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Education TURNKEY Electronic Distribution, Inc. 
 
256 North Washington Street 
Falls Church, Virginia 22046-4549 
(703) 536-2310 
Fax (703) 536-3225 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE: March 11, 2010 

TO:  TechMIS Subscribers 

FROM: Charles Blaschke and Blair Curry 

SUBJ: Secretary Duncan’s Round Table with Governors and Center on Education Policy 

ESEA Reauthorization  

 

 

In this issue are two timely reports.  During the National Governors Association Annual Winter 

Conference, Secretary Duncan had a round table discussion with about 15 governors which 

focused on ESEA reauthorization and Race to the Top proposals.  In general, the governors 

expressed the need for more funding if the school reform strategies they recently made to 

become eligible for RTTT grants are to be implemented and once they receive the funds they 

need flexibility to implement their initiatives.  On March 4
th

, USED announced 15 states and 

D.C. which are finalists for Phase I of the RTTT competition: Colorado, Delaware, D.C., Florida, 

Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, 

Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, and Tennessee.  Less than ten will likely make the 

final cut.   

 

The second report includes our analysis of the independent Center on Education Policy 

recommendations for ESEA reauthorization which would eliminate several NCLB provisions 

such as SES and school choice, change others, and provide much more flexibility to states and 

districts to implement school turnaround initiatives which differ from the prescribed four 

intervention models in the recently formulated School Improvement Grant regulations.  These 

recommendations, which reflect CEP’s Executive Director Jack Jennings prior experience in 

ESEA reauthorization beginning with the first in 1967 through 1994, could become the basis of a 

compromise between Congress and the White House.  Most of the recommendations would 

benefit more TechMIS subscribers compared to the Administration’s likely reauthorization 

proposal. 

 

Later this month, we’ll be sending another additional TechMIS issue covering the SIIA joint 

forum with COSN and AAP, the Council of the Great City Schools Legislative Forum, and a 

CCSSO Washington meeting, along with state profile updates.  
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Special Report:  
Governors to Secretary Duncan: We Need More Money if Reform is to 

Occur and Flexibility Once We Get the Money 
 

A Technology Monitoring and Information Service (TechMIS)  

SPECIAL REPORT 

 

Prepared by: 

Education TURNKEY Systems, Inc. 

256 North Washington Street 

Falls Church, Virginia 22046-4549 

(703) 536-2310 / (703) 536-3225 FAX 

 

March 11, 2010 

 

 
During the National Governors Association (NGA) Annual Winter Conference in Washington, 

D.C. on February 20-22, in a roundtable session which was supposed to address ESEA 

reauthorization, governors from both sides of the aisle prefaced most of their comments and 

questions to Secretary Duncan with the budget crisis facing them and called for additional 

funding if serious reforms are to be implemented.  In particular, virtually all of the governors 

reminded Secretary Duncan of the changes which they have recently made to heighten their 

chances of winning a Race to the Top grant; in the same breath, most also called for greater 

flexibility in the use of RTTT grants or other Federal funds they receive.  In fact, several 

governors, such as Steve Beshear from Kentucky, criticized NCLB for being so inflexible that 

the state and districts had to “backtrack” on the State’s accountability system (in place since 

1990) by lowering the bar and thereby constraining reforms that were already underway when 

NCLB passed.  As one listened to the give-and-take, several likely ESEA or current policy 

changes could be inferred as noted below. 

 

Amid the happy smiles and glad-hand shakes, however, the context in which the NGA 

conference was held was spelled out in a memorandum from NGA’s Executive Director Ray 

Scheppach to governors which stated, “The bottom line is that states will continue to 

struggle…because of the combination of the length and depth of this economic downturn, the 

projected slow recovery and the additional Medicaid responsibilities.”  He also noted that the 

problem would be compounded if proposed health care legislation passed.  According to 

syndicated columnist David Broder, in his February 21
st
 column, Scheppach told him that 

NGA’s recent surveys indicated that “the states have not bottomed out yet; they’re continuing to 

deteriorate.  This year will probably be the worst for state budgets, and with the jobless recovery 

we’re having, we’re looking at a lost decade.”   

 

Within this gloomy context, the governors one-by-one touted, in their questions to Secretary 

Duncan, the reform measures recently undertaken in their states as a precondition for receiving 

RTTT grants.  Kentucky Governor Beshear, a Democrat, pointed out that Kentucky had not cut 
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its K-12 funding and expressed his “hope you won’t forget states like us in the final selection 

process.”  Colorado Governor Bill Ritter pointed to a number of recent initiatives in his state, 

including the expansion of the Colorado so-called growth model while extolling the virtues of his 

State’s efforts to implement comprehensive reform under RTTT.  Not to be outdone, Oklahoma 

Governor Brad Henry pointed out that the highest ranking by groups such as PreK Now has been 

given to his State for its efforts in funding preK programs, and looked forward to a Federal 

funding increase to further the quality of such early childhood education programs.  Following 

up on the initial round of discussion, Wisconsin Governor Jim Doyle noted that due to RTTT the 

nation is experiencing the greatest changes among states’ K-12 education “without spending a 

dime.”  Addressing another question on the minds of many governors, but not asked, Secretary 

Duncan volunteered that, for those states which will not be selected in the first round, there will 

be additional “round after round” of funding if Congress goes along with his FY 2011 budget 

request and that his department should be considered to be a “partner” with each state and not 

someone that decides who wins a competition. 

 

Noting that he had one year left under his term limit in New Mexico, Governor Bill Richardson 

said that he would like to be candid in redirecting the discussion to ESEA reauthorization.  He 

hopes that Secretary Duncan would “be direct” in giving Congress a reauthorization proposal 

unlike President Obama’s approach to health care and come up with a “more dignified” 

approach, referring to NCLB’s unfair sanctions on schools with large Native American 

enrollments in his state.  Letting Congress take the lead role in reauthorization could result in 

another NCLB disaster.   

 

Regarding likely priorities under ESEA reauthorization, Secretary Duncan referred on two 

occasions to “talented people,” “extended learning time,” and “engaging parents and 

communities.”  The Secretary noted that the proposed FY 2011 budget includes a five-fold 

increase for improving the quality of leadership at the principal level and that even though the 

budget calls for an almost ten-fold increase in the Teacher Incentive Fund, large financial 

incentives for teachers to work in low-achieving schools will work only if high-quality principals 

are also at those schools.  Michigan Governor Jennifer Granholm suggested that the U.S. 

Department of Education conduct the necessary research “to tell us, the states, what works” and 

leave it up to the governors “to get such legislation, if necessary, passed.”  Secretary Duncan 

emphasized that extended learning time should not be necessary for all students, but rather 

districts should focus on those who need extra time for learning.  They should also engage 

parents in the instructional process through Promise Neighborhoods and community schools.   

 

Several governors nodded when Nebraska Governor Dave Heineman asked Secretary Duncan to 

explain the difference between “charter” schools and “innovative” schools; several governors in 

the ten states which do not currently have charter school laws have created legislation or 

initiatives that focus on “innovation schools,” “challenge zones,” or other types of school/entities 

which have some of the characteristics of charter schools (e.g., extended learning time, greater 

flexibility, and reduced bureaucratic barriers).  In response, Secretary Duncan reiterated that he is 

a “fan of good charter schools” and those which are not performing should be closed.  He 

emphasized that we should all be interested in turning lowest-achieving schools into “great 

schools” by whatever name we use, such as magnet schools, neighborhood and community 
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schools.  By creating “great schools,” rural districts will not have to give parents a “choice 

option,” where such options are not available. 

 

Several governors expressed a number of concerns about the difficulties and capacity of schools 

in rural districts to implement any of the four models prescribed under School Improvement 

Grants, especially those requiring replacement of principals and teaching staff for which there 

are no available replacements or  closing down “dropout factory high schools” where no other 

high-performing high school exists nearby or charter school management organizations are not 

available.  Secretary Duncan once again extolled the virtues of needing “talented leadership and 

staff” and “extended learning time,” but also added the potential use of technology to enhance 

the schools’ capacity for delivering talent, expertise, and support.  Noting the need for greater 

flexibility, he emphasized that USED is aware of the fact that about 20 percent of so-called 

dropout factories are in rural districts and he has been “encouraging” several foundations to 

provide more dollars to address reform in rural schools.  He then encouraged governors to focus 

on the $650 million Investing in Innovation  (i
3
) initiative and to use such funds to experiment 

with and evaluate the effectiveness of alternative approaches.  One might infer from his 

comments that rural districts and/or intermediate education units could play an important lead 

role, along with third-party support partners, in applying for i
3
 grants and improve a state’s 

probability of receiving one.  As noted in a recent White House press release, it is very likely that 

technology could be an “invitational” or even “competitive” priority under the final i
3
 guidelines; 

and perhaps, an equally high priority could be placed on applications from districts which 

address the unique problems of rural districts and schools which have limited capacity to 

implement School Improvement Grants (see October 29
th

 TechMIS Special Report).   

 

In his concluding comments, Secretary Duncan commended governors for their “courage” in 

making major changes to meet the eligibility criteria for Race to the Top, even if their actions 

went against their best political interests.  He expressed optimism about the passage of ESEA 

because of “new bipartisan support in Congress” following a recent joint statement by both 

Democratic and Republican leadership in the House and Senate education reauthorization 

committees.  His assessment of the “newly found bipartisanship” differs from Jack Jennings’ 

viewpoint, as noted in a related special report. 
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Special Report:  
The Independent Center on Education Policy Sets the ESEA 

Reauthorization Stage with 10 Recommendations, Most of Which are 
Similar to the Administration’s Likely Proposed Changes, but Differ 

Providing More Flexibility than Secretary Duncan’s Prescribed 
Activities for School Improvement Grants 
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The Center on Education Policy, founded by ESEA veteran Jack Jennings, has set the stage for 

the upcoming ESEA reauthorization with recommendations based on two years of research, 

focus group findings, and meetings with education policy leaders, particularly Congressional 

education committee members and staff.  Jennings was heavily involved in every ESEA 

reauthorization since 1967 through 1995 and directed House Committee staff when Democrat 

leaders chaired House education authorizing committees.  The CEP report entitled Better 

Federal Policies Leading to Better Schools, released in late February, includes ten 

recommendations for reauthorizing ESEA; they would eliminate several priority Bush 

Administration NCLB provisions and change others.  Most of the CEP recommendations are 

likely to be similar to the Administration’s yet-to-be submitted proposal for ESEA 

reauthorization, “guiding principles” for which have been recently announced by President 

Obama and Secretary Duncan.  Other elements of the reauthorization can be inferred from the 

proposed FY 2011 Administration budget which includes consolidation of almost 40 current 

programs into about 10 funding streams, as noted in our February 17
th

 TechMIS Special Report.  

However, based on more than five years of studies of the implementation of NCLB, and 

particularly a four-year sub-study of restructuring in more than 40 schools in six districts in the 

School Improvement arena, CEP recommendations call for greater flexibility being delegated to 

states and districts than the current Administration’s four prescribed models to turn around 

persistently lowest-achieving schools (addressed below).   

 

One of CEP’s five “principles” for a new Federal role in education is: “Where research is not 

clear about what works, promote experimentation, research, evaluation, and dissemination of 

results.”  This principle drives CEP’s recommendation: “Let states, districts, and schools 

experiment with promising approaches to providing support and determining interventions for 

low-performing schools.”  Based on its studies of schools in restructuring, CEP argues that the 
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sanctions of offering public school choice and providing SES “have not been catalysts for 

reform.”  For persistently lowest-performing schools in restructuring, “NCLB’s restructuring 

options are too limited.”  In addition, CEP maintains “Although the Obama Administration’s 

requirements for using new federal school improvement money represent a bold change and are 

more uniform and focused than the options in NCLB, they too have weaknesses.  The model of 

converting low-performing schools into charter schools offers no guarantee of effectiveness; 

research on charter schools has shown mixed results.  Research is also mixed or scant on the 

various components of the so-called transformation model, which combines principal 

replacement with comprehensive instructional reforms, increased learning time, and other 

reforms.”  The report argues that the school closure model is a viable option only in a limited 

number of schools in some districts, and principal and staff replacement is effective only when 

certain conditions exist.  Differing from the Administration’s proposed four models for 

intervention under both Race to the Top and School Improvement Grant regulations and 

guidance, CEP proposes five specific recommended activities. 

 

One of these recommendations would expand the USED Differentiated Accountability Model 

(DAM) pilot program, approved two years ago for nine states, by allowing “any state with a 

well-designed plan to experiment with this option.”  Based on our review of Race to the Top 

proposals from the DAM states which submitted in January, most are attempting to “force fit” 

their current DAM activities into the prescribed activities and intervention models under School 

Improvement Grant guidance.  However, some states will likely have to discontinue current 

activities such as allocating School Improvement Grant Part G funds to schools entering 

“identified” status the first year in order to prevent schools from being identified for 

improvement for two years and having to provide SES.  Most such DAM states have also 

proposed adding new SIG requirements related to student support and parent and community 

engagement. 

 

CEP also proposes to allow states to continue support to “former low-performing schools for 

several years after the school has raised achievement.  Our research has uncovered instances of 

schools that have exited NCLB improvement, but slipped back into this status after a few years 

because they lost funding needed to sustain reform strategies.”  While a strict interpretation of 

NCLB statutes and regulations would not permit such continued funding, the latest School 

Improvement Grant guidance does allow a school which exits improvement or restructuring to 

continue to receive SIG funding, if such funds are available and if the SEA approves the LEA 

request, as noted in our January 13
th

 TechMIS Special Report.   

 

Another CEP recommendation calls for “moving away” from “NCLB’s overly prescriptive 

sanctions and restructuring options.  School choice and supplemental services should no longer 

be required; the 20% set-aside for these activities could be better spent on other interventions.”  

While CEP recognized SES through “outside providers” could be an important intervention, 

districts and schools should have the option to offer them.  In its study of schools in 

restructuring, CEP found that small group or one-on-one tutoring was used by the vast majority 

of schools that exited from restructuring; however, it specifically noted that such tutoring was 

not provided through third-party SES supplemental tutoring.  As CEP concluded in their 

restructuring studies, “Instead of the current sanctions, federal policy should allow states, with 
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federal approval, to design alternative plans for providing support and interventions to low-

performing districts and schools.  State supports could include technical assistance, school 

improvement grants, and monitoring or visits by states or outside contractors with expertise.”  

Other CEP examples of successful strategies for schools exiting restructuring included “revising 

reform efforts in response to school and student needs; analyzing data frequently and using it to 

regroup students for instruction; and replacing staff, but only when certain conditions are 

present.”  As we noted in our February 17
th

 TechMIS Report, Secretary Duncan has already 

softened the requirements, through the waiver process, by allowing districts identified for 

improvement to provide their own SES.  Groups such as the Education Industry Association 

have launched a lobbying campaign against further erosion of SES requirements which they 

anticipate will be proposed in the Administration’s ESEA’s reauthorization proposal.   

 

Another CEP recommendation calls for increasing the amount of funds states can set aside to 

support schools identified for improvement, beyond the 5% cap, which could be used to help 

build states’ capacity to support school improvement efforts.  Another recommendation calls for 

Federal partnering with states and districts to evaluate the outcomes of various school 

improvement strategies, including research on which strategies are most effective in various 

contexts.   

 

The CEP report also recommends the creation of an “opportunity to learn fund” that will be 

made available to states that take concrete steps to address the existing inequities among states in 

terms of state funding for districts -- basically equalizing state and local funding among and 

within school districts.  CEP refers to such a fund as being similar to the ARRA Stabilization 

Fund which was used to encourage/ensure states raise K-12 funding to recent maintenance of 

effort levels.  CEP argues that the Stabilization Funds attempted to promote more equitable 

funding by relying on the Title I formula which, when passed in 1965 ESEA, was referred to as 

an “equal opportunity act.”  As CEP notes, “We recommend retaining this general aid to 

education because states expect to face severe budget constraints for several more years, and 

school districts will still need assistance to keep teachers in the classroom.  But we propose 

limiting this aid to states that will provide all students with meaningful education opportunities 

by adopting stronger requirements for funding adequacy and equity.”  In addition to maintenance 

of effort, another criteria would be whether states adopt policies that lead to equitable funding 

within school districts as demonstrated by progress in reducing differences among schools in 

per-pupil spending.  In a subsequent interview with Education Daily, Jennings noted that CEP 

does “recommend strengthening the comparability provisions in Title I,” but does not 

recommend changes to the Title I formula, as does the Center for Education Progress, because “I 

just don’t think it’s worth the trouble.” 

 

Beyond the recommended changes to current school improvement/turnaround policies, CEP 

recommendations are likely to be similar to many of those proposed by the Administration for 

ESEA reauthorization, including: 

 Elimination of the 100 percent student proficiency requirement by 2014; 

 Eliminating the AYP system for Federal accountability in states that adopt common 

standards and assessment; 
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 Making state standards more rigorous and consistent across states, encouraging adoption 

of common core academic subject standards; 

 Encouraging development of state or regional assessments aligned to common core 

standards which measure higher order skills and knowledge; 

 Using additional measures beyond standardized test scores in assessing math and reading 

achievement and adding other content areas for assessments including science, social 

studies, art, music, high school completion and post-secondary enrollment. 

 

As part of the Federal role in education, CEP calls for limiting the number of goals and appears 

to be supporting some of the consolidation efforts included in the proposed FY 2011 budget.   

 

Arguing that state or local initiatives should not be trumped by Federal policy, except for 

national interest that clearly compels it, CEP argues, “Toward this end, we propose that the 

federal government specify the ends to be attained more than the means to be used.”  This 

appears to be consistent with the goal Secretary Duncan repeated during his meeting with 

governors at the annual NGA winter conference in which he called for more flexibility by stating 

that “we should tighten the ends and loosen the means of getting there.” 

 

By releasing its new report on rethinking the Federal role in education through ten 

recommendations, most of which focus on changes to NCLB and several current Administration 

policies, CEP appears to have set the stage for the ESEA reauthorization debate.  As Jack 

Jennings reminded me in a recent conversation, there are less than 100 legislative days left this 

year.  With the “poisonous” partisanship within Congress, if the Administration does not submit 

its proposal in March, it will be difficult for Congress to move this year.  Moreover, several 

observers have noted that, if Republicans take more seats after the mid-term election, 

reauthorization may not actually occur until 2013, if then.  On the other hand, if Congress does 

move quickly, getting some important measures adopted early in the debate, the CEP 

recommendations could provide a framework for final passage of ESEA reauthorization this 

year.  

 


