diversity of the country.


So, as usual, we are challenging the status quo, upsetting some apple carts, but we love your feedback, and we are going to try and move forward with this pretty aggressively.


Really interesting, we had Dennis Van Roekel there from the NEA, fully supportive; Wendy Kopp, there from Teach For America, fully supportive.  Deborah Ball from the University of Michigan is going great work, fully supportive.  So it's a diverse set of folks who are helping us on this, which is really good to see and feel good about that.


Now to waivers.  That was the quick inshow.  Let me just sort of step back, and I think Brad actually alluded to this a little bit in the introduction.  Why is this important?  This is really important because, quite frankly, I think the work you guys are doing is, at the end of the day, a lot more important for changing outcomes for students than the work that any of us are doing here in Washington.


When I came here from Chicago, I came from a superintendent's position.  Lots of my fellow superintendents gave me the very clear advice to sort of bypass States, you know, States are broken, States are just functional, you know, and I had some of those same feelings.


I don't know if Chris is here.  Is Chris here from Illinois?  Chris isn't here, but ‑‑


ATTENDEE:  His staff is here.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Oh, his team is here.


I was the CEO of Chicago Public Schools for 7‑1/2 years.  In that 7‑1/2 years, Chris was the ninth State superintendent I had in that short amount of time.


Now, thank goodness, he stayed and done well, but my personal experience at the State level was not real positive, and that maybe wasn't the norm.  That was maybe the extreme example, but at the end of the day, what we have honestly tried to do is to try and make the State department of education and the State superintendent job much more important than it has been historically, and there's so much power that you have that we frankly don't.


We can't set standards; you guys can.  We are barred by law from touching curriculum; you guys can.  We can give advice around assessments; we can't lead that.  In terms of funding, we are the minority minority partner, 8, 9, 10 percent if we're lucky.  Most of you are 45, 50, 55 percent.  You are the majority shareholder in this enterprise.


So the best thing we can do is to support you and help you be successful, and what I've seen for far too long is Washington sort of get in the way of what's going on at the local level.  Everything we are trying to do ‑‑ and please hold us accountable for doing it ‑‑ we are trying to be a much better partner to the hard work you guys are doing.


Having said that, this is not going to be a free pass, and hopefully, you guys have gotten that message.  If your goal is to stop evaluating special education students, which I've honestly heard from a couple States, we are not going to partner with you.  I don't have an interest in doing that. 


If your goal is to assess students, not every year but every 3 years, that's not something that we are going to look kindly upon, and I am very interested in growth and gain and how much a student is improving, and we know those measures are imprecise and not perfect, but if we wait 3 years to assess and that child has three bad teachers in a row, they are going to be so far behind, they are never going to catch up.


So the opportunity before you, if I can just really challenge you to think not individually, to think not just about what you do for your State, but what are you going to do collectively here, and you guys have to help lead the country where we need to go.


We want to be a great partner.  We want to give you lots of room to innovate and to be creative, but if you guys come do this, 50 States individually, I don't quite know if we get where we need to go.  You guys should think through formally, informally, how you guys have a very high bar before anything gets to our desk.


It's interesting.  I've had certain States calling me already saying, "Well, I know you are not going to approve so‑and‑so's State.  Their application isn't good enough," and we're having to make those tough calls.  We have and we will, but you guys here should work together and figure out how.  You are going to have such a high bar, that nothing comes to us that you guys collectively can't support, and how are you going to move this thing forward together.


And not that you're going to grab every issue.  It's a big, big country, lots of variation here, but the more you guys can have your own set of checks and balances, the more you guys can work together in ways that you never have, that would be extraordinarily helpful, again, not just in helping your State but helping the country.


The goal here is not just to give out a set of waivers.  Waivers are a strategy, a means to end.  The goal here is obviously how do we significantly increase student achievement, given tight resources, given all the pressures we are all under.


If this waiver process, if you guys can collectively seize on this opportunity to lead the country where we need to go, then you would have made, I think, the most of this opportunity.  If we all sort of do it individually, if everyone is calling us, saying what we should do or should not do for some other State, that to me, I think, really misses the point here.


We can walk through the details, walk through the principles, walk through anything we want, but I just want you to understand what I see as an amazing opportunity for the country, but we are not going to get the country where we need to go.  I think you guys collectively can, and again, hold us accountable for being a better partner than we ever have.


I don't know if you have collectively ever had an opportunity like this before.  It may not come around again.  We didn't want this opportunity.  We wanted Congress to reauthorize; hopefully, they still will reauthorize, but we can take their dysfunction and use that as an opportunity to do something that I don't know if any of us have ever had in our careers.


I just want people to understand what a big deal this is and think about how you support each other to have a very, very bar in how we do this, to really challenge the status quo in ways that we haven't, give you a ton of room to move, much more flexibility, much more autonomy, much more room to innovate than you've ever had, but to get something for children that we just haven't collectively done a good enough job on.


So I will stop there, open it up to any questions you might have, but I just wanted to sort of frame the context in which we see this work going forward, so we'll open it up.


Yes.  Stand up, please.


MS. CASTILLO:  Hi, Mr. Secretary.  Thank you so much for your leadership on providing this waiver opportunity and for your staff, all the staff that is here today, helping us and giving us lots of encouraging words to be bold and to move forward.


Right now the words that you just said, I guess I just wanted a little bit of clarity.  Earlier we were having conversations about how every State has an opportunity to do it in their own way and to be innovative in their own way, and now you are encouraging us to work together and not have all these different proposals that come forward.


I just wanted a little bit of clarity on what you just said.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  It is a great question.  I guess maybe I'm trying to have my cake and eat it, too, there.


[Laughter.]


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  This has to have a local/State context to it, but I guess what I am asking for, suggesting, that as States come to us, share your plan of other States, get honest feedback, this works, this doesn't, this doesn't make sense, why are you doing this.  I think there is so much knowledge, so much commitment in this, and I think historically, we haven't provided incentives for States to work together enough.


While every State should have their individual plan, there has got to be some core principles, I have to believe, that are common here, and where States are stepping outside those core principles, having other States challenge them or think about it, and to have each State design their accountability system, divorce from all the other work going on around the country, to me just doesn't make sense.


To me, that has been the challenge in education.  We have all tried to do our things in our little individual silos.  We haven't learned from each other.  I just think this is a huge opportunity to learn to be transparent, and to not take advantage of that, I guess that is what I am challenging.


Does that make sense, or does that answer your question?


MS. CASTILLO:  Thank you.  Yes.


MS. MILLER:  Judy Miller from Kansas.


I thank you so much for giving us this opportunity to ask for flexibility.  The timing is just really great.


But my question has to do with the priority and the focus schools.  In Kansas, less than half of the schools are Title I, and yet when we look at the definition and we start calculating priority and focus schools, there are a lot of schools that potentially could be much lower performing or have greater achievement gaps than the Title I schools.


I know we can publish the data on all of them, but the lists that we are going to be turning in on our flexibility, the ones that we are going to be using the resources for are only the Title I.


I know under the SIG grants when we had the Tiers I, II, and III, we were looking at eligible Title I schools and stuff like that.  Do you have any ideas or any suggestions of what we can do to make it possible where we are truly getting at the schools that are the lowest performing or have the greatest achievement gaps that may not be Title I schools?


MS. MARTIN:  So, in order to make that change in the SIG program, we had to get an appropriations rider to give you the flexibility to drive resources to Title I eligible but not receiving schools, and we are trying to carry over that flexibility into this context with respect to Title I eligible but not receiving high schools.


But we are limited.  We cannot waive the requirement and frankly don't want to waive the relationship that Title I money is driven to the Title I schools where they have the large percentages of students in poverty.


We would encourage you that in the accountability system that you are building that you would use the same framework for all your schools, not just Title I schools.  It is just in terms of where we are requiring interventions and/or paying for interventions, we are limited by the statute, and it's not something we can waive.


MS. KNOPF:  Mr. Secretary, I am Rae Ann Knopf from Vermont, and I want to thank you and your staff for the work that you did, both on this flexibility forum and the event that you had today and last evening.


My question really has to do with how do we translate.  Clearly, what's defined in the flexibility guidelines is reflective of what States have asked for and what States have said they really needed in terms of redesigning their accountability systems, and so my question really has to do with what do you recommend to us to help ensure that when ESEA is reauthorized, that these same principles are reflected in that, because I would hate to see Congress sort of ‑‑ maybe "one‑up" is not the right word, but to act quickly on something that would end up shutting down this kind of innovation.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  That's a great question.  I probably should have hit that, because we are actually thinking a lot about that.


Not to put more pressure on you, but I think the quality of the applicants we have coming in is going to set the bar for Congress, and if we get a lot of low‑quality, you know, bottom‑of‑the‑barrel, minimum creativity, minimum accountability‑type proposals, I think Congress will gravitate towards that.


But if we see across the country, north, south, east, west, Democrat, Republican, it doesn't matter, urban, rural, suburban, State, the more we have a cross‑section that is a really high bar, I think it makes it very hard for Congress to backtrack from there.


Again, not that are all going to agree on every issue, but the more they see directionally where this thing is going, that is going to be very positive.


We have gotten some pushback from Congress on putting this out, as you have seen, but honestly, that pushback has been relatively muted, because there's been such unanimous agreement around the country, around the need for this.  And if we didn't have that, if somehow we were pitting west versus east or Republicans versus Democrats, you would see a lot more outcry here, but that hasn't happened.


So I think on the first step, Congress is sort of really taking notice, this is something the country wants, regardless of politics, regardless of geography, so that is sort of the entry ticket.  If they can now see the work reflects the similar high standards, commonality, to put in politics an ideology, geographies aside, just doing the right thing, it puts them in a very difficult position to backtrack.


So I think the onus is on us, and if we do this well, it makes me very hopeful about ultimately where reauthorization goes.  If we're scattered, if we're screaming at each other, if we're all over the map, it just creates a lot more cracks for them to come in and do something that doesn't make sense.


MR. FABRIZIO:  Mr. Secretary, my name is Lou Fabrizio from North Carolina.  Thank you for pushing the Congress the way you have been and giving us now this flexibility through the waiver process.


One of the things that I have noticed in the materials ‑‑ and if I missed it, I apologize ‑‑ but currently, there are certain States that have been approved to have modified assessments for the 2 percent, quote, kids.  We know that in information that has already come out of the U.S. Department of Ed that in '14‑'15, when the different assessment consortia are in place, there will be no such thing as those 2 percent.


My question has to do with this transition period, from where we are not to '14‑'15.  We are in the process of moving forward with new assessments based on the new Common Core standards in the '12‑'13 school year, so we will have 2 years of assessments based on the Common Core prior to the assessment consortia.


We currently are planning to implement 2‑percent assessments, which currently we know is allowed.  My question is, are we going to be told as we continue down this path that 2 percent won't be allowed if it's on new assessments prior to '14‑'15?


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Mike.


MR. YUDIN:  We believe that the ‑‑ and it is built into the principles of this flexibility ‑‑ that the assessments in 2014‑2015 will be available to assess all kids, and then, of course, you have the 1 percent alternate assessment.  So the plan is that when these new assessments are online, they will in fact be available to assess all kids, including the 2 percent.  So the 2‑percent assessment would not be available anymore.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  But his question is in the interim, in the next 2 years.


MR. YUDIN:  Right.  So the reg will remain in place.  For States that are using it, you will be able to continue to do so.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  That's a great question.


MS. REICHRATH:  Mr. Secretary, I am Martha Reichrath.  I'm Deputy in the State of Georgia.


I want to get you to respond just to a plea that I am bringing on behalf of our State and perhaps some others.


We heard a great deal from Carmel yesterday about peer review and about the process that's going to be used for our waiver approvals.  I am very hopeful, and I know I speak on behalf of our superintendent, Dr. Barge, that we are going to bring to you, for example, a pretty out‑of‑the‑box proposal, and we are hopeful that during a year or so of refinement that we will be able to take advantage of what you have just suggested, and that is, the wisdom of other States, the best practices that we are going to see that's related to what this waiver of ours will contain.


Can you give us some assurance that we are going to have opportunity to do that?  I stay concerned that things can get clogged up and that it can take so long, and we have got a lot of momentum going on in our State right now, and we'd like to keep it there.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Well, you guys have done great work.  Obviously, I met with John recently.  I think not just where you've gotten in terms of the product of the potential waiver, but also the process involving the community, getting feedback, has been fascinating to me, so you guys should feel really, really good about it.


On the peer review process, and you probably went through this, we take that very, very seriously, and the more you guys can help give us great folks to be part of that team, did you make that plea?


MS. REICHRATH:  Yes.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Okay.  So I won't repeat it.


I would say I retain the right to override, and if I feel compelled to, I will, but I've never done that yet.  I think if this becomes sort of me picking and choosing, it just doesn't ‑‑ you lose something there.


I think having a process with real integrity ‑‑ it is a human process.  I promise you it won't be perfect, but it will be pretty darn good.  The more you can help us get great folks into that, that would be great.


Like I said, just over the past 2‑1/2 years, we have had people with great integrity who have done great work, and we have taken that very, very seriously.  If you help us get great folks in there, then things hopefully won't get bureaucratic and bogged down, and so I can't overemphasize how much you can be a partner for us in making sure that process runs as smoothly as possible.


MR. YUDIN:  As I said earlier this morning, there really is no one timeline, right?  So, if your State is ready to go and you can have your application, your request in by November, and you feel really good about it, that's great, and we want to support that effort.


If you want to spend more time to think it through, that is great, and we want to support that effort, and we will support that effort.


So we absolutely are planning for multiple opportunities, not even within the submission.  So, if you submit November 14th and the peers say, "You know what, you need a little more work," we'll provide additional opportunities for you to do that, but if you still need more time, we are going to set up a whole new peer review process for the spring.  In mid February, we will have a second window submission to go forward to get you through the school year, if you need an answer before the end of the school year, so you can impact your decisions for the next school year, for the '12‑'13 school year.  And if you need more time, we are planning to do it for next year as well.


There is no deadline.  There is no timeline here.  If your State needs more time to be thoughtful, we support that completely.


MS. MARTIN:  I think the question, though, might have been once you have been peer‑reviewed and the waiver has been accepted, if you want to make modification moving into the future, is that going to be possible, and the answer to that is yes.


MS. BROWN:  Thank you.  Marci Brown from Indiana.


For those few of us, crazy November or bussed States ‑‑


[Laughter.]


MS. BROWN:  ‑‑ is there going to be an opportunity to work more with the staff from the Department in that short timeline?  I wouldn't expect other gatherings like this, but individualized support, maybe along the way, if we have some questions once we start digging a lot deeper into this.


MR. YUDIN:  Absolutely.  I have a bunch of staff here from my office, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education.  We have already held two webinars.  We are going to hold another one next week.  We are going to be setting up office hours.  We are going to assign staff to work individually with States to be responsive, to answer your questions, provide you with technical assistance, to hook you up with however we can do that.


The ESEAflexibility@ed.gov mailbox is the vehicle for you to contact us, say, "You know what, we need a contact.  Here is our State contact," and we will work with you.


MS. MARTIN:  I guess the other thing I would add to that, we are operating under the assumption that trying to convene you all again in Washington or even in some other location before the November deadline is probably not realistic, but we are open to hearing if you have ideas on virtual convenings on particular issues.


For example, we did Principles 2 and 3 in this convening.  We are open to doing something potentially on Principle 1 in terms of implementation of college‑ and career‑ready standards, that I know Brad and Matt and their team stand ready to do something around that if it makes sense, but we will only do that if it seems to make sense for folks.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Again, just to reiterate, they are saying we just want to be a good partner.  So, if it's a physical convening, we'll do it.  I agree with Carmel, it probably doesn't make sense, but whatever we can do to be helpful without getting in your way, and it is always that sort of fine line.  So you tell us where you need help, and again, I keep saying no competition between States.  So, if you are struggling with something, probably five other States have similar questions.  How do we get us talking with you?  How do we get you guys talking together?


I do think that first set of States, to me it is hugely, hugely important they be very strong.  So, if States are interested in backing off of accountability, if they're not serious about closing achievement gaps, we're just not going to play.


But that first set of States, whether it's 5 or 10 or 15, who knows, if they do a great, great job, then that sets the tone for the country in terms of what other States are doing, and it sets the tone ultimately for reauthorization.


So we are going to put a premium, absolute premium on quality for this first group, because I think that is going to send a signal to the country, either we're serious about this, either you guys are taking this to a different level, or we're backing off or we're getting lax or we're getting complacent.  And folks are going to be watching for that as they watch everything.  It's a fair question.


Whichever States are thinking about going early, again, not that you have to copy each other's applications, but the more you are talking, the more you are sharing, the more you are holding yourselves mutually accountable for doing the right thing, that makes the process that much easier.


MS. PARK: Judy Park, Associate Superintendent from Utah.


I really appreciate your Principle No. 4 that talks about reducing burden to our local districts and schools; however, one of the greatest burdens that we place on them is to fulfill the burdens of Federal reporting and Federal data collection.


So could you talk for a few minutes how that notion of reducing burden can trickle all the way through all of the systems, so that as we reduce it at the Federal level, we then can in turn reduce it for our districts and our schools?


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Just give me a couple of examples of where we could concretely reduce that burden on you.  What would you like to see us stop doing?


MS. PARK:  Well, the reports that I get from my IT staff is that many of the requirements through EDEN are duplicative, and oftentimes, things are asked for multiple times or the deadlines are not in a logical sequence, so that would just be one example.


MS. MARTIN:  That is something we have been looking at.  For example, the student count definition in IDEA and Title I are not the same, so you have to report the same data twice, and we have eliminated that.


We are trying to take it upon ourselves to review the data we are asking for to make sure we don't have those redundancies, but if you can give us, you could ask your staff to send us a list of the things that you think fall in that category, that would be really helpful to us.


I also mentioned yesterday ‑‑ and I think we are going to put something in the Federal Register either today or Monday around this A‑87 project, which is a terrible name for it, but it is an OMB circular that drives a lot of our data requests, so it's not an Ed‑driven activity.  It's an OMB‑driven activity.  Basically, we are going to try to run some pilots that allows us to pull back on some of our reporting requirements in exchange for higher level of reporting in terms of performance, so we are trying to get at that issue of data reporting in that context.


In the flexibility package, we are also trying to get at this issue by giving you greater flexibility to merge your funding streams.  As I said yesterday, if a funding stream is attached to a particular group of students, like migrant or homeless students, there is on flexibility.  You need to use those funds for those students, but you can transfer funds, for example, from Title II into Title I.  Under current law, you can do that up to 50 percent.  Under the flexibility package, you can ask to do up to 100 percent.  So it would alleviate some of the requirements that stem from having different categorical programs.


I think bigger picture, as I mentioned yesterday, as you move towards effectiveness models with these new teacher and leader evaluation systems, you still need to report HQT, but we are trying to take off some of the compliance requirements around State and local plans under Title II of ESEA.


So those are just some of the things that we are thinking about to get at your concern.  We are very open to hearing that there is more we need to do.  To the extent, as the Secretary said, you could give us concrete, specific requirements that you want us to move on, that just makes our job a lot easier in that space, and then just hope that as you put in place a new system under this flexibility package, that you are thinking about how to line your system at all levels to the new way of operating.


MS. BARTON:  Mr. Secretary, Emily Barton in Tennessee.


First, I wanted to thank you for holding us to a high bar, because it actually gives us the cover to really do the hard work, and I hope you will continue to do that.


Second, I wanted to ask a total softball question, but I promise it's not sucking up.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  I'll take it.


[Laughter.]


MS. BARTON:  What do you think is the missed opportunity?  You know, 10 years, 20 years from now when we look back, what do you really think we would say we missed the opportunity to make the most of that?


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  That is not a softball.  That's a hardball.


[Laughter.]


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  I'll tell you what I do think.  I do think despite the horrendous budget pressure that we are all feeling, I do think we have a once‑in‑a‑lifetime opportunity to break through together, and I do think progress for children in this country has been far, far, far too slow.


Given the globally competitive nature of the job market, the stakes for our kids and for our country have never been higher, so a huge opportunity, huge sense of urgency, and the swing either way has never been bigger.  So those can be sort of pressures that sort of beat us down or paralyze us, or they can be pressures that help us improve at a faster rate than we ever have.  And for me, that's the opportunity, despite the tough times, can we get better faster than we ever have.


If we miss that, then I think the consequences for kids and for the country are huge, are huge.  We have to break through here.  Other countries aren't waiting on us, and in a country that is becoming minority majority, not taking on the tough issues, it doesn't just hurt those communities.  It hurts the country.


MR. UNDERWOOD:  Mr. Secretary, I am Steve Underwood from Idaho.  Like everybody else, thank you so much for the opportunity to submit for these waivers.  I think it means a lot to all of us.


A question from me is in regard to rural States with remote populations.  One of the challenges we face is that more than half of our school districts are either rural or remote and smaller than 600 kids, which is smaller than an average school in a lot of urban locations.


I was wondering, in regard to the priority and focus schools, would you be open to an accountability plan that goes after priority and focus districts in lieu of schools to turn around the lowest performing, say, Title‑funded districts or something similar in which, hypothetically, we could target some of those districts as schools in and of themselves and then differentiate with larger districts based on their schools and sizes and so forth?


MS. MARTIN:  We would definitely be open to looking at that.


MR. UNDERWOOD:  Thank you.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  For me, the principle is where we are trying to have maximum impact.  It sounds like you are trying to have more impact, rather than less.  Intuitively, that is interesting to me.  If you are trying to have less impact rather than more, that is something I'd be less interested in.  So I think philosophically, that's very, very attractive.


MS. CHISM:  I have a question, but I don't know if I need the mic.


Hello, Mr. Secretary.  Welcome.  Greetings from Illinois.


ATTENDEE:  We need to get you a mic.


MS. CHISM:  You do need a mic?


ATTENDEE:  Yeah.


MS. CHISM:  Okay.


Just greetings from Illinois from Chris and Suzie.


My question relates to the intersection of Title III.  Can you talk a little bit how you see this flexibility waiver intersecting with Title III, and should we be thinking about similar flexibilitas for Title III?


MS. MARTIN:  The flexibility package doesn't waive any of the requirements under Title III, but we do want to make sure that you are marrying what you are doing in Title I with Title III, including if as you set new AMOs, that they should be incorporated into Title III, but you would still need to set performance targets around English language proficiency as you do under Title III.


MR. LEATHER:  Good afternoon.  Paul Leather from New Hampshire.


Again, I also want to thank you for this wonderful opportunity, Mr. Secretary.


Many of us have been examining how we can reach what we are referring to as the "north star," if you will, of a college and career readiness that reaches to both national and international expectations, and many of us also have been working hard to create a set of principles and create a road map to 21st‑century accountability systems.  I think you are well aware of that.


I guess I want to say, I really want to urge you and the Department not to be too narrow in your definition of bold new initiatives, but to be open to State‑level innovation, so that we truly can reach that bar, and if we could work together to find new ways to get there, I think that this could be a tremendous boom to the country.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  It's a great question, and again, hold us accountable on that.  That is clearly our intent.  Will we always do as well as we want to do?  I think that is where you need to challenge us.


I absolutely see this as a partnership.  So, if folks see us being too bureaucratic or too "our way or the highway," push back.  Push back.


The other thing I didn't say that I should have is part of the reason I feel so good about this is I have seen the courage of many States recently doing the right thing, doing the tougher thing politically but the right thing educationally.


Many States historically did not do that, and so I think the tide is turning.  I am also cognizant States could always slip backwards, but I am way more comfortable doing this today than I would have been 2‑1/2 years ago when we got here, just because I have seen the level of courage and the good work that States are doing across the country.


So, again, your leadership, your progress made us think this opportunity was that much more important and potentially game‑changing.


MS. MILLER:  Just clarity on Carmel's answer about Title III.  AMAO No. 3 in Title III is about AYP for English language learners.  So, if we have a flexibility waiver and we are creating accountability in a different manner, are you saying that we can use that new system to meet AMAO 3 under Title III, or we're still going to have to calculate old‑fashioned AYP?


MS. MARTIN:  No.  You would use the new AMOs under the flexibility package, and use those for purposes of Title III.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  That may be all we have.  So, again, I just really, really appreciate you taking the time and going forward.  The more we can be a good partner, the more you are letting me and Mike and Carmel know what you need, what you don't need, where you need more help, or you need us to get out of your way, we are learning with you on this.  We are going to make it up every single day as we go along, and we are going to do everything we can to help folks be successful.


But just to end where I started, the more you can help each other be successful, I can't overstate how important that is, I think, for Congress, for kids, and for letting the country know, we are in a very different spot than we were 4, 5, 6, 7 years ago.


So thanks so much.  Good luck, and this is a start.  A lot of hard work we gave you, but I also think an amazing opportunity, and we look forward to going through this with you.


Thanks for having me today.


[Applause.]


MR. JUPP:  So you think you got out from a short break by ending your questions 15 minutes early?  Ha!  Here's the deal.  It's about 17 minutes after the hour.  We come back at 32 minutes after the hour, a 15‑minute break.  If we are good, we get out early, okay?  But we're not going to cut the break short.


So let's take a 15‑minute break, get back here on time, start on time, and keep ourselves moving.


[Recess taken.]
