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MR. RITSCH: Welcome to the U.S. Department of Education.  Welcome to folks here in our auditorium, and welcome to folks tuning in online.



My name is Massie Ritsch.  I'm the Deputy Assistant Secretary for External Affairs and Outreach here at the Department. 



This is the third of our summer seminar series designed especially for teachers, but also welcoming of anyone else who's interested.  Anyone in the room have perfect attendance so far?



(A show of hands.)



All right.  Thank you.  Awards will be given, I'm sure.  Thank you very much.



So, just as we often do housekeeping for those in the room, restrooms, ladies' room that way, men's room that way. We've got a bunch of brochures, other Ed. material and publications here that I hope you'll pick up.  It's at the back of the room. We've got our Blueprint for the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.  We'll talk quite a bit about that tonight, overview of the Department of Education, and some new material from our Doing What Works program.  These are research-based education practices that come in a variety of forms on line, and here we've got some stuff on paper. You can watch videos of conversations with teachers about practices that work for them, different tutorials, things like that. So, I hope you'll check that out, as well. All of this stuff, of course, is on ed.gov.



If you have to leave this room early, that's fine.  Please recycle your name badge, and exit through security on the C Street side.  And while you're in our building, just make sure you're wearing your badge so you don't get hassled by anybody.



We will post this session, the video of it to the web after it has been transcribed so you can find that on our web page, ed.gov/teaching/summerseminars.  



As always, we welcome questions and comments from our audience online.  Let me tell you how you can do that. You can email ask.ed@ed.gov.  So, that is A-S-K.E-D@E-D.gov.  And on Twitter at the #asked, A-S-K-E-D.  So, I hope you'll send those in and we'll get to the discussion later in the program.



We're delighted, tonight we have again with us our Teaching Ambassador Fellows.  Guys, wave your hands at the back and in front.  These, again, are teachers who have joined us for the school year out of the classroom.  We've pulled them out, the kids of America are crying bring us back our teachers.  We've taken just only five of them, so it's okay.  And they're helping us here advising the Secretary, advising the rest of us, helping us out with various challenges and questions that we have around the whole system particularly as it pertains to teachers.



We also have our Teaching Ambassador Fellows in the classroom who give us a little bit of time each month but remain in the classroom then.



Tonight we're going to focus on How to Fix No Child Left Behind, a topic that a lot of people are interested in.  And we are only going to be able to spend an hour and a half on it, but we know we could spend a long time talking about it.



Last week we talked about the state and federal roles and responsibilities for education, the division of labor and purpose between the federal level, state level, districts, schools.  We talked about the primary funding streams that come out of the Department, formula-based funding, competitive grants that we have.  We talked about the state-led effort to develop a common set of standards across the states called the common core, and we talked about one of our programs, Race to the Top, that is helping to support reform in states around the country.



So, this week we'll focus on Fixing What's Broken in NCLB.  We'll go over a brief history of the law that is officially and formally known as the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.  We'll get into problems that teachers and schools have identified for us with NCLB, and want to get into that discussion with you, as well.



We're, of course, going to talk you through our proposed solutions to fix those problems, as well as an interim step that we have been talking about recently to provide some flexibility to states while Congress works to reauthorize the law, so we'll talk about that.



And we'll also focus on our program to turn around our lowest performing schools, the School Improvement Grant program, which fits into the ESEA proposal overall.



Our presenters tonight are three former teachers who work here at the Department of Education.  I don't know if I mentioned to you before that we have, by our count, about 500 former teachers who work at the Department, with a combined teaching experience of more than 3,000 years based on our survey.



Tonight, we have three of those teachers.  We have Margaret Young from our Policy Office, we have Scott Sargrad also from our Policy Office, and Laura Jimenez from our Office of Elementary and Secondary Education office.  And they'll tell you a little bit about what their experience was like teaching before they came to the Department.



So, let me start by bringing up Margaret Young.  Margaret.



(Applause.)



MS. YOUNG: Hello. So, I'm excited to talk to you guys, and a little nervous, too.  But as Massie said, I get to bring together kind of two of my lives.  As a former teacher, I taught third and fourth grade in Chicago, and then now working in our Policy Office, I get to spend my days thinking about this stuff.  So, I'm kind of excited to have my two worlds together again this evening.  And hopefully I can do this fancy thing up here.



So, I just wanted to open up this evening with a little bit of the challenge which I know you guys you are all too familiar with.  But, essentially, these dots are representing an incoming freshman class in America.  



So, this just kind of takes us through the different steps in their trajectory, and the students that we lose along the way.  So, we know that one out of four students drop out of high school, and that's 1.2 million students or 40,000 classrooms each year. I'm sure you guys agree that that's really unacceptable.  And then we continue to lose children along the way enrolling in post-secondary education, and in graduation.



And, of course, this challenge is only even more acute for low-income students.  Less than half of high school graduates from lower-income families attend college.  And only one in four of low-income students who start, graduate within six years.



So, I know you guys do what you do because of these kinds of statistics, but kind of just wanted to set the tone there.  And there's been a lot of action and reform over the last year in education, something the Secretary calls the quiet revolution with folks stepping up.  And we feel excited about a time when there's just unprecedented attention to education.



So, due to a lot of the hard work, things like raising standards, working together to create new assessments, Race to the Top plans, states are really thinking about and focusing on reforms that are beyond those that were in No Child Left Behind.  So, as Massie touched on, the Secretary announced earlier this week his intent to grant flexibility to some states because he really believes that you all that are out there doing the hard work deserve a law that is working with you to help improve your schools.  So, while we're continuing to work with Congress to reauthorize the law and get a comprehensive solution for everyone, and that's what a lot of this presentation is going to be about, we also have to explore other avenues.  



So, the President has directed the Secretary to roll a package out by mid-September, so we hope to have more details. And we're spending a lot of our time working and thinking about that, but our main kind of idea for that right now is that we're going to be asking states to put forward sort of a comprehensive approach on how to advance reforms.



The three kind of buckets we're thinking of are raising standards, things that support and honor the teaching profession and a fair and flexible accountability system that's focused. So, we don't want to abandon accountability, we don't want to give a free pass to states, but we do think that we need to support the work that's happening.  



So, it's a process that isn't going to be about winners and losers.  It's not a competition. But it's, hopefully, supporting and encouraging what's happening and, hopefully, it will give Congress time to continue working on reauthorization.



So, as I'm talking about some of the things in the Blueprint, I'll try to point out where those kinds of things are aligning with our thinking around this flexibility package.



All right. So, this is kind of the context for how we're thinking about everything tonight.  And it kind of starts with the President's goal. He set an ambitious goal that by 2020, the United States will once again lead the world in college completion. So that's, obviously, the end of the spectrum down here, but we think everything before it leads to that. 



And we need to raise the expectations for all of our students, for all of our schools, and for ourselves to make this a national priority, that every student that graduates is ready for college and a career.



So, we know it's hard, but we think it honors the high expectations that you all have for your students, it honors our children's potential, and their families.  But we can't do this alone, and all of the best ideas come from you all in the classrooms every day.  So, we want to kind of thing about this comprehensive cradle-to-career strategy.  We want to think about a new federal role that fosters continuous improvement.  We want to move away from being a compliance-driven organization to one that fosters innovation.  And we want to build and work with the capacity of states and districts to achieve our goal.  So, rewriting ESEA is part of that effort.



So, here are our big goals for ESEA.  So, you guys probably know this but the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, or ESEA, was first authorized in 1965 as part of President Johnson's War on Poverty.  And it was intended that the Act would be reauthorized every five years.  So, what you  all are very familiar with, No Child Left Behind, is the most recent reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. So, it was passed in 2001, obviously long overdue for an update. 



More than a year ago the President released his Blueprint to reform No Child Left Behind.  I think you probably saw copies on your way in, but that's essentially the roadmap for what we're looking for in this reauthorization.



And we think at its core is a focus on kids and their teachers, which we consider the single most important factor that improves student achievement, is that interaction.  So, our proposal and our current thinking around the flexibility package are built on these few core principles that you see here.



The first one is raising the bar. So, we think it's our shared responsibility, you all, us, educators, parents, all levels of the government to make sure each child is achieving that high goal that the President set.



The next thing, rewarding growth and excellence.  We want to kind of move away from a system that's all about consequences, and not about rewards.  We want to move away from a single snapshot in time to capture where a student is and look at growth and change over time.  So, that's going to require meaningful support. It's going to require better assessments.



We also want to increase local flexibility.  We think that NCLB was overly prescriptive on how to meet the standards. I've heard the Secretary say, tight on goals and loose on means.  We want to focus on the right goals, and give people on the ground the ability to get there. And then, at the same time, we want to maintain what we think is really important, and that's the focus on closing achievement gaps.



So, this is kind of the overview of how we're going to get there.  Again, kind of comparing and contrasting it with No Child Left Behind. So, at the beginning, just the same thing I was talking about at the end of the last slide, but that's again, this focus on achievement gaps.  



We think that's the place where No Child Left Behind got it right: illuminating gaps. And despite some of the progress, really large achievement gaps remain.  So, we want to continue to ask schools, and districts, and states to focus on closing those gaps.



But due to a lot of this hard work, states are now focusing on things beyond that.  And we want to continue to encourage folks to do the right thing, so here are a lot of the things that we're asking for. And, again, some of these are both in reauthorization and the flexibility context.  So, we have raised the bar.



No Child Left Behind lowered the bar.  It asked states -- a lot of states in response lowered their standards, as opposed to raise their standards.  And we want students and teachers to have a meaningful picture of where their kids are, and know where they need to get.  So, we want to focus on college- and career-ready expectations for all students, knowing that when a child leaves high school they're prepared for that next step.



The next one, too prescriptive.  Again, we want to allow for flexibility, as opposed to one-size-fits-all mandates, so as opposed to being compliance-driven -- and, again, this is like a Department-wide thing, but particularly in the ESEA context -- we want to give states and districts additional flexibility in how they're spending their dollars, as long as they're focusing on the most important thing, which is improving results for students.  And we want to give you all at the ground the flexibility to determine how to improve most of your schools.  And Scott is going to get into a little bit more detail about the accountability pieces in particular.



Again, No Child Left Behind, there was a lot of encouragement to narrow the curriculum and just focus on certain subjects.  And we think that a well rounded education is really important, so we want to provide support for states and districts to build strong instructional systems that allow for a complete education, that invests in interdisciplinary approaches, and some of the ways that we're doing that, again, touch -- will be touched on in the accountability context, but including other subjects.



And then the last piece down there is we want to reward success.  Again, NCLB was a blunt instrument.  It ignored growth, it was focused on labels and sanctions, so we want to start recognizing and rewarding success, identifying schools that are high fliers, that are showing a lot of growth and progress, and provide them with rewards to maintain their high performance, and to help share those with others.



So, then I just want to talk a little bit about what this means in the classroom. So, we have a clear goal, but what does that mean kind of down in a more granular level?



So, we talked a little bit about college- and career-ready standards. Specifically, what we're looking for here are standards that prepare students for that next step, and that could mean a variety of things.  It could mean adopting the common core standards that governors have already taken the lead on.  It could also mean working with institutions of higher education in your state to demonstrate that your standards prepare kids for college without need for remediation.



We think that, in the classroom, this will help out a lot.  Again, we'll all know where that bar is, we'll all know how far our students are from getting there.  And it also will help with planning, because new standards and better standards instead of being a mile wide and an inch deep are really going to build on each other and help you all in your planning every day.



The next thing, effective instructional supports.  We want to focus across the board.  We also have a special interest in our neediest students, so we want to improve teaching and learning everywhere, but especially in our high-needs communities, so we've put a focus and a priority in our proposal there.  But this means things like literacy and STEM and all the other subjects that students need to be exposed to to get their complete education to prepare them for the 21st century workforce.  So, history, art, financial literacy, foreign languages, all these things are really important, and we think that when students have a shared vision of what our students should be learning and the right tools, professional development, instructional supports that we can really help folks get there.  



So, we have funds to support that.  We also have funds to support a challenging curriculum, especially for students from low-income backgrounds who we know have less access to advanced course work and those kinds of things, sort of college-level course work, dual credit and other accelerated courses to get folks ready.



I'm going to talk about assessments on the next slide, and then accountability, and multiple sources of data are things that Scott is going to touch on.



All right. This is the last one for me. This -- I just wanted to kind of talk about -- we talked about the high standards, knowing what we're shooting for.  This gets to the assessment piece.



We want assessments that matter, and that measure these new rigorous standards, so this means problem-solving, critical thinking, HOTS, high order thinking skills, that are measuring the full range of what students know and are able to do.  So, we have an example problem here.



So, it has a playing field up there at the top, and then the lights to light the field.  And, essentially, asks students to figure out what the area is of the space of the field that's not lit up.  And we think that this is the type of problem that we should be moving towards, a problem that demands thoughtfulness, that needs to be based on a rich curriculum, that builds on skills that you've learned year-to-year. So, we think that this can be something that we can develop as we move forward to promote a fuller, richer approach to measurement and learning.  And some types of these assessments, the Department has already begun to fund the Race to the Top assessment, which is consortia of states that are working together to develop kind of the next generation of assessments.



So, I'm going to leave off there, and let Scott come up here, and talk you through a little bit more of the details.



(Applause.)



MR. SARGRAD: Thanks, Margaret.  So, like Massie said, I'm Scott Sargrad. I'm in our Policy Office, too, and also a former teacher.  I taught middle school and high school math and special education in Maryland and in Pennsylvania and also taught English in Hanoi in Vietnam for a while.  So, I'm going to talk a little bit about accountability and some of our teacher proposals, and then turn it over to Laura to talk about school improvement grants.



So, like we've said, one of the Secretary's biggest priorities is tackling our lowest performing schools.  And this includes the high schools that we talk about as the dropout factories where fewer than 60 percent of the entering freshmen actually make it to their senior year.  And this is about 1,700 high schools in the country.  It's 15 percent of high schools, but they account for half of our dropouts, and two-thirds of our minority student dropouts.  So, this is a major problem that we're trying to address in a few different ways.



What we think is, it's time in this case to sort of stop tinkering around the edges.   That's what happened in NCLB, and it's time to really demand dramatic differences in these schools for kids.



So, it's not just high schools; it's also low-performing elementary and middle schools that haven't improved over the course of the past in four and 10 years.  NCLB hasn't done much to support these schools, and you can see here in 2008-09, these are 5 percent of the lowest performing elementary and middle schools in the country.  And their performance actually got worse over the past four years.  These are schools that now have 40 percent of their students proficient in math, 45 percent in reading, and they're actually going downhill.  



So, these are schools that something different needs to happen, and we want to make sure that we're focusing on those schools, that we're asking states and districts to intervene in places where they really need it, and not asking them to spread their resources really thinly across lots of different schools.



So, we know there are some things that work in this context.  And one of the suggested readings that I think you all saw has some of the research and the examples of where we've seen this work, and how we know that it works.



Our accountability system that we've proposed in the Blueprint: we want it to be a lot more flexibility than No Child Left Behind, but at the same point we want to require real change in these lowest performing schools.  So, in the bottom 5 percent of schools that haven't made progress, we're going to ask for dramatic change. And Laura is going to talk about the school improvement grants, and the four school improvement grant models that we'd like to continue in reauthorization of ESEA.



But we know that those models are based on things that work, a culture of high expectations for kids, strong leadership, strong staff, a principal that has the ability to come in and choose his or her team, choose the people that are going to be right for that school, a strong instructional program that's based on research that's aligned to rigorous standards, family and community engagement, making sure that the community supports the model, and supports what's going on in that school, and additional flexibility for governance.  The principal, and the leaders, and the teachers in that school need to be able to do what they know is best for their kids, and they need to have the flexibility and the autonomy to do that.



So, we're hopeful that our accountability system is going to be fairer, more flexible and focused.  And we want to really rethink the way that the federal government works with states and districts in terms of accountability.



Instead of looking at a single snapshot of school performance and a single test on a single day, like the current system in AYP, we want to look at growth and gains.  We want to look at both student growth and make sure that students are making enough growth that they're going to catch up to where they need to be, or that they're staying on track to be prepared for college and a career. And we also want to look at school-level progress, so not just how many of your students are proficient this year, but where are you compared to last year. 



So, sort of the first step of our accountability system would be this idea of local flexibility.  So, giving districts the choice in how they want to intervene in most of their schools.  We think the folks at the local level really know what's best in a lot of cases, and we don't want to be micromanaging and prescribing specific interventions for lots of schools from here.  We don't think that's really our role, and it hasn't really worked over the past 10 years, we don't think.



But a big piece of that is letting schools and districts and states look at lots of different things to determine what a school needs to do to improve.  



So, like Margaret mentioned, we want to get away from this idea of narrowing the curriculum because of accountability.  We think that by moving away from an AYP pass/fail system it's going to give states more of an incentive to include other subjects in their accountability system.  And not just other subjects, but to include things like AP and IB course-taking, to include school climate, things like student attendance, disciplinary incidents: all those things that we know are important in maintaining a really great school, but that maybe states didn't focus on in the past 10 years because of the pressures of No Child Left Behind.



The second piece is to actually reward success.  No Child Left Behind didn't have a whole lot in this area. It was mostly focused on, did you meet your targets?  If you  didn't, then you have sanctions.  We think that those targets should be aspirational. They're a really good thing, but if you're meeting your targets, you're really on the right track, and you should be recognized and rewarded.  You shouldn't be punished for missing them.



So, we want to incorporate a lot more in the way of reward and recognitions for both the schools that are meeting all their targets, but also those that are improving the fastest.  There are schools that might have been near the bottom of the pack two years ago, but now they've made 20, 30 percentage points of gain.  That's a real improvement.  They might not be in the top 5 percent or 10 percent of their state, but they're still doing really great things.  And we want to recognize, and learn from, and reward those, too.



But the last piece, like I mentioned, is being a lot more focused on the bottom 5 percent. So, targeting interventions, the School Improvement Grant models to the bottom 5 percent, but then also looking at another, two more sets of schools.  So, we don't want to have accountability just be about this bottom 5 percent, just be about the lowest performing schools, but we want states to also look at kind of their next 5 percent of schools.  So, those that haven't quite fallen all the way to the bottom, but they're pretty close, and they need to do something different, and not prescribe the School Improvement Grant models for them, but say to states and districts you need to do something rigorous in turning around those schools, too. Making sure that they don't slip down into that bottom 5 percent.



And then also focus on the 5 percent of schools with the biggest achievement gaps.  Like Margaret mentioned, that's something we think that NCLB really got right, was to focus on the achievement gap. And here we want to continue that by asking states to identify this set of schools, and think of particular strategies for their schools and districts to implement to close the gap.



So, talking a little bit about our ideas around teachers and leaders, and supporting effective teaching and supporting teachers in the classroom.  So, accountability is one of our major focuses, but one of the others is another piece that was part of No Child Left Behind, but we think we need to move beyond, which is teachers and leaders.



And we know that, similar to the No Child Left Behind highly qualified teacher provision, a lot of current evaluation systems really don't differentiate at all between teachers.  When you have a binary evaluation system that either rates teachers as satisfactory/unsatisfactory, 99 percent of teachers are satisfactory, which means that you're not recognizing and learning from the best teachers.  You're not giving teachers the support that they need to improve. You're not doing a lot of things that you can do when you have a system that looks at lots of different measures, and determines how teachers are doing, what their impact is in the classroom, and how we can better support them.



The other thing is that when we don't have measures that really differentiate among teachers, we don't spend our money in great ways.  The Title IIA program is our biggest pot of sort of teacher and leader money, and it mostly goes to non-targeted, not job-embedded professional development, and it goes to class size reduction.  It doesn't go to the things that we know matter, and it doesn't really go to the things that are going to improve student achievement. 



So, in general, our ideas around and our proposals around teachers and leaders are built on the idea that teachers are the number one school-based factor in improving student achievement.  And we know that from the research, we've seen it in a bunch of studies, and leadership and principals aren't far behind.  So, we want to focus on results.



Our policies haven't really recognized the big impact that teachers have in the classroom. They looked at, did you get the right degrees, are you taking the right tests, but they didn't look at what happened once you got to the classroom, and they didn't support you when you were struggling.  They didn't provide good induction and mentoring programs, all these sorts of things that we want to change.



I don't know what happened to my animations, but there's more things on this slide.  So, like I mentioned preparation: really investing in schools of education, alternative routes to certification, being sure that we're getting the best people into the classroom from the beginning, and then also supporting them once they get there.  And throughout a teacher's career, making sure they have that kind of support, making sure that we're encouraging things like master teacher corps, all the other ways that we know we need to better support folks once they get into the classroom.



And leaders, like I mentioned, No Child Left Behind didn't have much of a focus on school leadership.  There was very little money for it, and it was not really a part of any of the teacher programs.  It was a big focus on teachers, but not much on leaders.  And we want to change that.  We want to really incorporate school leadership into all of our teacher programs, so instead of the teacher incentive fund, the teacher and leader incentive fund.  And things where we're preparing and supporting high-quality principals so they can then provide good instructional leadership for teachers.



And just in general, I talked a lot about accountability and teachers and leaders, and Margaret talked about standards and assessments, but there's sort of a broad view of our proposal for reauthorization of ESEA.  And part of that is this idea of maintaining foundational support for the most disadvantaged kids.  



So, contrary to what you might have heard, we're not proposing to turn Title I into a competitive program.  We think that's really important, foundational formula support for poor kids and low-achieving kids.  It's made a big difference and we want to maintain that.



We also want to maintain support for kids with disabilities through IDEA and throughout ESEA and all the other programs that focus on particular populations of kids, so our programs for migrant students, homeless students, Native American students.  There are some really important traditionally underserved groups that the federal government has an important role of protecting.  And we want to make sure that we continue that.



We also want to encourage this idea of support, community support and looking at the comprehensive needs of students, so not just thinking about standards, assessments and accountability like we have been talking about, but also things like the non-academic supports, focusing on communities and families, including things like expanded learning time, going beyond the traditional school day with after-school programs and extending the school day, extending the school year, things like that, using technology in innovative ways to do some of these things.  Especially in rural areas, we think there's a lot of promise for the use of technology to bring in great instruction and that gives students additional support that they might not otherwise be able to get.



But then sort of our last role is we think to really push the envelope on innovation and systemic reform at the state and district level. So, our two big investments there have been Race to the Top and the Investing in Innovation Fund.  Where Race to the Top, it has been for now focused on state-level reforms, but we want to move to a district-level Race to the Top, as well, in reauthorization, and really encourage those districts that are moving in the right direction and doing great things for kids to continue that work, and provide them with some support to do that.  And Investing in Innovation, the i3 Program is our big play in sort of the world of figuring out the next step in developing and validating and scaling up innovative programs that we've seen some evidence of success, or we think there might be some evidence, and figuring out what -- how non-profits and districts and states can partner together to do some of that kind of interesting work.



So, just a little -- this last piece.  The Secretary has said pretty frequently that, education is the civil rights issue of our generation, and all of us here at the Department really believe that, and that's why we're here.  And it's something that we're really committed to for improving education for all of our kids, especially some of the kids that have been for way too long underserved.



So, I'm going to turn it over to Laura to talk about one of our big investments in that area, which is the School Improvement Grants program.



(Applause.)



MS. JIMENEZ: Hi, everybody. My name is Laura Jimenez, and I, too, have been a teacher when I was a Peace Corps volunteer.  And I taught English as a Second Language at a secondary school in the Kingdom of Tonga, which is a small island nation in the South Pacific, for you geography buffs.



So, I'm going to be talking about our School Improvement Grant, which has been mentioned a few times. Let's see if I can get this thing working.  Great.



So, as Margaret mentioned, the President has a goal to once again become first in the world in college graduates, because today we rank ninth.  We need vast increases in educational productivity if we are to once again become first.  And we can't do this if our most chronically under-performing schools are not part of the solution.



Okay.  So, in fiscal years 2009 and 2010, the Department distributed $4.1 billion to states for the SIG program.  I'll talk about how that money flows from the Department to states, and then to districts and schools.



Each state, D.C., Puerto Rico and the Bureau of Indian Education received a formula grant based on their share of funds for Title I, Parts A, C and D. States then held competitions to grant out to school districts. When states applied to the Department of Education, they let us know which schools were SIG-eligible, and how they would run their competitions.  



One criteria the state considered was the district's capacity to implement the models with fidelity, because it was -- that was one very important criterion.  And through their applications, the districts needed to demonstrate how they would support their schools with implementation, including monitoring compliance and providing technical assistance to schools.



Schools could receive between $50,000 or up to $2 million.  And a district developed these budgets and submitted them with their applications to the states.



Okay. So, as has been previously mentioned, there are four models within the SIG program.  These are the turnaround model, restart, closure and transformation.  Districts chose which schools would implement one of the four models. And then we'll break down for fiscal year 2009 SIG grantees, how many schools are implementing which of these models. And, in fact, all of the data that I'm going to be talking about is from fiscal year 2009.



Okay.  A little bit -- okay, I'm going to have to go back a little.  So, nearly three-fourths of the schools chose the transformation model, and one-fifth of those chose the turnaround model.  So, we're talking about 94 percent of the schools basically choosing the two models: transformation and turnaround. And since these are the most -- most of the schools are implementing these models, I'll be focusing my remarks on those.  



Okay. So, the transformation model  -- well, both the transformation and turnaround models consist of the same four categories.  And these are teachers and leaders, instructional and support strategies, time and support and governance.  



And one note about the transformation model is that a district with nine or more Tier 1 and Tier 2 schools could not implement this model in more than 50 percent.  And I'm not going to go into too much detail about the tiers because it gets rather technical but, basically speaking, Tier 1 are Title I schools that are in school improvement or corrective action.  And there's also, within Tier 1, high schools that have a grad rate less than 60 percent.  And Tier 2 schools are Title I-eligible-but-not-receiving high schools.



All right.  So, looking at the turnaround model, again you've got the same four categories of teachers and leaders, instructional and support strategies, time and support and governance.  And around 20 percent of the schools are choosing this model.



It is also permissible to do any of the activities within the transformation model if you're doing the turnaround model. 



Okay. So, looking at award highlights.  States have identified approximately 2 percent of schools across the country as SIG-eligible. That is, they've been defined as persistently lowest achieving.  Some states had a few of these schools, while others had hundreds of SIG-eligible schools.



And as was previously mentioned, SIG grants are pretty far-reaching to all states, D.C., Puerto Rico and the Bureau of Indian Education.



The majority of funded schools are regular elementary, middle or high schools.  As you can see, 96 percent of elementary schools are regular, 96.3 middle schools are regular, 85.7 of high schools are regular, with very few charter, alternative, special ed or vocational schools that were awarded.



So, if you are interested in the SIG program, we have resources that are available online, and I encourage you to review our website and take a look at those. And the addresses are on the slides, and I believe that are also in your handouts.



Okay, great.  Moving on to Massie.  Thank you.



(Applause.)



MR. RITSCH: Thank you, Laura.  Thank you, Scott.  Thank you, Margaret.  We'll set up on the stage to have some discussion, take some questions.  Just want to remind folks online how they can do that, by email ask.ed@ed.gov.  And on Twitter #asked. I know at least a couple of people are tweeting from the very audience here, because I was following you while they were chatting. Do you want to out yourselves here?  Okay, great.  Thank you. So, we'll look forward to getting a discussion going both online and in the room here.  So, I'd ask my colleagues to join me here on stage.



Again, folks, we plan to go until 7:30 Eastern.  If you do need to leave early, you're welcome to do so.  Just make sure you exit that side and leave your badges behind, and hope you'll pick up some Ed publications on your way out.



So, we've got microphones and folks running those microphones to you. For those of you in the room, we'll come to you if your hand is raised, and then we'll weave in some questions and comments that we get online.



So, who would like to go first?  I see a hand right over here behind our column.



SIVANI: Good evening.



MR. RITSCH: And let us -- sorry.  Let us know who you are, where you're from, what do you do.



SIVANI: Sure.  My name is Sivani.  I'm a special educator here in D.C. at a public school. 



I had several questions. One of them is, how are you going to increase the flexibility at the local schools.  A second was, when you are looking at the reform that you're doing throughout the system, I'm really particularly interested in how you're going to -- or how we are addressing community and family support, like examples.  And then lastly, the last speaker talked about the percentage of schools. Which schools -- I mean, which states have the highest 5 percent schools, and then which have the fewest?



MR. RITSCH: Okay. So, three parts to it. Maybe, Laura, we could start with just where there were the most -- the highest concentrations of these schools.



MS. JIMENEZ: Well, it correlates also with size of states.



SIVANI: Okay.



MS. JIMENEZ: The biggest states end up having the largest proportion of persistently lowest achieving schools, so California, Texas, New York.  And you had another part to your question, as well?



SIVANI: Well, that addressed the concentration. 



MS. JIMENEZ: Oh, community and family engagement?



SIVANI: Yes.



MS. JIMENEZ: So, we've got an effort currently here at the Department called the Family and Community Engagement Initiative.  We've done a series of webinars on the topic.  We've got also -- within the Department, we're meeting quite regularly across several offices to talk about family and community engagement, and we've also set up an email address where you can connect with us and ask us about any of the family and community engagement initiatives we have going on.  And that's face, F-A-C-E@E-D.G-O-V.



SIVANI: I'm sorry. I think my specific question was are -- I guess, are you all connecting with interagencies, so if I look at a local school, connecting with the Department of Mental Health to address family and community needs.  Are there things like that in place for reform kind of level?



MS. YOUNG: At the local level, or here at the federal level?



SIVANI: Yes, here at the federal level.



MR. RITSCH: Scott, why don't you talk about very broadly the Title I set-aside proposal and then you can talk about some of the programs, like Promise Neighborhoods, Early Learning Challenge Fund that integrates some of this.  



MR. SARGRAD: So, part of our ESEA proposal, there's a current set-aside in the Title I program for family and community engagement.  Right now it's a 1 percent set-aside, and part of our proposal was to double that to 2 percent, but not just double the amount of money, but really encourage states and districts to think innovatively about what they do.  A lot of current family and community engagement activities don't really work particularly well.  They're not systemic, they're -- they just don't really work.  So, we want to get state-level programs, getting the state to think about what it can do to support its districts in getting families and communities more involved.  And also at the district level, really thinking differently about what they do. So, that's a big piece of ESEA proposal.



And then, like Massie mentioned, the Promise Neighborhoods program in terms of partnerships with other agencies and things like that.  That's a program modeled on the Harlem Children's Zone, so involving sort of the entire community and the entire neighborhood in improving results for kids.  So, not just Education, but Health and Human Services, Mental Health, like you mentioned, and really thinking about partnering with HHS and folks like that.



Also, in the Early Learning Challenge Fund we've been working -- Early Learning Challenge, which is the Race to the Top piece of this, is partnering with HHS, too, and figuring out what we need to do there.



MS. JIMENEZ: And currently our efforts within the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education is helping our grantees to use their 1 percent set-aside a little bit better.  And that's the Family and Community Engagement Initiative that I mentioned.



MR. RITSCH: Other questions?  Yes, sir, right here.



DARYL: How are you doing?  I'm Daryl.  I'm also a special education teacher.  I guess just going through what your proposals are, my concern, I guess, is the special ed population, which I didn't really hear a lot talked about.  So, how do you address that particular population?



MR. SARGRAD: All right. I can talk a little bit about that.  Actually, in our policy oversight work on disability issues, I was in a special education classroom for kids with emotional disturbances, something I really care about and really interested in. And a lot of what we do around kids with disabilities is in IDEA, so we have sort of a separate law that's really focused on that, and really sort of ensures the rights of kids with disabilities and their special education-related services.



But part of what we want to do in  ESEA is also to integrate a lot of the ideas  of IDEA and make sure the kids with disabilities are served in ESEA programs. So, more than half of kids with disabilities are in the regular classroom 80 percent of the time, and they're not in separate classrooms.  They're part of the regular school day, they're part of regular classrooms. 



So we want to encourage that through our ESEA programs and get states and districts thinking about what they do to include kids with disabilities.  



And we have a big initiative, our Race to the Top Assessment Program, as funding assessments that are going to be aligned to college and career-ready standards, and they're going to include all kids with disabilities, except for the 1 percent or so of kids with the most significant cognitive disabilities.  And we're also investing in new assessments that are going to also be aligned with college and career-ready standards for that group of kids. So, all we want to try to do, to really bring kids with disabilities into ESEA.



DARYL: Now, I have one more question.  Our school, which is a primary school, will be going into third grade this year so we'll be entering that standardized assessment territory.  So, I guess the question I should be asking is, has the number of subgroup -- as far as the subgroup special ed changed, or specific subgroup?



MR. SARGRAD: In terms of the size, or what we're thinking about doing with them?



DARYL: Correct.



MR. SARGRAD: One of the interesting things is you're seeing a lot of states do more with sort of response to intervention strategies, and applying that to all kids, and not just kids with disabilities.  But we're seeing in a lot of places a real reduction of the percent of kids identified as having particular learning disabilities because they're able to catch things and intervene early.  And maybe a student needs some support initially, but doesn't end up needing special education services later on. So, I'm seeing some different things happening  in different states.



In terms of our proposal and kind of accountability for kids with disabilities, like Margaret mentioned before, that's one of the things that we think NCLB did a really good job on.  It really shined a light on the performance of students with disabilities, something that didn't really happen before that.  They were excluded from accountability systems in a lot of places, so they weren't assessed, they weren't held to the same standards. So, we want to really maintain that, and maintain a focus on the performance of those kids, as for all kids.



I want to come back.  I know you had a question about local flexibility that we didn't get to, so I want to come back to that.  Margaret, do you want to -- 



MS. YOUNG: So, I think a big part of flexibility comes in with the accountability system.  But as Scott mentioned, when we have the three steps, we're focusing a lot of sort of prescriptive measures on the bottom 5 percent, because we think that there needs to be dramatic change there, but we want to give districts and schools a big voice in how to address the --like, all the schools in the middle.  So, if there are needs that are identified, those are not going to be something -- now if you miss a box on AYP, we think it's again really important to be disaggregating data, putting that information out there, but it doesn't necessarily start escalating like lockstep sanctions in current law.  But, instead, allows folks in the school building to focus on these are the specific needs.  I'm here on the ground, I know what's happening.  This is what we're going to do to address those, as opposed to right off the bat you miss AYP for one year, so we're doing SES and Choice.  So, kind of that's what we were talking about as far as the flexibility.



MR. RITSCH: Thanks for the question. Let's go to the folks online, and Laurie Calvert, our teacher liaison, has a question to share with us.



MS. CALVERT: Okay.  I'm glad Annie emailed in this question because I hear this a lot from teachers in the field, so I'm really interested to hear how we're addressing it.



She says, "the Blueprint talks about the need for more highly qualified ESL teachers.  Due to the fact that ELLs and long-term ELLs spend most of their school time in mainstream classes, what efforts will be made to train content area teachers to work with ELLs and diverse learners?



MR. RITSCH: Thank you, Anne, for the question. Laura, you want to take that one?



MS. JIMENEZ: Yes.  So, it's extremely important to us.  We know that many ELs are engaging with teachers of many -- a lot of content areas, so the skill set to be able to work with ELs is extremely important. 



We've got several professional development programs, grant programs available currently that are aiming to provide skill sets to teachers of multiple subjects so that they have facility in working with ELs.  We know it's a large issue.  



We know that particularly for younger English learners who are just gaining their language skills, many of them can get misdiagnosed into special education, so we also are trying to focus our efforts on making sure that that misdiagnosis doesn't happen.  And that while they are learning a language, it doesn't mean that they have a disability.  So, we've got several programs that are providing professional development in those areas.



MR. RITSCH: Thanks for that question. Lisa, do you have another question from online?



MS. VAZQUEZ: This is an email question that came from Deacon Clark.  He says, "the NCLB Act in its original state didn't go far enough with parent empowerment.  The phenomenon in the context of motivating or mobilizing low-income parents in the urban inner cities is really a joke.  Traditional organizations like the PTA or School Site Advisory Counsels don't seem to have what's required in this toss up of what's cultural competency.  



"Definitely, it's not imposing middle-class standards on people who are not of the class level, and thinking that everything they're about is inferior and no good. Growing up poor, even if it's generational in America can be redeeming in some areas. What can the public school system do in working with neighborhood churches to build in that area?



"So, my inquiry has to focus on two malfunctions that happen to be, one, building a relationship and empowering those parents who are on public assistance or happen to be the working poor in terms of how to become a decision maker and set policy regarding their child or children's education. 

"And, two, what can be done to launch the Department's Office of Faith-Based and Neighborhood Partnership to assist those community and faith-based organizations who want to build consortiums of churches and target the focus toward Promise Neighborhoods and HUD's Community Development?"



MR. RITSCH: Okay.  So, we talked a bit about our parent and family engagement policies, and the question mentions our Office of Faith-Based and Neighborhood Partnerships, which is housed here at Ed, but also has counterparts at other agencies throughout the government.  And they really work closely together around the kind of things that are commenter is talking about, is integrating different federal resources together building  public-private partnerships.



Who -- Laura -- who wanted to sort of pick that one up, that topic?  Anyone in particular?  Margaret.  



MS. YOUNG: So, I think one thing that we didn't touch on in answer to your question that is pertinent here is our 21st Century Community Learning Centers program, which is something that's really important to the Secretary.  When I was teaching in Chicago, it's a big focus there, as well.  In my school, we actually had partnerships and had a community organization that worked out of one of the classrooms on the first floor.  And I think the vision of that program is really to make sure that the school is the center of the community, that it's open longer hours, that parents are coming there to take classes themselves, or activities and things that are happening throughout the day to really make the school the centerpiece of the community.  And that's a way to really get involvement, and get everyone working together and aware of what's happening.  So, I think that's one thing we really didn't touch on before.



MS. JIMENEZ: But I previously mentioned that currently we're really trying to help districts to better utilize the funds that they have for parent engagement, and we've got this initiative.  So, any specific ideas that you have, I would encourage you to email them to us at face@ed.gov.



MR. SARGRAD: Just one other thing on community engagement, is in the SIG program, that is a big piece of the SIG program.  And districts are supposed to be consulting with families and the community in the selection of one of the four models, so there's supposed to be family and community input in the reform efforts that are part of the SIG program.  



That's something that we think is really important.  We don't think the church should be imposing these models on the community.  We know it can be really difficult to do these kind of -- to take on these kind of reforms, so getting buy-in from all the stakeholders is a really valuable thing.



MR. RITSCH: Other questions in the room?  Yes, ma'am. Let's wait for a microphone to get to you.



LACY: Thank you. My name is Lacy, and I was a high school English teacher, New Orleans, and I'm now currently working as a Communications Director at D.C. School Reform Now, a local advocacy education reform organization.  



You guys talked a little bit about how you would make recommendations on the way that schools are measured with AYP, making it more based on progress, as opposed to, you know, check this box, check that box. 



I'm wondering if you would, or if you already do, make recommendations about the way teachers are evaluated.  And I know that that's often based on a district-level, but is that something you guys would make recommendations on?



MR. RITSCH: Margaret, Scott, who wants that?



MR. SARGRAD: So, one of the pieces of our proposal is encouraging states to implement evaluation systems for teachers that are based on multiple measures, and that include measures of student learning.  So, making sure that you're not just looking at a binary system like I was talking about, but that you're differentiating among teachers, and that you're looking at measures of practice.  So, effective teaching that can include -- should include things that measure student growth, but doesn't have to be just value-added measures on standardized assessments, but should be other measures of practice, other measures of student learning like student portfolios, observations, all those sorts of things.  



So, we think there are a lot of states that are -- and districts that are moving the ball forward in some really good ways on teacher evaluation support systems.  And that's the sort of thing we want to encourage.



MR. RITSCH: Thanks for the question.  Laurie is waving her hand, which means she has a question from online. Do we have a mic for her over there, Ben?



MS. CALVERT: Okay.  This is a question from Elaine, who says, "In regard to teacher incentives, how will specialists receive incentive pay, music teachers, art teachers, librarians, physical ed teachers, and so forth.  In my school district, I don't give grades. I give high-quality 21st century thinking lessons, and receive quality work in return, but I do not give grades to my 800 students.  Where does that leave me for incentives?"



MS. YOUNG: So, we think that everyone in the school building is doing their part, whether it's the janitor that's keeping the school safe, clean, and healthy, or the folks in the cafeteria, so that kids are fed and able to focus.  So, we have a couple of programs, including the Teacher Incentive Fund, which Scott talked on before, that are competitive grant programs that provide funds  to do these types of incentive work.



And we encourage folks to think broadly about specialists, and all the folks in the school building that are contributing to what children are learning, so we don't see that as something that's solely for teachers of core academic subjects, or anything of that nature.



MR. RITSCH: Other questions or comments in the room, things you want us to know?  Yes, ma'am.



PARTICIPANT: I don't really want to say my name, because of my question.



MR. RITSCH: You shouldn't have put a name tag on then.



(Laughter.)



PARTICIPANT: Anyway, I have a question about your leadership improvement process, what's going on with that, what you're doing to improve the quality of principals in the area for schools that are not -- oh, Lord, please don't take my -- 



MR. RITSCH: Do you want to say your principal's name?



(Laughter.)



PARTICIPANT: For schools that aren't, I guess, at the top of the list of schools that need improvement, but schools whose leaders are not the best quality that there could be, that having a quality leader really does improve the school.



MS. YOUNG: So, I like that question. I think it's really important. I think from my experience having an instructional leader at the head of a school is incredibly important, and sets the tone for the building. So, we think that that's one thing that was not a big focus of No Child Left Behind.  We have the HQT measure, but the focus on leadership and the recognition of its importance is something that wasn't highlighted as much as it could have been.  So, we definitely want to move forward.  



And as Scott mentioned, when we say -- we talk about teacher effectiveness, we say in one breath teacher and leader effectiveness.  We think that principal evaluations should include measures of student growth and progress, the same way that teachers would.  And they also be given support and scaffolding to help them improve their craft. So, I think that's all kind of part and parcel, and those things are important and work together. 



And I think the School Improvement Grant program that a lot have touched on really highlights how important we think leadership is.  And in every single one of the models we are asking for -- making sure that you have the right fit, and you have a leader that's ready to lead that type of aggressive turnaround.  And if the teacher, excuse me, the principal has been there as part of a turnaround effort and has shown progress, they can stay.  But if they have not, they need to go, and we need to take the school in a new direction.  So, I think both through SIG, through our reauthorization proposal, and how our current thinking is around the flexibility package in all three contexts, we're definitely considering principals.



MS. JIMENEZ: And just for SIG, we know that it takes a very particular skill set to turnaround persistently lowest achieving schools, so we've developed a pretty aggressive strategy for providing technical assistance to all of the SIG grantees.



This spring we held four regional conferences.  We have launched an online community of practice, and our comprehensive centers are also taking part in providing technical assistance to our SIG schools in how to implement these models effectively, and to ultimately impact student achievement.



MR. RITSCH: Great question.  Thank you.  Question over here, or comment.



NANCY: Hi, my name is Nancy.  I worked in D.C., and I'm just wondering about the national tone, right, of education and reform and where we're headed.  And what role do you see Ed playing in sort of changing the way the teaching profession is perceived, so that we do attract more qualified candidates either for teaching positions, or to lead our schools.  Because I feel like we can have all these great ideas and money, and without the right people in place, it wouldn't happen. Right?  So, how do we do that?



MR. RITSCH: So, Nancy, could you also just tell us a bit more about what you mean when you say the "national tone?"  I mean, we can all sort of make assumptions about what that means, but in your mind -- 



NANCY: I feel like in the last year, maybe two, it's become very negative.  And I don't know if I would credit this -- I don't know if I would credit Arne Duncan with that.  But it's just I think people seem to perceive teaching in a negative light.  Right?  And that teachers are not doing their jobs where schools are failing.  And I don't know if that's truly the case.  Right?



I mean, it seems like when you listen to the media, it's, wow, we're really doing horribly across the board in everything, it would seem, but that's not the case. So, how do we change that so that people do want to stay in this profession, or come into this profession?



MR. RITSCH: Sure.  So, I'll leave it to my colleagues to talk about teacher recruitment efforts, and the importance of that from our vantage point, and what we're doing about it in teacher preparation and support.



Just to talk about the tone, as you call it, talk a bit about public opinion research, for example.  That's not to say that the opinion is necessarily the accurate one, I'll just tell you what it is.  That in people's minds, and I'm going to refer to a poll that Gallup does every year with Phi Delta Kappa, the teacher professional development program and organization, and they'll have an update to their survey coming out I think next week, or the next two weeks.



If you ask people to grade their school, the school they send their child to, they give it an A or a B.  And if you ask them to grade the system, they give it a D or an F.  Well, both of those things can't be true in all cases.  Right?  So, there's some sort of disconnect between the personal experience that people are having with their own school, which they generally are very positive about.  And in many cases, if not most cases, they have every right to be positive about. And in some cases, they may be unaware of what could be better in their school because they don't necessarily know that it can be better, or they may be deluding themselves into thinking it's an A or a B, because why would you want to admit that you're sending your child to a sub-par school?  But, in general, that's what people think.



And then they grade the whole system very poorly, for a whole host of reasons.  And this has been consistent for years.  I mean, this is just what -- this is not anything new on that count.



Now, when it comes to teachers, the public opinion of teachers is very high when you rate it against other professions.  And that's not to say that you don't hear negativity toward teachers, and things that can get quite prominent in media and elsewhere.  But when you look at surveys of people, and they talk about would you encourage your own child to go into teaching, for example?  Very high marks from the public on that.



So, a lot of respect out there for teachers as individuals. As a group, less support you will see in public opinion polls for institutions of teachers, that can be unions or other groups.  There's not as much support for that kind of organization, but for the teacher as an individual, I would say the reputation based on public opinion surveys has never been any higher.



Now, what we want to do about getting the best people we possibly can into this profession, and supporting teachers in their profession, I want to leave to my colleagues from our Policy and Program Offices.  There's a lot to say, we're trying to figure out where to start.



MR. SARGRAD: Yes, so we can talk -- one of the big teacher recruitment efforts that we have is the TEACH Campaign. So, the President put out a call to get how many more teachers?  



MR. RITSCH: A hundred thousand for STEM, and we need a million plus to cycle through as teachers retire.



MR. SARGRAD: So, there's a call for a million teachers over the next 10 years, 100,000 new STEM teachers, and really focusing on getting the best folks into the classrooms.  So, starting at the high school and college levels, getting the right people into teacher preparation programs, and a lot of the sort of top performing international systems get their teachers from the top third, the top 10 percent of their high school and college students.  And that's sort of where we want to get to. 



We want to make teaching into a profession that everybody wants to go into, that it can focus on supporting people when they're in the classroom. I think that's something that isn't really a part of a lot of schools now, and that's something that we want to change through some of our programs, like I mentioned the Title II program is really focused now on not very effective professional  development and class size reduction, and changing that into something that really supports mentoring programs, and induction programs, and making sure that teachers aren't leaving after two or three years.  



I think that's going to be a big driver of improvement in that area. Are there other things you want to talk about?



MR. RITSCH: Let us pose a question, if I could, to the room, something I often ask teachers when I talk with them.  Raise your hand if you went to a school of education to get your degree.  So, keep it up, if you raised your hand if you went to a college of education for your Bachelor's degree.



Now, keep your hand up if you thought you went to a truly outstanding school of education. Okay. More than I typically see, actually, in groups of teachers. We have, just based on our conversations with teachers, we rarely see folks say that they were fully prepared, and I don't know if you can be fully prepared to what you're going to encounter in the classroom, but they feel like there are ways they could have been better prepared in their traditional school of education.  Particularly, we hear it around the use of data, for example, so much data is available now to teachers about what their students know, what they don't know, how to help them.  And that hasn't been for many teachers a part of their preparation curriculum.



So, we will, and you'll hear us talking more about this soon, we will be trying to support the most effective teacher preparation programs in the country, and give incentives for all our programs to improve so that we are creating a pipeline that takes in, as Scott said, the top students we can, and then prepares them as best we can.  And then once they're in the profession, supports them as best we can for continual improvement.  So, thanks for that question, Nancy.



MS. YOUNG: So, this is not a Policy shop answer, this is a Margaret Young answer.  But I think that we need a total paradigm shift in how we look at teachers, so if you want to chat afterwards, and if you have ideas, I'd be happy to talk.



MS. CALVERT: I'm not supposed to responding as an analyst, but I just can't help myself, Massie.



I really relate with the question that the teacher asked, because I certainly don't feel like as a teacher that we're particularly honored in the last few years in the public. I really feel like teachers are (  sort of feel like they're being bashed and under attack, not necessarily by the Administration.  I'm not saying that, but I would like to see teachers reclaim the profession and lobby for more professionalism for us so that we would be paid more, we would get more respect, we would be held accountable.  We're willing to be held accountable, but by measures that mean something. 



So, I'd just like to see teachers get more involved in that. And that's part of why we're even doing the seminars, so that people know what the options are, and just have an understanding of what the present situation is right now.



I know people say they really revere education, but as a teacher I haven't always felt that we were.



MR. RITSCH: Thanks for making those points, Laurie. And I would refer you all to a speech that Arne gave recently to the National Board of Professional Teaching Standards, where he is trying to get this conversation going about how we really rethink the profession in a number of ways, including the incentives to get into it, recognizing that there are other options out there for people that pay a lot better, and have all sorts of better working conditions, and have different career ladders that are more fulfilling, and that we really need to rethink what we're offering in education to get the best folks we can in the profession.



Lisa, do we have a question or comment from online?



MS. VAZQUEZ: I have two via Twitter from Knanners. I'm not exactly sure.  So, the first question is, "why push everybody or all for college?  Why not consider vocational schools for post-secondary?"  And then the second question from the same person is, "the lowest performing schools, are these also the poorest schools?  How do we address that inequity?"



MR. RITSCH: Okay. I'll start on the first one, and then if anyone has anything to add, we'll go to that, and then take the second part. I think Laurie can address that.



So, when we talk about the President's 2020 goal of leading the world in college completion, that word college is very broad.  And it can mean a four-year college degree like many of us have, it can certainly mean a Master's, Ph.D., it can mean also a two-year Associate's degree, it could also mean a certificate that an industry recognizes that says you are prepared to come into our industry and work for us.



The point is that student need to have this full array of opportunities available to them. It's about giving them the choice.  It's about preparing them so that they have these choices, and they may choose to go immediately into a career.  And we need to have preparation programs that get them into that, or they may choose immediately to go off to college, or they may do a mix and match.  But the point is that we need more people getting post-secondary training.



There are certainly really no good careers for high school dropouts. I think we can all agree with that. And, increasingly, there are very few good careers to have for a lifetime for those who just have a high school diploma. So pretty much every job, whether it's the most sophisticated research scientist, or someone who's going to come and fix your car for you, is going to need some sort of training beyond high school.  So, that's really what it's about.



So, in a variety of ways we're trying to support the college experience, the post-secondary experience for students. And that ranges from increased financial aid for a whole host of opportunities for students, to additional support for community colleges, the support we give to career and technical education at the secondary level. A lot of different ways that we're trying to give students all of these many choices so they can find what's right for them.



Anyone want to add anything on that piece? Laura, you want to talk about the poorest of schools, lowest performances?



MS. JIMENEZ: Yes. So, for the SIG program the eligible schools are Title I receiving, or Title I eligible but not receiving, so these are schools that have a high proportion of students that are in poverty.



MR. RITSCH: Good question. Other --Ben, you have a microphone back there.  Let's see who's got a question or comment.  Yes, ma'am.



SHIRLEY: Hello, my name is Shirley, and I work for a non-profit organization that works with certifying career changers in teaching throughout the country in high needs areas, and high need subject areas like physics, chemistry, et cetera.  And I was trained as a school psychologist, but decided I was much more interested on the policy end of things.



But what I noticed when I was in the school sort of giving the WISC all the time, is that you have kids coming into school unprepared, asking a child on the WISC tell me why a police officer would wear a uniform, and they were unable to sort of verbalize that.



Although I didn't think that they had a cognitive impairment or a processing disorder, oftentimes they would qualify for SPED because they weren't able to answer questions like that.



So, my question is about some of these turnaround schools and transformative schools, that sort of is it more of the same, more of sort of the conventional wisdom that sort of reducing class size is going to work? Because we know that if you have effective classroom management skills, you can have 25 kids in your class, if you know how to sort of engage kids, and your lessons are -- your lesson planning is rigorous.  So, have the skills as a teacher, it matters for something, so the idea that you have to have only 10 kids in your class, or 15 kids in your class, I feel like that's sort of a waste of money, sort of throwing more money -- sort of doing the same thing.  And sort of the idea that culture does matter, and we need to talk about that more. 



And that even black kids who come from suburban areas whose parents have college degrees are still lagging behind. Why is that? Sort of asking these very difficult questions that make us feel uncomfortable, but sort of I feel like if we talk about it in a more honest way, I think we're probably going to get better results.



So, I wonder what are these transformative schools, and the turnaround schools actually doing? Is it evidence-based practices, is it data-based decision making?  What's the difference?



MR. RITSCH: Got it. Okay.



SHIRLEY: Thank you.



MR. RITSCH: Thank you, Shirley.  And thank you for the reminder, by telling us what you do, the reminder of the importance of trying to bring people into the teaching profession who maybe didn't start in the teaching profession.  Lots of great programs do that.



So, Laura, you want to unpack --particularly, you had a slide that talked through the different aspects of these models, and maybe drill down a little bit more into those.



MS. JIMENEZ: Sure. So, for the transformation model and the turnaround model,  I previously mentioned that there were four buckets, and they are teachers and leaders, instructional and support strategies, time and support, and governance.  



Now, with the transformation model, and in actually all of the models, if the principal has been in place and been implementing reform strategies that have had an impact, and that principal can stay if he or she has been in place for two years.  But if that's not the case, then the principal will need to be replaced. And the school -- the district will need to identify and put a principal in place who does have the competencies to implement the reform strategy that's been chosen.



So, also within the teacher and leader bucket is the implementation of a new evaluation system that's developed with staff input, and that includes student growth as a significant factor along with other measures.



It also includes identifying and rewarding staff for increasing student outcomes, and removing those who aren't. It also includes implementing strategies to recruit, place, and retain staff.  



Within the instructional and support strategies bucket there are a few things there.  Selecting and implementing an instructional model based on student needs.  And we know that a lot of these schools have very diverse student populations that might include a significant portion of ELs, and thinking about what their needs are for an instructional model. Providing job-embedded professional development, insuring continuous use of data to inform and differentiate instruction.  



Within the time and support bucket, providing increased learning time, also providing an ongoing mechanism for family and community engagement. And partnering to provide social and emotional community supports.



Then within the governance bucket, it's providing sufficient operating flexibility to implement reform. And then insuring ongoing technical assistance. So, that's the larger framework of the transformational model.



And then the turnaround model has all of those same components, with one major difference, and that is the district can rehire no more than 50 percent of the existing staff. So, making sure that all of the staff are really a good fit for the reforms that are going to be in place in that school.



MR. RITSCH: Laura uses the phrase "good fit," that's -- in those decisions that's not to say that the folks who leave that school can't be a great it at another school.  That when you change up the mix with school leader and staffing, that you can find that something that didn't work in one place might work very well in another. So, there's certainly acknowledgment of that, an allowance for that. 



Shirley, you mentioned specifically class size, and Scott had alluded to something earlier on how we are using our funds, and trying to use them differently, so I wanted to talk more about that.



MR. SARGRAD: You make a really good point.  I'm glad you brought that up about the idea of just doing more of the same is going to really work in these schools. That's what we've seen over the past few years, especially in terms of using funds for class size reduction. When we see across the board class size reduction policies, I think you're right, there's not a lot of evidence for effectiveness of those kinds of things. And class size reduction can work when it's a significant reduction, and it's in the early grades, but in general it's not really a great way of spending your money. And, unfortunately, that's what we see a lot of our Title II money being spent on.



But what we'd like to do is really focus, if you're going to use money for class size, it should be in the ways that are proven to be effective, so it should be big reductions, and should be in the earlier grades. It doesn't really make sense to reduce a high school class from 30 students to 27 students. You're not getting a whole lot of bang for your buck there, when you could be doing lots of different things. You could be extending the school day for all of your kids, you could be really focusing on teacher preparation, and teacher recruitment.  There are lots of other things that you could be doing with that money.



And I've already mentioned the SIG program, we're really asking for dramatically different things to happen in these schools to get dramatically different results.  And we can't just continue to do the same thing that we did for the past four or five years in these schools.



MR. RITSCH: There have been experiments with -- in class size changes by rewarding the most highly effective teachers with additional money if they take on marginal increases in students.  So, you get a bonus to take on a few more students, so it's an incentive for those highly effective teachers to help, sort of with productivity and efficiency overall, they make some more money. The research shows that the class size difference doesn't make a whole lot of difference, as Scott said.



We'll go to one online here with Laurie.  We've got a few minutes left.



MS. CALVERT: This is from Kathryn.  And you could address this briefly.  Our whole session is almost sort of on this, the next time, but you could talk about it. "How would you suggest that teachers work together to effect the teacher and leader objectives at the local and state level if ESEA is not reauthorized this year?"



MR. RITSCH: Interesting question. I would refer everybody to our final summer seminar, which is two weeks from tonight, which means it is August, what, 25th.  Okay.  I was adding 14 plus 11, 25th at the same time, 6:00 Eastern, where we'll be talking about the different roles that teachers can play at federal, state, local, school-based level.



Anyone want to briefly touch on that?  We are running out of time, but anything to -- any suggestions to add there?  Laura?



MS. JIMENEZ: Well, if any of those teachers are in our SIG schools then there is an online community of practice where we do have some mechanisms for peer-to-peer sharing that I would highly recommend that they join.



MR. RITSCH: So, tune in in two weeks so we can talk more about that.



Other questions or comments?  Yes, sir, right here.



JARED: Hi, I'm Jared. I actually am not a teacher. I'm a software engineer. I work for a non-profit in D.C.



The transformational, turnaround, restart, closure model I think sounds interesting in theory, but in practice what if you happen to live in a place like Canaan, Vermont where it's removed from almost anything?  Any of these models I think would be damaging to the community, in that if you close the school, the kids really don't have any place to go. The nearest school I think is like an hour away. If you fire the principal, how do you hire somebody new? There's probably not a lot of principals in that area. And then if you do the turnaround and you let go 50 percent of the staff, again, how do you find 50 percent more teachers in the area?



So, I guess the -- I'm curious about that.



MR. RITSCH: We can talk quite a bit about that more. What I would make the point, though, is that especially damaging to the community is a persistently low performing school that endures generation after generation. So, something has to be done there, and there is -- we can talk about the ways we acknowledge that there are a lot of differences in those areas. And actually can talk a bit about how some of these models that you might not expect to be happening in rural areas are, in fact, happening.



MS. YOUNG: So, that's exactly what I was going to say. So, as far as rural areas go, we actually -- as Laura mentioned, it's a competitive program, so you're identified by your state, but then the district applies to get the funds to do the work.  And in rural areas, the rural LEAs that applied got funding to do the work, were actually more than the percentage of school -- rural schools that were identified, or proportionate.  Sorry. Scott is my math whiz.



So, we did see an over-representation, actually, of rural schools stepping up and saying I want to, and I can do this work.  And not surprisingly, they overwhelmingly selected the turnaround, I'm sorry, the transformation model which only required the change at the principal level, but they said, you know, there aren't a lot of options.  This is the one school, we do need to fix it, and I can, and want, kind of, the opportunity to have these extra funds to bring in a great person and really turn things around.  So, that was inspiring for us to see.



MS. JIMENEZ: And also in our technical assistance, I mentioned that we have  the four regional conferences. One of those was specifically dedicated for rural schools, and we're going to continue in the technical assistance that we provide to specifically focus on the needs of rural persistently lowest achieving schools.



MR. RITSCH: Well, we have time for just one more question. I want to go right here in the room to Marisa in the front row.  Marisa.  It wasn't spelled phonetically.



MARISA: Actually, it is, doubling the -- 



MR. RITSCH: That's true.  It's like Lisa, Marisa.


(Laughter.)



MARISA: Yes.



MR. RITSCH: There you go.  Thank you. 



MARISA: Well, my name is Marisa. I  have been teaching for 13 years, K-6 both general ed and ESOL.  And before that, I actually worked in this building right here under Clinton and Riley.  And a few people have kind of danced around some sensitive topics.  And I'm going to go for it, I'm going to be brutally honest, if that's okay.



Talking about the tone of education today, and how teachers are treated, how -- with everything that has happened with NCLB, you're talking about stakeholder buy-in.  What are you going to do about things like the Save Our Schools march that was two weeks ago, that I participated in, and I believed in.  No Child Left Behind came from Texas.  It didn't do well in Texas.  Then it became nationwide, abject failure.



There's a lot of rage with teachers right now.  Parents are not happy, teachers are not happy.  A lot of people in education feel betrayed by what No Child Left Behind has done to education.  It made schools into factories, children into widgets, teachers into assembly line workers, and administrators into fascists, quite frankly.



So continuing with AYP, standardized testing is at best a marginal way of figuring out how someone is going to do in life.  It really only tests your ability to take standardized tests.



How are you going to convince people like me who were at that march two weeks ago that tweaking NCLB, and waivers, and this and that isn't just putting lipstick on a pig?



MR. RITSCH: Well, I would -- a couple of things, it's a lot to bring up with about a minute to go, Marisa.  So, perhaps we can stick around afterward and talk some more.  And I want my colleagues to have a chance.



I would, one, just challenge that we're tweaking NCLB. I mean, I think when you look at the proposal, when you look -- and you've got one of our publications there to break it down.  It's keeping what is right about the law, which is about keeping a focus on those under-served groups that for too long were not -- were ignored, really, frankly, and making sure we know how those students are doing in a meaningful way with appropriate assessments, and assessments that measure growth.  And it's about otherwise giving flexibility to states, and school districts, and schools, and the teachers and other educators in those schools to reach the goals that we've set for college and career-readiness, and turning around our lowest performing schools, and all the other things.



I think it's a significant, dramatic departure from what's been done under the current law, but it really to be successful, the proposals we're putting out, the plans, the flexibility we're putting out really depend on successful implementation at the state, school district, and school level.



That means, sorry to say it, teachers, a lot of it is on you, but you knew that already.  It's about really taking this -- taking the high goals that have been set and figuring out how you're going to reach them, and knowing that from Washington, at least, we're not going to be looking over your shoulder to make sure that you're doing it.



If you're getting the results that get our students prepared for college and careers, if you're turning around lowest performing schools, that is where we step back and say it's not Washington's job to meddle there.  



We're proposing to get rid of AYP. It is -- this would be a complete shift in accountability.  We're actually proposing rewards for schools, not just 50 ways to fail, but actually providing some ways to succeed.  And we're focusing -- we're intending to measure growth.  We want to move to something that's a more realistic and achievable way of measuring student progress.



So, I hope you'll talk with us more afterward, dig into it more. There's a video we've created that's on line at your YouTube channel, YouTube/used.gov. It's called a Teacher's Guide to Fixing No Child Left Behind.



You talk about the sort of students as widgets, as factories, the animation of it sort of illustrates how that happened.  I think -- I hope you'll respond well to how we illustrate the problem. But it really tries to break down the Blueprint for Reform for teachers.  



So, that's a quick sort of response from me.  Margaret, you want to throw -- 



MS. YOUNG: I just wanted to add one thing, that we agree that it's broken and we talked about that a lot. But we also agree that it's time to do something about it, and to do it fast, and change is urgently needed in schools. So, I think that we've been pursuing, and are still committed to working with Congress on a reauthorization strategy.  And you mentioned the waiver strategy, and providing that flexibility is the one way that we feel like right now with evidence that Congress isn't going to get something done before you all go back to school, that we can try to be partners with you all, and relieve some of the pressures, and get rid of some of the things that really aren't working, and provide that space for states that are ready to step up and say we have a better vision. This is what we're going to do, and we're going to put in protections, and focus on closing gaps in students that really need us.  We're not abandoning that, but we're getting rid of some of the pieces of No Child Left Behind that aren't working. So, we feel that urgency greatly here, too.



MR. RITSCH: So, we've got -- we're out of time.  This and so many areas are areas where teachers' voice is critical. One reason we're doing these summer seminars is to help educators understand where you can engage at the federal, state, district, local level so that you can really offer your input, offer your feedback, make change yourselves as a group individually, so I hope tonight has been helpful in getting you toward that.



Again, help yourselves to publications on the way out. We've got DVDs of that video I mentioned.  We'll be back again in two weeks here at the Department, and online, on August 25th, 6:00 p.m.  We hope you'll tune in so we can talk more about these issues.



And we really thank you for your time tonight in the room, and online, and we'll see you next time.  Thanks, everybody.



(Applause.)



(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter adjourned at 7:33 p.m.)





