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Chairman Kennedy, Chairman Miller, and Members of the Committees: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you today on these very important issues.  I am 
honored to be able to represent the views of the 3.2 million members of the National Education 
Association at this joint hearing.   
 
NEA is the largest professional association in the country, representing public school 
educators—teachers and education support professionals, higher education faculty, educators 
teaching in Department of Defense schools, students in colleges of teacher education, and retired 
educators across the country.  While our membership is diverse, we have a common mission and 
values based on our belief that a great public school is not a luxury, but a basic right for every 
child.   
 
Our members go into education for two reasons—because they love children and they appreciate 
the importance of education in our society.  We want all students to succeed.  Our members 
show up at school every day to nurture children, to bring out their full potential, to be anchors in 
children’s lives, and to help prepare them for the 21st century world that awaits them.  It is their 
passion and dedication that informs and guides NEA’s work as we advocate for sound public 
policy that will help our members achieve their goals.   
 
I am delighted that your committees are interested in a larger discussion about the role of 
accountability in our public schools and what we believe our public schools ought to provide and 
accomplish in our society.  NEA and our members view reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as an opportunity for a renewed national discussion about 
public education.  You, as our elected officials, have an opportunity to lift up this dialogue, to be 
bold, to embrace not only the call for equity in American education, but the demand for 
innovation as well.  We hope that this debate will ultimately unite the nation as we strive to 
fulfill the promise of public education to prepare every student for success in a diverse, inter-
dependent world.  
 
A meaningful and productive debate must begin with a look backwards—at the origins of federal 
involvement in education.  We can then look forward in an open dialogue about the impact of 
our changing work on that federal role.  As you know, the federal role in education was 
established during the Presidency of Lyndon Baines Johnson, when Congress passed President 
Johnson’s comprehensive package of legislation including Head Start, the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965, the Higher Education Act of 1965, and the Adult Education 
Act of 1966.  These proposals—part of  President Johnson’s "War on Poverty"—were vehicles 
through which the federal government sought to address inequities in access, opportunities, and 
quality of public education for poor and minority communities who lacked the power to equalize 
resources flowing to their communities and schools.  
 
Earlier this month, the House of Representatives passed bipartisan legislation to name the United 
States Department of Education headquarters building here in Washington, DC the Lyndon 
Baines Johnson building.  Passage of that bill serves as an important reminder of the volatile and 
unstable environment facing our nation in 1965.  It was in this climate that Congress passed the 
first ESEA, to address the devastating impact of poverty on a child’s educational opportunities 
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and to ensure that every child, no matter where he or she lived, would have the same 
opportunities to realize the American dream.   
 
Today, our nation is once again facing volatile times.  We are struggling with how to resolve 
international conflicts, to secure our competitiveness in the world’s economy, to ensure that 
every child will receive the world-class public education that he or she deserves, and to provide 
all children with the tools and resources necessary to be active, engaged, successful citizens of 
our democracy.   
 
It is within this context that I would like to offer our views on the principles we believe essential 
and the direction we believe the federal government should move in with the reauthorization of 
No Child Left Behind.  
 
What Do We Want From Public Education and What Role Should the Federal 
Government Play in Achieving These Goals? 
 
Public education is the gateway to opportunity.  All students have the human and civil right to a 
quality public education and a great public school that develops their potential, independence, 
and character.  Public education is vital to building respect for the worth, dignity, and equality of 
every individual in our diverse society and is the cornerstone of our republic.  Public education 
provides individuals with the skills to be involved, informed, and engaged in our representative 
democracy.   
 
We believe that the expertise and judgment of education professionals are critical to student 
success.  Partnerships with parents, families, communities, and other stakeholders are also 
essential to quality public education and student success.  Individuals are strengthened when they 
work together for the common good.  As education professionals, we improve both our 
professional status and the quality of public education when we unite and advocate collectively.  
We maintain the highest professional standards, and we expect the status, compensation, and 
respect due all professionals.   
 
Obviously, the federal government cannot ensure all of these things alone.  However, we believe 
that it should—at a minimum—address disparities impacting the quality of education our 
children receive and the resulting disparities in outcomes.  
  
How Should We Use Accountability Systems to Remedy Educational Disparities? 
 
If we agree that public education serves multiple purposes, then we know there must be a richer 
accountability system with shared responsibility by stakeholders at all levels for appropriate 
school accountability.  Such an accountability system must marry not only accountability for 
achievement and learning by students, but also shared accountability to remedy other gaps in our 
education system and flaws in the current accountability model.   
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Opportunity Gaps 
Before I address achievement and skills gaps, I would like to take a moment to discuss the 
opportunity gaps that hinder so many of our nation’s children.  We believe that policy makers at 
all levels should fulfill their collective responsibility to remedy these gaps.  
 
Too many of our neediest students are taught by uncertified and under-prepared teachers.  At 
NEA, we are as troubled by that phenomenon as these committees have been.  We believe that 
knowledge of content and demonstrated skills in instructional methodology are critically 
important in ensuring that all students receive the kind of instruction they deserve. Improving 
working conditions and student learning conditions is another vital element to attract and retain 
qualified teachers to hard-to-staff schools. 
 
Other troubling gaps include access to after school programs and extended learning time 
programs and curriculum gaps preventing students from accessing a rich and broad curriculum.  
For example, many poor and minority communities as well as many rural and urban schools do 
not have access to arts, advanced placement, or physical education courses, nor do they have 
access to innovative curricula such as information literacy, environmental education, and 
financial literacy.   
 
We also are concerned about significant infrastructure and school environment gaps that hamper 
learning.  Students clearly cannot learn in buildings with leaky roofs or in classrooms in which 
one cannot turn on a computer and the lights without blowing a fuse.  I agree with Bill Gates that 
our schools shouldn’t look like they did in the 1950s.  For example, science labs should not only 
have Bunsen burners, they should have technology to run experiment simulations.  Yet, too 
many of our schools do look the same as they did 50 years ago because President Dwight 
Eisenhower was the last President to make a major investment in school infrastructure—$1 
billion for school facilities.   
 
Achievement and Skills Gaps 
Now, let me turn to the subject of achievement and skills gaps.  They exist, they are intolerable, 
and they impede our future success as a nation.  That is why I have made closing achievement 
and skill gaps a top priority for the NEA.  We have dedicated millions of dollars to this effort and 
will continue to do so.  I have included in this testimony just a few examples of the work we are 
doing in this area (attached as Appendix I). 
 
While one of the primary purposes and goals of NCLB is to close achievement gaps, I do not 
believe that has been the outcome. The respected Civil Rights Project at Harvard, in a June 2006 
report, found that “federal accountability rules have little to no impact on racial and poverty 
gaps. The NCLB Act ends up leaving many minority and poor students, even with additional 
educational support, far behind with little opportunity to meet the 2014 target.”  
 
An accountability system designed to raise student achievement and close achievement gaps 
must include the following elements: 
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Improved methods to assess student learning, including improving the quality of 
assessments and giving real meaning to NCLB’s “multiple measures” requirement 
The term “achievement gaps” has become synonymous with differences in scores on 
standardized tests between groups of students.  And, given the poor quality of tests across the 
country, those test scores reflect little more than a student’s ability to regurgitate facts.  If we are 
truly committed to preparing our children to compete in the 21st century economy and world, we 
need to develop and assess a broader set of knowledge and skills.   
 
As NEA member John Meehan, an elementary school teacher from Alton, Illinois, has told NEA: 
 
“Assessments are critical to help identify the academic needs of students, but not all students test 
well.  Many are stressed to the point of simply giving up and not trying.  Accountability is 
important, yet giving a test is just one method of measuring student learning and growth.  I’ve 
seen so many good students who are learning and growing academically yet who do not test 
well.  I was one of those students.  To this day, I don’t take tests well, yet I’m able to learn.  We 
need to help students learn, not just teach them to take tests.” 
 
NEA has been engaged for the last four or five years in a collaborative effort with businesses and 
other education groups to attempt to define “21st century skills.”  The Partnership for 21st 
Century Skills has issued several reports1 along these lines as well as a set of principles for 
ESEA reauthorization (attached as Appendix II).  These principles state in part: “Standardized 
achievement assessments alone do not generate evidence of the skill sets that the business and 
education communities believe are necessary to ensure success in the 21st century.” 
 
We believe the U. S. Department of Education under the previous Secretary made a grave error 
in allowing states simply to “augment” norm-referenced standardized tests with a few additional 
test items aligned with the state content standards.  In practice, this means that the tests do not 
measure higher order thinking, analytical problem-solving, or synthesis skills—the very skills 
businesses want and need from the workforce.  Thus, the early decision to put test administration 
ahead of an examination of desirable content and skills has had a terrible impact on the current 
accountability framework. 
 
We believe the NCLB “multiple measures” language has two distinct meanings, and that both 
are necessary in an accountability framework.  First, the term “multiple measures” means 
multiple indicators of student learning.  The research is clear that results of one math test and one 
reading test are insufficient to determine a child’s achievement and skill levels.  Therefore, we 
must also employ multiple methods to determine what a student knows and can demonstrate.   
 
We should employ multiple measures in assessing both individual student learning and overall 
school effectiveness in improving student learning.  For example, we believe a richer more 
accurate system that a state should be permitted to design could include statewide assessment 
results at 50 percent, high school graduation rates at 25 percent, and one other factor, such as 
local assessments, at 25 percent.  Multiple measures systems would provide the public with a 
more complete picture of their local schools and their states’ ability to provide great public 
schools for every child.      
                                                           
1 Reports can be found at:  http://www.21stcenturyskills.org/.  
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Systemic supports for schools and individual supports and interventions for students  
An accountability system should ensure that all subgroups of students are being served in a 
manner that will eliminate disparities in educational outcomes.  Yet, doing so must begin with an 
explicit understanding that every child is unique and that the entire system should be accountable 
for serving each individual child’s needs.  The tension between approaches is no better illustrated 
than by comparing NCLB accountability, which is focused on student subgroup outcomes, to the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, which uses an individualized approach to 
accountability through Individualized Education Plans.    
 
In order to close achievement and skills gaps between groups of children, we must acknowledge 
the need for two simultaneous approaches: changes in the way we provide supports and 
interventions to the school and changes in the way we provide supports and interventions to 
individual students who need help.  NEA’s Positive Agenda for the ESEA Reauthorization (See 
Appendix III) sets forth a variety of supports we hope will be included in the next reauthorization 
of ESEA. 
 
What Other Roles Can the Federal Government Play in Ensuring a Great Public School 
for Every Child? 
 
Innovation and graduation for all 
In addition to accountability for student learning, the federal government should focus on less 
tangible, but no less important, differences in the development of students as well-rounded 
individuals prepared for life after high school graduation.  Federal policy should support 
innovative approaches to making students’ educational experience engaging and relevant to 
them.  The world has changed dramatically since enactment of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, and thus our public schools must also change.  Technology has 
transformed not only our economy, but the world’s economy.  A wonderful benefit of this 
transformation is that all nations are more globally interdependent.   
 
Our schools need to reflect the world in which our children live: a world infused with a 21st 
century curriculum.  They need to help students become well-rounded individuals with skills to 
compete in a changing world and contribute to the rich, diverse societal fabric that makes our 
country so impressive.  Ultimately, an educational experience that is more relevant to a student is 
going to be more engaging and will lead to greater knowledge and skills.  A rich, relevant, and 
challenging experience can help address all students’ needs.  It can captivate and challenge our 
gifted students, while also providing a positive influence for students at risk of dropping out or 
engaging in high-risk behaviors. 
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Consider this statement from NEA member Donna Phipps, an art teacher in New London, Iowa:   
 
“I have been an art teacher in three different school districts in the last nine years....Arts 
education and vocational education are the heart and soul of students.  They allow students to 
explore and expand who they are....These programs have been cut to ensure that schools remain 
off the watch list and the list of schools in need of assistance.  When art and vocational programs 
are cut, you might as well tell students that the innermost core of who they are no longer 
matters....Don’t allow NCLB to stifle future artistic exploration and invention.”  
 
Federal policy should recognize states that have designed a plan to create 21st Century Schools 
using the Framework developed by the Partnership for 21st Century Skills and a plan to advance 
STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math) education.  We believe the federal 
government should fund these states through grants to develop 21st century content and authentic 
assessments that measure 21st century skills and knowledge.  
 
In addition, all of our schools, particularly high schools, should encourage as many students as 
possible to attend college and should provide coursework to reduce dramatically the need for 
remediation in college.  At the same time, we also must acknowledge the continued need for a 
major investment in career and technical education programs.  And, we need to ensure that high 
schools take into consideration the transition needs of all student populations, not just students 
with disabilities.  In other words, we need to do whatever it takes to ensure that a student’s next 
step after high school will be one he or she takes with the confidence that comes from being 
well-prepared. 
 
Finally, we urge Congress to adopt a “graduation for all” proposal that combines the work of 
Representative Hinojosa and Senators Bingaman and Murray with NEA’s 12-point action plan to 
address the dropout crisis in America (see Appendix IV).  For example, we believe Congress 
should provide funding for grants to states that agree to eliminate the concept of “dropping out” 
of school or that raise the compulsory attendance age.  We need graduation centers for 19- and 
20-year-olds and those who have dropped out of school—a concerted effort to prevent the loss of 
one more child and to help those who already have dropped out.  This is not only in America’s 
self-interest to ensure future competitiveness, it is a moral imperative.  NEA will be providing 
Congress with more specific recommendations regarding the federal role in reinventing our high 
schools shortly. 
 
Quality educators in every classroom 
NEA’s Positive Agenda includes a number of proposals to ensure the highest quality educators, 
many of which were included in Chairman Miller and Chairman Kennedy’s TEACH Act 
legislation last year.  Beyond these proposals, we encourage Congress to think broadly about this 
important issue.   
 
For example, we believe Congress should reward states that set a reasonable minimum starting 
salary for teachers and a living wage for support professionals working in school districts that 
accept federal funds.  We have asked our nation’s educators to take on the most important 
challenge in ensuring America’s future.  Yet, we have denied these educators economic security 
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and respect.  It is time to end this untenable situation.  Congress must take a bold step and set 
that minimum standard.   
 
NEA would recommend that no teacher in America should make less than $40,000 and no public 
school worker should make less than $25,000 or a living wage.  According to a recent study by 
the National Association of Colleges and Employers, the teaching profession has an average 
national starting salary of $30,377.  Meanwhile, computer programmers start at an average of 
$43,635, public accounting professionals at $44,668, and registered nurses at $45,570.2  Even 
more shocking is that the average salary for full-time paraprofessionals is only $26,313, with a 
wide salary range across job duties.  NEA has education support professional members who live 
in shelters, others who work two and three jobs to get by, and others who receive food stamps.  
This is an unacceptable and embarrassing way to treat public servants who educate, nurture, and 
inspire our children.  I would encourage you to read their stories.3 
 
We also urge Congress to advance teacher quality at the highest poverty schools by providing 
$10,000 federal salary supplements to National Board Certified Teachers.  Congress also should 
fund grants to help teachers in high poverty schools pay the fees and access professional 
development supports to become National Board Certified Teachers.  
 
In addition, you should consider other financial incentives to attract and retain quality teachers in 
hard-to-staff schools including financial bonuses, college student loan forgiveness, and housing 
subsidies.  
 
Finally, we believe that the equitable distribution of highly qualified teachers depends not just on 
decent wages, but more importantly upon the teaching and learning conditions in each school.  
Therefore, we strongly encourage Congress to restore a separate funding stream to help states 
reduce class sizes.  We hope that states accepting such funds would be required to develop a plan 
to ensure a maximum class size of 15 students in every school at every grade level.  We 
understand the challenges inherent in meeting this goal.  However, we believe that ensuring the 
greatest possible individualized attention for each student should be as high a priority as ensuring 
that each student achieves at a certain level.  In fact, the two goals are inextricably linked, as 
research clearly shows the positive impact of small class size on student learning. 
 
                                                           
2  A recent report from the NEA Research Department (Teacher Pay 1940 – 2000: Losing Ground, Losing Status), 
based on U.S. census data, finds that annual pay for teachers has fallen sharply over the past 60 years in relation to 
the annual pay of other workers with college degrees.  The report states: “Throughout the nation, the average 
earnings of workers with at least four years of college are now over 50 percent higher than the average earnings of a 
teacher.”  Furthermore, an analysis of weekly wage trends by researchers at the Economic Policy Institute (EPI) 
shows that teachers’ wages have fallen behind those of other workers since 1996, with teachers’ inflation-adjusted 
weekly wages rising just 0.8 percent, far less than the 12 percent weekly wage growth of other college graduates and 
of all workers.  Further, a comparison of teachers’ weekly wages to those of other workers with similar education 
and experience shows that, since 1993, female teacher wages have fallen behind 13 percent and male teacher wages 
12.5 percent (11.5 percent among all teachers).  Since 1979, teacher wages relative to those of other similar workers 
have dropped 18.5 percent among women, 9.3 percent among men, and 13.1 percent among both combined. 

 
3 “Why Money Matters,” NEA Today, November 2006, http://www.nea.org/neatoday/0611/feature3.html and 
http://www.nea.org/pay/index.html.  
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In addition to class size reduction, federal policy should award grants to states that conduct 
surveys of teaching and learning conditions across the state and within districts and agree to 
address problem areas revealed by those surveys.  North Carolina has been a leader in this effort, 
and there are initiatives currently underway in Arizona, Kansas, Mississippi, Nevada, Ohio, and 
South Carolina.  We would encourage you to look at the work of the Center for Teaching Quality 
(www.teachingquality.org) with whom the NEA has partnered to expand these initiatives.4 
 
Specific Changes to No Child Left Behind 
 
My testimony today has focused primarily on the big picture—the ideals and principles that 
should guide debate on the federal role in education and should frame the context for NCLB 
reauthorization. NEA is not alone in highlighting those areas that need the most attention. In fact, 
we have signed onto the Joint Organizational Statement on NCLB, which currently has the 
support of 113 groups representing education, civil rights, children’s, disability, religious, and 
citizens’ organizations. The Joint Statement recommends 14 significant, constructive corrections 
that are among those necessary to make the Act fair and effective (See Appendix V). If, 
however, Congress should approach reauthorization by looking to tweak the law rather than 
consider broader policy changes, we would offer the following suggestions, which are of utmost 
concern to NEA’s members:  
 
1. Allow states to use a “growth model” as part of the AYP definition (provided that state data 

systems are equipped with individual student identifiers) to track and give credit for student 
growth over time.  

 
2. Clarify the language about assessments.  Tests should be used for diagnostic purposes and 

educators should receive results in a timely manner to inform instructional strategies.  
Overall, assessment language should require a much more comprehensive look at the quality 
of assessments for all student populations and their true alignment with state content 
standards.   

 
3. Encourage 21st century assessment that is web-based and provides timely results useful to 

teachers, parents, and students. Such assessments should be accessible to all student 
populations. 

 
4. Replace current accountability labels (“in need of improvement,” “corrective action,” and 

“restructuring”) with a system that rewards success in closing achievement gaps and focuses 
on helping schools.5  Semantics and policies should reflect the goal of targeting help where it 

                                                           
4 For more information about state initiatives, go to http://www.teachingquality.org/twc/whereweare.htm. 
 
5 NEA member Marjorie Zimmerman, a middle school teacher from Las Vegas, Nevada, tells NEA “My school was 
a high-performing school one year.  Students, for the most part, are interested in learning and they perform well.  
The next year, because one too few students took the test, we were in need of improvement.  This demonstrates that 
the requirements for meeting AYP certainly are not indicative of true academic progress by students in the school.  
Also, given the nature of standardized tests and the difficulty of improving as one moves toward the upper end of the 
spectrum, most schools will eventually be in need of improvement."  See Voices from America’s Classroom, with 
first-person stories from all 50 states about the impact of NCLB, available at: 
http://www.nea.org/esea/nclbstories/index.html.   
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is needed most.  Therefore, schools in need of additional supports and interventions should 
be classified as:  priority schools, high priority schools, and highest priority schools.   

 
5. Mandate multiple measures in the AYP system.  Current multiple measure language is not 

enforced in a way that gives schools and districts credit for success on factors other than state 
standardized assessments, including such measures as school district and school assessments, 
attendance, graduation and drop-out rates, and the percent of students who take honors, AP, 
IB, or other advanced courses.   

 
6. Extend from one year to a maximum of three years the time for an English Language Learner 

to master English before being tested in English in core content areas.  This change would be 
consistent with research findings about the average pace for English language acquisition.  
Students who become proficient in English in fewer than three years should be tested in 
English.  However, to expect a non-English speaker to take a math or reading test in a second 
language prior to achieving proficiency in that language sets that student up for failure.  
Furthermore, students and schools should not be punished for the failure of the system to 
make available native language assessments. 

 
7. Include students with disabilities in any accountability system, but allow states to use grade 

level appropriate authentic assessment for special education students based on their IEPs.  
Under IDEA ’04, IEP teams are required to ensure that IEPs are aligned with state content 
standards and state achievement standards.  Teams are also required to set annual measurable 
objectives for students with disabilities, so that growth in their learning is not only expected, 
but required. 

 
8. Provide a separate funding stream for and target public school choice and supplemental 

services to those students who are not reaching proficiency in reading and math. 
 
9. Improve the quality and oversight of supplemental services to ensure they meet the same 

standards as public schools.  
 
10. Close two loopholes in the highly qualified teacher definition. NCLB itself exempts some 

teachers in charter schools from having to be fully licensed or certified.  The Department of 
Education’s regulations allow individuals going through alternate route to certification 
programs to be considered highly qualified for up to three years before completing their 
program.  Each of these exemptions should be eliminated. 

 

I thank you again for the opportunity to speak with you today.  I look forward to working closely 
with your two committees on ESEA reauthorization as we strive to ensure every child’s basic 
right to a great public school.  



APPENDIX I: 
NEA WORK ON CLOSING ACHIEVEMENT GAPS 

 
 
NEA’s work on closing achievement gaps focuses on policy and practice.  In the policy arena, an 
NEA grants program funds state affiliates’ efforts to change state public policy environments to 
better support members’ efforts to close the gaps.  We also conduct annual policy summits on the 
educational status of traditionally underserved student groups.  In the practice arena, NEA offers 
a variety of professional development sessions for members, and state and local staff to help 
them gain the knowledge and skills required to close achievement gaps.  We also produce a 
number of publications on the achievement of diverse students that serve as training and resource 
documents for affiliates and members.  
 
 
State Grants to Close Achievement Gaps 
 
One of the primary goals of NEA’s work in this area is to secure state-level public policies and 
associated funding to close achievement gaps.  Therefore, in 2005-06, we initiated a new grants 
program, NEA Grants to Close Achievement Gaps.  
 
To date, 22 NEA state affiliates have received grants which they are using to help close 
achievement gaps by: a) securing statewide legislation; b) changing state regulations; c) 
modifying the scope or content of local contracts/negotiated agreements; and/or d) changing state 
affiliate policy, conducting research, building/enhancing coalitions, or conducting member-
focused activities to position the affiliate for future statewide action to close achievement gaps. 
Key policy successes using grant funds include the following:    

 
Illinois:  Passed two pieces of legislation in 2005-06 that will enhance the skills of Illinois 
educators:  A state-of-the-art teacher induction program that will serve teachers throughout the 
state; and a one-year, required coaching experience for new school principals.   

 
Maine:  Bargained a contract in the state’s largest local, Portland Public Schools, that provides 
an alternative pay scale based on a professional development ladder and incentives for teachers 
to become more skilled in meeting the needs of the diverse learners.  

 
Missouri:  Embedded language in the state’s professional development guidelines that 
encourages schools to create opportunities for schools to use their examination of student work 
to inform teaching, increase student achievement, and close achievement gaps.   

 
New Mexico:  Secured local contract language that requires the ongoing bargaining of 
professional and instructional issues throughout the contract year.  

 
Nebraska:  Passed a constitutional amendment that allows the use of the interest from the school 
lands trust fund, and triggers private endowment money, to pay for early childhood programs in 
public schools.  This implements a policy success from the 2005-06 legislative session that 
established an early childhood endowment, which will now be funded.   
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Ohio:  Passed legislation to establish school district committees that will develop local strategies 
for closing achievement gaps.  
 
Oklahoma:  Passed a state law that requires districts to focus professional development 
activities on closing achievement gaps.  
 
In addition to these state grants, NEA’s foundation (The National Foundation for the 
Improvement of Education) provides substantial funding to three local affiliates (Seattle, 
Chattanooga, and Milwaukee) to support their work in closing achievement gaps.   

 
 
Policy Summits on Traditionally Underserved Students 
 
NEA conducts annual educational summits on the educational status of traditionally underserved 
student groups.  The summits invite practitioners, researchers, and community members to share 
research, examine best practices, and develop recommendations for policy, programs, and 
practice.  NEA distributes summit proceedings and recommendations widely.  Summit reports 
that are currently available on www.achievementgaps.org are:  

• A Report on the Status of Hispanics in Education: Overcoming a History of Neglect  
• Status of Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders in Education: Beyond the “Model 

Minority” Stereotype  
• The Status of American Indians and Alaska Natives in Education   
 

 
Key NEA Publications 
 

• C.A.R.E.: Strategies for Closing the Achievement Gaps, a resource for classroom teachers 
and other educators, focuses on closing the gaps by examining research on working with 
culturally and linguistically diverse students. The guide looks at the research on cultural, 
language, and economic differences, as well as at unrecognized and undeveloped 
abilities, resilience, and effort and motivation.  Copies may be downloaded at: 
www.nea.org/teachexperience/careguide.html  

 
• Closing Achievement Gaps: An Association Guide, a resource for NEA’s affiliates and 

leaders, provides them with research and information, tools, “success stories” of state and 
local affiliates engaged in the work of closing achievement gaps, and examples of policy, 
programs, and practice for closing achievement gaps. Copies may be downloaded at: 
www.achievementgaps.org/nea/Associationguide.pdf  
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Training for Leaders, Staff, and Members 
 
NEA supports state affiliates that are developing teams of trainers who introduce members to the 
research and strategies in C.A.R.E.: Strategies for Closing the Achievement Gaps.  Nineteen 
states currently have teams of trainers. 
  
NEA also provides training and support for public engagement projects in which local educators 
and community stakeholders focus on what they can do to close achievement gaps and make sure 
that all students learn.  In addition, NEA offers training to educators on how to build family, 
school, and community partnerships to close the achievement gaps. 
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APPENDIX II:  
PARTNERSHP FOR 21st CENTURY SKILLS 

STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES  

21st Century Skills and the Reauthorization of NCLB/ESEA  

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

The Case for 21st Century Education:  

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

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

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

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

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

1. • Core subjects (as defined by NCLB)  

2. • 21st century content: global awareness; financial, economic, business and 
entrepreneurial literacy; civic literacy; and health and wellness awareness  

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

4. • Information and communications technology (ICT) literacy  

5. • Life skills: leadership, ethics, accountability, adaptability, personal productivity, 
personal responsibility, people skills, self-direction, and social responsibility  
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P21 Principles Regarding NCLB  

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

Principle 1: Standards  

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

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

2. • Incorporate "21st century skills" as part of the definition/description of "challenging 
academic content standards."  

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

4. • States should be supported in collaborating with other states to develop 21st century 
standards.  

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

Principle 2: Assessment  

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

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

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

2. • Reporting requirements should be expanded to include information on whether the 
student is achieving 21st century skills.  
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3. • Funds should be made available for pilot projects and test beds for the use of 
assessments that measure 21st century skill competencies in high school students.  

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

Principle 3: Professional Development  

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

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

2. • Higher education institutions should be supported in identifying and disseminating the 
best practices for teaching and assessing 21st century skills  

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

Principle 4: Information and communications technology (ICT) literacy  

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

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

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

Principle 5: Content  

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

1. • Support the teaching of each of these content areas.  

2. • For global awareness in particular, support the teaching of multiple languages.  

Principle 6: Research & Development  
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Targeted, sustained investment in research and development initiatives is required to promote 
21st century skills and craft teaching practices and assessment approaches that more closely 
convey and measure what students need to excel in the 21st century.  Therefore the Partnership 
recommends:  

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

Principle 7: 21st Century Skills Definition  

The Partnership recognizes that the term "21st century skills" is used in a variety of contexts.  
Therefore we recommend:  

1. • ESEA should contain a definition of "21st century skills" with a current description of 
the P21 framework as described earlier in this document.  

For more information, contact:  
Valerie Greenhill  
Partnership for 21st Century Skills  
177 N Church Ave.  
Suite 305  
Tucson, AZ 85701  
greenhill@itstrategies.com 
(520) 623-2466  
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Executive Summary 
 
This Executive Summary of the Positive Agenda highlights the recommendations contained in the full 
report. The full report, starting on page 8, provides the rationale and additional background for each 
recommendation. 

 

Great Public Schools Criteria 
All children have a basic right to a great public school. Our vision of what great public schools need and 
should provide acknowledges that the world is changing and public education is changing too. Meeting 
these Great Public Schools (GPS) criteria require not only the continued commitment of all educators, but 
the concerted efforts of policymakers at all levels of government.  We believe these criteria will: 

 Prepare all students for the future with 21st century skills 

 Create enthusiasm for learning and engage all students in the classroom 

 Close achievement gaps and raise achievement for all students 

 Ensure that all educators have the resources and tools they need to get the job done 

These criteria form a basis for NEA’s priorities in offering Congress a framework for the 2007 
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The reauthorization process must 
involve all stakeholders, especially educators. Their knowledge and insights are key to developing sound 
policies. 

 

 Quality programs and services that meet the full range of all children’s needs so that they come 
to school every day ready and able to learn. 

Students must have access to programs such as public school pre-K and kindergarten programs; 
afterschool enrichment and intervention programs; nutrition, including school breakfast and lunch 
programs; school-based health care and related services; counseling and mentoring programs for 
students and families; safe and efficient transportation; and safe and drug-free schools programs.  
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 8–11] 

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

All students should have access to a rigorous, comprehensive education that includes critical 
thinking, problem solving, high level communication and literacy skills, and a deep understanding 
of content. Curriculum must be aligned with standards and assessments, and should include more 
than what can be assessed on a paper and pencil multiple choice test.  
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, page 12] 

 

 

 Quality conditions for teaching and lifelong learning. 

Quality conditions for teaching and learning include smaller class sizes and optimal-sized learning 
communities; safe, healthy, modern, and orderly schools; up-to-date textbooks, technology, media 
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centers, and materials; policies that encourage collaboration and shared decisionmaking among 
staff; and the providing of data in a timely manner with staff training in the use of data for 
decisionmaking. [See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 12–13]  

 A qualified, caring, diverse, and stable workforce. 

A qualified, caring, diverse, and stable workforce in our schools requires a pool of well prepared, 
highly skilled candidates for all vacancies; quality induction for new teachers with mentoring 
services from trained veteran teachers; opportunities for continual improvement and growth for all 
employees; working conditions in which they can be successful; and professional compensation 
and benefits.  
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 13–14]  

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

Appropriate accountability means using results to identify policies and programs that successfully 
improve student learning and to provide positive supports, including resources for improvement 
and technical assistance to schools needing help. Schools, districts, states, and the federal 
government should be financially accountable to the public, with policymakers accountable to 
provide the resources needed to produce positive results. Accountability systems should be 
transparent so that policies are determined and communicated in an open, consistent, and timely 
manner. [See ESEA Positive Agenda, page 14] 

 Parental, family, and community involvement and engagement. 

Policies should assist and encourage parents, families, and communities to be actively involved and 
engaged in their public schools; require professional development programs for all educators to 
include the skills and knowledge needed for effective parental and community communication and 
engagement strategies; provide incentives or require employers to grant a reasonable amount of 
leave for parents to participate in their children’s school activities. [See ESEA Positive Agenda, 
pages 14–15] 

 Adequate, equitable, and sustainable funding. 

School funding systems must provide adequate, equitable and sustainable funding. Making taxes 
fair and eliminating inefficient and ineffective business subsidies are essential prerequisites to 
achieving adequacy, equity, and stability in school funding. ESEA programs should be fully funded 
at their authorized levels. 
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 15–16] 

 

 
 
 
NEA’s Priorities for ESEA Reauthorization  
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 17–29]   
A great public school is a basic right of every child.  NEA’s priorities for the 2007 reauthorization of 
ESEA focus on a broad range of policies to ensure every child access to a great public school. 

The current version of ESEA—the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)—is fundamentally flawed. It 
undermines existing state and school district structures and authority, and shifts public dollars to the 
private sector through supplemental educational services and takeovers of public schools by for-profit 
companies.  
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However, its stated goals—to improve student achievement and help close the achievement and skills gaps 
that exist in our country—are important to NEA and our society. We want to retain the positive provisions 
of ESEA, both those that existed prior to NCLB and those that were added by NCLB, in the 2007 
reauthorization.   

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

The following five priorities are crucial to realizing the goals of improving student achievement, closing 
the achievement gaps, and providing every child a quality teacher. 
 

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

o Accountability should be based upon multiple measures of student learning and school 
success.  

o States should have the flexibility to design systems that produce results, including deciding in 
which grades to administer annual statewide tests.  

o States should have the flexibility to utilize growth models and other measures of progress that 
assess student achievement over time, and recognize improvement on all points of the 
achievement scale.  

o Growth model results should be used as a guide to revise instructional practices and 
curriculum, to provide individual assistance to students, and to provide appropriate 
professional development to teachers and other educators.  They should not be used to 
penalize schools or teachers. 

o Assessment systems must be appropriate, valid, and reliable for all groups of students, 
including students with disabilities and English Language Learners, and provide for common-
sense flexibility for assessing these student subgroups.  

o States, school districts, and schools should actively involve teachers and other educators in the 
planning, development, implementation, and refinement of standards, curriculum, 
assessments, accountability, and improvement plans.  

o Accountability systems and the ensuing use of the results must respect the rights of school 
employees under federal, state, or local law, and collective bargaining agreements.    

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

o Assessment and accountability systems should be closely aligned with high standards and 
classroom curricula, provide timely data to help improve student learning, and be 
comprehensive and flexible so that they do not result in narrowing of the curricula.  

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

o A comprehensive accountability system must appropriately apply to high schools without 
increasing dropout rates.  
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o Standards and assessments must incorporate the nature of work and civic life in the 21st 
century: high level thinking, learning, and global understanding skills, and sophisticated 
information, communication, and technology literacy competencies.   

o Schools that fail to close achievement gaps after receiving additional financial resources, 
technical assistance, and other supports should be subject to supportive interventions. 

o If certain elements of the current AYP system are maintained, specific flaws must be 
corrected. These corrections include: providing more than one year to implement 
improvement plans before subjecting schools or districts to additional sanctions; designating 
schools or districts as “in need of improvement” only when the same subgroup of students 
fails to make AYP in the same subject for at least two consecutive years; targeting school 
choice and supplemental educational services (SES) to the specific subgroups that fail to 
make AYP; providing SES prior to providing school choice; and ensuring that SES providers 
serve all eligible students and utilize only highly qualified teachers.  
 

 Smaller Class Sizes To Improve Student Achievement 
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 22–23]  

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

o Schools should receive federal support—through both direct grants and tax subsidies—for 
school modernization to accommodate smaller classes.  
 

 Quality Educators in Every Classroom and School 
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 23–26]  

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

o Revise the ESEA Title II Teacher Quality State Grant program to ensure alignment of 
federally funded teacher professional development with the National Staff Development 
Council (NSDC) standards.   

o Provide federally funded salary enhancements for teachers who achieve National Board 
Certification, with a smaller salary incentive for teachers who complete this rigorous process 
and receive a score, but do not achieve certification. 

o Create a grant program that provides additional compensation for teachers with specific 
knowledge and skills who take on new roles to assist their colleagues.  

o Expand opportunities for education support professionals to broaden and enhance their skills 
and knowledge, including compensation for taking additional courses or doing course work 
for advanced degrees. 

o Provide federal grants that encourage districts and schools to assist new teachers by pairing 
them with an experienced mentor teacher in a shared classroom.  

o Provide financial incentives—both direct federal subsidies and tax credits—for retention, 
relocation, and housing for teachers and support professionals who work in schools identified 
as “in need of improvement” or high-poverty schools, and stay in such schools for at least five 
years.  
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o Provide hard-to-staff schools with an adequate number of well trained administrators and 
support professionals, including paraeducators, counselors, social workers, school nurses, 
psychologists, and clerical support. 

o Provide paraeducators who are involuntarily transferred to a Title I school and who have not 
met the highly qualified standard with adequate time to meet the requirement. 

o Grant reciprocity for paraeducators who meet the highly qualified standard when they move to 
another state or district, with different qualifications. 

o Revise the definition of highly qualified teachers to recognize state licensure/certification, 
eliminate nonessential requirements that create unnecessary obstacles, and eliminate 
loopholes in the scope of coverage.  

o Provide teachers who may not meet the highly qualified standard by the current deadlines, due 
to significant implementation problems, with assistance and additional time to meet the 
requirement.   

 
 Students and Schools Supported By Active and Engaged Parents, Families, and Communities 

[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 26–27] 

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

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

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

o Include as a requirement for professional development programs funded through ESEA, 
training in the skills and knowledge needed for effective parental and family communication 
and engagement strategies.  

o Provide incentives or require employers to provide parents a reasonable amount of leave to 
participate in their children’s school activities. 
  

 Resources to Ensure a Great Public School for Every Child 
[See ESEA Positive Agenda, pages 27–29] 

o Fully fund ESEA programs at their authorized levels.  

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

o Protect essential ESEA programs by: 

 Providing a separate ESEA funding stream for school improvement programs to assist 
districts and schools 

 Providing adequate funding to develop and improve assessments that measure higher 
order thinking skills 

 Establishing a trigger whereby any consequences facing schools falling short of the new 
accountability system are implemented only when Title I is funded at its authorized level 

 Providing a separate ESEA funding stream for supplemental education services and 
school choice, if these mandates remain in the law 

 Providing adequate funding to develop and improve appropriate assessments for students 
with disabilities and English Language Learner  students 

 Providing technical assistance to schools to help them use money more effectively 
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 Providing adequate funding to assist state and local education agencies in administering 
assessments, and collecting and interpreting data in a timely manner so it can be useful to 
educators 

o Important children’s and education programs outside of ESEA, including child nutrition, 
Head Start, IDEA, children’s health, child care, and related programs, must be adequately 
funded. 
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NEA’s Positive Agenda for the ESEA Reauthorization  
 

PART ONE: Great Public Schools Criteria 
All children have a basic right to a great public school. Our vision of what great public schools need and 
should provide acknowledges that the world is changing and public education is changing too. Fulfilling 
these Great Public Schools (GPS) criteria require not only the continued commitment of all educators, but 
the concerted efforts of policymakers at all levels of government. We believe these criteria will: 

 Prepare all students for the future with 21st century skills 

 Create enthusiasm for learning and engaging all students in the classroom 

 Close achievement gaps and increase achievement for all students 

 Ensure that all educators have the resources and tools they need to get the job done 

These criteria form a basis for NEA’s priorities in offering Congress a framework for the 2007 
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The reauthorization process must involve 
all stakeholders, especially educators. Genuine involvement taps a breadth of knowledge, insights, and 
experiences that form the basis of sound educational programs and fosters commitment and success. 
 

 

 Quality programs and services that meet the full range of all children's needs so that they come 
to school every day ready and able to learn. 

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

 Quality conditions for teaching and lifelong learning. 

 A qualified, caring, diverse, and stable workforce. 

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

 Parental, family, and community involvement and engagement. 

 Adequate, equitable, and sustainable funding. 

 

 

The Details of the Great Public Schools Criteria 
 

 Quality programs and services that meet the full range of all children's needs so that they come 
to school every day ready and able to learn. 

Children need a broad array of programs so they are ready to learn every day they are in school.  
Students must have access to programs such as public school pre-K and kindergarten; afterschool 
enrichment and intervention; nutrition, including school breakfast and lunch; school-based health 
care and related services; counseling and mentoring for students and families; safe and efficient 
transportation; and safe and drug-free schools. 
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Brief descriptions of each area follow:  

Preschool 
Numerous studies have shown that high quality early care experiences, both classroom practices 
and teacher-child relationship, enhance children’s abilities to take advantage of the learning 
opportunities in school.  

A recent study by the National Academy of Sciences notes that much of the human brain develops 
in the first five years of life and a stimulating environment during this stage changes the very 
physiology of the brain. High quality early care leads to the development of more advanced 
learning skills in language and math, as well as social skills.  

NEA supports polices and resources for quality, voluntary, universal preschool and pre-K 
programs that provide a safe environment, well prepared teachers, small class size, interactive 
relationships among teachers and children, emphasis in both social and learning skills, and that 
involve parents. 

Kindergarten 
Kindergarten is a year of transition from home and early childhood education programs to formal 
school programs. At least a half-day of kindergarten is a near-universal experience for American 
children, with nearly 98 percent of youngsters attending, Some children have access to full-day, 
half-day, and alternate-day programs while others have access to only one of these options. Recent 
research has shown that children who attend full-day kindergarten are better prepared to succeed in 
the first grade and beyond.  

NEA supports policies and resources that provide high quality full-day kindergarten programs for 
all children. 

Afterschool 
Afterschool hours are the peak time for juvenile crime and risky behaviors such as alcohol and drug 
use. Most experts agree that afterschool programs offer a healthy and positive alternative. These 
programs keep kids safe, improve academic achievement and help relieve the stresses on today’s 
working families. They can serve as important youth violence prevention and intervention 
strategies. Yet, every day, at least eight million children and youth are left alone and unsupervised 
once the school bell rings at the end of the school day.  

NEA supports policies and resources to ensure all children and youth access to high quality 
afterschool programs that both provide a safe environment and help improve student learning. 

Nutrition 
While the National School Lunch program provides nutritionally balanced, low-cost, or free 
lunches to more than 28 million children each school day, too many schoolchildren still lack access 
to a hot breakfast or other adequate nutrition.  Malnourished children have impaired concentration 
and greater challenges in learning.  In addition, improving the nutritional quality of school lunches 
and other meals can promote healthy eating habits in children.  

NEA supports expanding child nutrition programs and enhancing their nutritional quality to ensure 
that all children have access to healthy, nutritious meals at school.  

Health Needs 
In response to a need for student health services, a number of communities have established school-
based health centers (SBHCs). The more than 1,000 SBHCs nationwide are popular as providers of 
affordable, convenient, confidential, and comprehensive services at the school. These programs 
overcome barriers that discourage adolescents from utilizing health services (such as lack of 
confidentiality, inconvenient appointment times, prohibitive costs, and general apprehension about 
discussing personal health problems). Unfortunately too many children, especially children from 
low-income families, lack access to such services. 
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 NEA supports policies and resources that enable communities to expand the number and the 
quality of school-based health centers so that all children have access to medical care, counseling, 
health education, and preventive services provided in a familiar and “teen-friendly” setting on or 
near school grounds. Such services should be provided by health professionals who are 
experienced and trained to work with adolescents.  

Counseling 
Counseling programs staffed by professional school counselors, school psychologists, and school 
social workers help all students in the areas of student learning, personal/social development and 
career development, ensuring that students become productive, well-adjusted adults. Effective 
counseling programs are important to the school climate and in improving student achievement. 
Too often, however, these professionals have unreasonable caseloads, but counselors are expected 
to attend to the individual needs of students. In addition, many counselors are serving as testing 
coordinators, diverting their time away from meeting students’ needs. The American School 
Counselor Association recommends a counselor-to-student ratio of 1:250; the National Association 
of School Psychologists recommends a school psychologist-to-student ratio of 1:1,000; and the 
School Social Work Association of America recommends a social worker-to-student ratio of 1:400 
for an effective program.    

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

Mentoring Programs 
Mentoring programs for students are an important resource for students and their parents or 
guardians. Parents are the most important influence on their children’s lives. But parents often need 
help. Mentoring offers parents the support of a caring one-to-one relationship that fosters their 
child’s healthy growth.  

Mentoring programs have been shown to contribute to better attitudes toward school, better school 
attendance, and a better chance of going on to higher education. They also show promise in 
preventing substance abuse and appear to reduce other negative youth behaviors.  

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

Transportation 
Every school day, millions of parents and their children rely on the “yellow” school bus to provide 
safe and dependable transportation to and from school and school-related activities. In fact, 
according to the National Safety Council, school buses are the safest form of ground 
transportation—40 times safer than the family car. 

Most states, except for the transportation of students with special needs, have no mandate to 
provide students with transportation to or from school. Even in states where transportation of 
students to and from school is required by law, distances set forth in the law fail to take account of 
hazardous pedestrian crossings, and funding shortfalls create problems in maintaining an adequate 
school transportation program.  

As a result of budget constraints, many schools are seeking alternative transportation services for 
students. NEA agrees with the National Association of State Directors of Pupil Transportation 
Services that the safest way to transport children to and from school and school-related activities is 
in a school bus.  

NEA supports policies and resources that ensure all students have access to needed transportation 
in safe and modern school buses, and that all buses be provided with radios to ensure 
communication between drivers, schools, and other authorities in case of emergencies. 
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School Climate 
A positive school climate encourages positive behaviors with rewards for meeting expectations and 
clear consequences for violating rules. Research shows that schools with a positive and welcoming 
school climate increase the likelihood that students succeed academically, while protecting them 
from engaging in high risk behaviors like substance abuse, sexual activities, and violence. 

Most students and teachers report feeling safe in their schools, yet a 2002 study of school safety 
revealed that about one-fourth would avoid a specific place at school out of fear that someone 
might hurt or bully them.  More than one-quarter (27%) of teachers in middle and high schools 
reported that the behavior of some students kept them from instructional activities during 
significant amounts of the school day.  

NEA supports policies and resources, including safe and drug-free schools programs, to assist all 
schools in creating and maintaining safe and disciplined school sites.  

 

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

NEA supports policies and resources to ensure all students access to a rigorous, comprehensive 
education. A rigorous curriculum, as defined by NEA, means that critical thinking, problem solving, 
and high level communication and literacy skills are included, as well as deep understandings of 
content. Rigor includes life skills and dispositions that support lifelong learning, such as persistence 
and thoroughness. Rigor does not mean simply a certain number of courses, more difficult courses, 
more time in class, or more test preparation.  

NEA is not alone in calling for a broader definition of rigor.  The Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 
a broad-based coalition of education organizations and major businesses states: “Rigor must reflect 
all the results that matter for all high school graduates today. Today’s graduates need to be critical 
thinkers, problem solvers and effective communicators, who are proficient in both core subjects and 
new, 21st century content and skills.” 

A comprehensive curriculum includes social skills, arts, health, physical education, a range of 
content understandings, and opportunities to practice and develop creative and divergent thinking. 

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

NEA continues to advocate the use of a variety of assessments aligned to the standards and 
appropriate to the purposes for which they are used. Assessment systems should include classroom 
assessments and multiple measures rather than a single standardized test. Increasingly, 
both educational researchers and the corporate world are concerned that teaching, focused on what is 
most conveniently tested, limits our students’ ability to succeed in school and life, and threatens our 
nation’s competitiveness globally. 

Students held to high expectations need access to instructional systems, strategies, and programs that 
enable them to be successful learners.  Teachers need flexibility in programs and a range of materials 
and tools to support their work in recognizing and addressing the diversity of students, and to enable 
them to reach all students. 

 

 Quality conditions for teaching and lifelong learning. 
Quality conditions of teaching and learning include smaller class sizes; optimal-sized learning 
communities so that students can receive individualized attention; safe, healthy, modern, and orderly 
schools; up-to-date textbooks, technology, media centers, and materials; policies that encourage 
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collaboration among staff, with increased planning time and shared decisionmaking; and the 
providing of data in a timely manner, with staff training in the use of data for decisionmaking about 
student instructional plans, educational programs, and resource allocations. 

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

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

 

 A qualified, caring, diverse, and stable workforce. 

NEA believes all newly hired teachers must have received strong preparation in both content and 
how to teach that content to children.  

A qualified, caring, diverse, and stable workforce in our schools requires a pool of well prepared, 
highly skilled candidates for all vacancies, and high quality opportunities for continual improvement 
and growth for all employees. 

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

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

Veteran classroom teachers must be intimately involved in every phase of the training and 
preparation of teacher candidates.  A high quality professional development program, designed by 
school-based practitioners and supported by higher education faculty, should be a right of all 
teachers and other educators, including paraeducators, pupil support personnel, and administrators. 
High quality and effective professional development should follow the guidelines and standards of 
the National Staff Development Council.  

Additionally, there should be effective processes in place to identify and train teachers as leaders, so 
they can lead school improvement efforts, create collaborative teacher communities, and build 
momentum for change among their colleagues.  

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

To attract, retain, and support the highest quality teachers, paraeducators, and other school 
employees, schools must have a healthy environment, supportive climate, and  working conditions 
that support success, and provide professional compensation and benefits.   

Too many teachers leave the profession because of poor working conditions. All educators—
teachers, paraeducators, and others—should have appropriate workloads/caseloads that enable them 
to provide the individual attention their students’ diverse needs require. Additionally, programs 
should promote teacher collaboration and empowerment, and foster effective principal leadership.  
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 Shared responsibility for appropriate school accountability by stakeholders at all levels. 

States and schools are accountable in how they educate children. Flawed accountability systems are 
destructive.  Sound school accountability systems must be effective and fair; ensure high levels of 
student achievement, excellent teacher practices and continual improvement; be based on multiple 
measures of success; use multiple assessment tools and sources of data; reflect growth over time; 
and be appropriate, valid, and reliable for all groups of students, including students with disabilities 
and English Language Learners. 

Accountability results should be used to identify policies and programs that successfully improve 
student learning; surface and diagnose problem areas; and, provide positive supports, including 
resources for improvement and technical assistance to schools needing help.  

Teachers, other educators, and parents should have an active role in the development, 
implementation, and evaluation of accountability systems at all levels. Policymaking should 
incorporate existing processes, including collective bargaining. Improvements in instruction and 
quality can be better accomplished through bargaining and other forms of collective joint 
decisionmaking. 

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

Finally, we propose a transparent accountability system for policymakers so that policies are 
determined and communicated in a consistent and timely manner.  

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

 

 Parental, family, and community involvement and engagement. 

NEA supports policies to assist and encourage parents, families, and communities to be actively 
involved and engaged in their public schools.  

Research demonstrates that family education programs help to enhance the likelihood of parental 
involvement. For example, programs that illustrate to parents their role in helping their children 
learn to read encourage early and sustained literacy. In addition, for parents who are unfamiliar with 
the educational system in the United States, parental education helps to enhance their understanding 
of what is expected of them and their children in our public schools, how to access assistance, and 
how to become engaged in their children’s schools. 

Using schools as a community hub brings together public and private organizations to offer a range 
of services, assistance, and opportunities that strengthen and support schools, communities, families, 
and students—before, during, and after school.  

We support policies and resources to expand and improve such community schools. 

Positive relationships between families, communities, and schools are of central importance to 
students’ success. Educators need opportunities to build the skills needed to cultivate these 
relationships.  
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NEA supports policies encouraging the building of skills and knowledge needed for effective 
parental and community communication and engagement strategies in professional development 
programs for all educators.  

Time and availability are two obvious challenges to parental involvement. Employers should receive 
incentives or be required by policymakers to allow parents to take a reasonable amount of leave to 
participate in their children’s school activities.  

In addition, many parents have strong needs for leadership, communication, and decisionmaking 
skills. Employer and community-based organizations often have skill-building resources that can be 
tapped to help teach such skills to employees. Employers would see that engaged and knowledgeable 
parents are an asset to public education and be reminded that quality public education is an asset to 
business. 

 

 Adequate, equitable, and sustainable funding. 

Schools must have the necessary resources to fulfill their broad and growing responsibilities in a 
changing and increasingly complex society.  

Schools are held accountable for helping students to meet federal and state standards, while also 
fulfilling myriad other requirements and expectations placed on them by policymakers. To ensure 
that the necessary resources are available when and where needed, school funding systems must 
provide adequate, equitable and sustainable funding. 

Adequate funding, at the very minimum, is the level of resources needed to ensure that all students 
have a realistic opportunity to meet federal and state performance standards, taking into account the 
varied needs of different types of students.  “Adequacy” requires a determination of the appropriate 
amount of resources needed to meet all students’ needs to obtain a quality education. 

NEA supports fully funding ESEA programs at their authorized levels, to ensure that states and 
schools have adequate funding for the programs and services needed to help close achievement gaps 
and improve student learning for all. 

While less than 10 percent of overall funding for K-12 public education comes from the federal 
government, ESEA funding for urban, rural, and other school districts with concentrated poverty and 
hard-to-staff schools that rely heavily on these supplemental federal funds, is especially crucial.   

School funding that is merely adequate in the aggregate is insufficient.  School funding formulas 
must also be equitable for both students and taxpayers.  For students, equitable funding means that 
the quality of their education is not dependent on the wealth of the school district where a child lives 
and attends school.  For taxpayers, equity in school funding means that the tax effort across all 
districts should be equal to produce the same level of funding.  ESEA’s Title I program has built into 
its funding formulas incentives for states to increase their education funding effort and steer funds to 
where they are needed the most.  Adequacy and equity can be accomplished with additional 
incentives to states and districts to reduce financial disparities. 

To function efficiently, while also meeting the increased demands being placed on them, schools 
need funding streams that are stable and sustainable. Year-to-year fluctuations in available resources 
and last-minute uncertainties hamper school districts’ efforts to plan, to hire, and to retain highly 
qualified and experienced educators, to keep class sizes small, and to provide other essential 
resources, ranging from curriculum materials to transportation.  

Making taxes fair and eliminating inefficient and ineffective business subsidies are essential 
prerequisites to achieving adequacy, equity, and stability in school funding. 
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More than 90 percent of funding for public schools comes from state and local governments. 
Ultimately the most important questions regarding funding for schools are decided at the state and 
local levels. The best way to maintain America’s competitive edge in this global, knowledge-based 
economy is to invest in our ability to produce and manage knowledge. That means investing in 
education. Economic models show clearly that, dollar for dollar, investing in public education 
increases the economy more than equal amounts of tax cuts and subsidies.  To date, however, too 
many lawmakers and policymakers believe that tax cuts and development subsidies are the best way 
to step-up the economy. Thus we see state tax structures that are increasingly regressive and that 
produce structural deficits. Similarly, state economic development policies too often emphasize 
inefficient and ineffective corporate subsidies.  Together, these undermine state and local capacity to 
invest adequately in public education. Should these trends continue, America’s competitive edge in 
the global, knowledge-based economy will continue to erode.   
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PART TWO: NEA’s Priorities for ESEA Reauthorization  
  

A Great Public School Is a Basic Right of Every Child 

NEA’s priorities for the 2007 reauthorization of ESEA focus on a broad range of policies, as articulated in 
this report, to ensure every child access to a great public school. 

ESEA, originally passed on April 9, 1965, was a key component of the “War on Poverty” launched by 
President Lyndon Johnson. Title I provided resources to meet the needs of educationally deprived children 
through compensatory education programs for the poor.  President Johnson said it would help “five million 
children of poor families overcome their greatest barrier to progress: poverty.”  

The original ESEA was authorized through 1970. Congress has since rewritten—or reauthorized—this 
landmark law eight times. The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 is the most recent version.  
Since the law’s inception in 1965, NEA has strongly supported ESEA and its programs: Title I; 
professional development; afterschool; safe and drug-free schools; bilingual education; and others. 

The 1994 ESEA reauthorization—called the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA)—shifted the focus 
of Title I from providing financial support to schools with high concentrations of children in poverty, to 
standards-based reform. (For a more detailed history of ESEA see Appendix A.)  

The current version of ESEA—the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)—is fundamentally flawed. It 
undermines existing state and school district structures and authority, and shifts public dollars to the 
private sector through supplemental educational services and takeovers of public schools by for-profit 
companies.  

However, its stated goals—to improve student achievement and help close the achievement and skills gaps 
which exist in our country—are important to NEA and our society. NCLB represents a fundamental shift in 
ESEA that greatly expanded the federal role in education.  The 1994 ESEA required all states to develop 
content and performance standards in reading and math and to measure the progress of student achievement 
in Title I schools through adequate yearly progress reports. NCLB, however, expanded the law’s 
requirements to all schools, regardless of whether they received federal funds, and thus affects every public 
school in America. 

It dictates to states how they measure student achievement and the timelines they must use; establishes the 
requirement that 100 percent of all students be proficient in reading and math by the 2013–14 school year; 
mandates certain consequences or sanctions for failure to meet AYP; and for the first time, requires that 
both teachers and paraeducators meet a federally defined standard of highly qualified. Under Title I alone, 
it establishes 588 federal requirements for states and schools.  

The law’s principal flaws revolve around its one-size-fits-all system for measuring student achievement and 
school system success, and its rigid definitions of highly qualified teachers and paraprofessionals.  Further, 
the law is incomplete because it fails to provide the additional tools and supports educators and students 
need to accomplish the law’s stated goals of improving student achievement and closing the achievement 
gaps. To address the law’s stated goals, Congress must: 1) substantially improve the measurement system 
for adequate yearly progress to reduce reliance on statewide paper and pencil tests and to recognize growth 
and progress over time; and 2) provide states, schools, and students with programs and resources to support 
their work in improving the level and quality of all students’ skills and knowledge. 
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We want to retain the positive provisions of ESEA—both those that existed prior to NCLB and those that 
were added by NCLB—in the 2007 reauthorization.  These positive provisions include: targeting funds in 
both Title I and other programs to schools with the highest concentrations of students in poverty; an 
increased focus on closing achievement gaps through disaggregated student achievement data; grants for 
school improvement; strengthened rights of homeless children to access public education; protection of 
school employees’ rights during school improvement, corrective action, or restructuring; strengthened 
parental involvement requirements in Title I;  requirements for high quality professional development for 
teachers; help for small, high-poverty rural schools; and programs for dropout prevention, math-science 
education, safe and drug-free schools, mentoring, school counseling, and school libraries. Unfortunately, 
while written into the law, virtually all of these programs are severely underfunded. 

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

The following five priorities are crucial to realizing the goals of improving student achievement, closing 
the achievement gaps, and providing every child a quality teacher. 

 

 
 Accountability That Rewards Success And Supports Educators To Help Students Learn 

 
 Smaller Class Sizes To Improve Student Achievement 

 
 Quality Educators In Every Classroom And School 

 
 Students And Schools Supported By Active And Engaged Parents, Families, And 

Communities 
 

 Resources To Ensure A Great Public School For Every Child 
 

 
A growing chorus of voices is calling for corrections to this law. An alliance of 75 national organizations—
including the NAACP, the Children’s Defense Fund, the American Association of School Administrators, 
the National Council of Churches, the League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC), and the 
Council for Exceptional Children—representing education, civil rights, special education, various religions, 
children, and citizens have joined together through the Forum on Educational Accountability in proposing 
14 specific changes to the law. Other education groups that have issued policy proposals for amendments to 
the law include the National School Boards Association, the American Federation of Teachers, and the 
National Association of Secondary School Principals. 

The National Governors Association (NGA) in March 2006 issued its proposals for change. The NGA 
statement notes that, “Maximum flexibility in designing state accountability systems, including testing, is 
critical to preserve the amalgamation of federal funding, local control of education, and state responsibility 
for system-wide reform.”  

The National Conference of State Legislatures in February 2005 issued a report calling on Congress to 
make substantial changes to the law. The report states: 

 “Administrators at the state, local and school levels are overwhelmed by AYP because it holds 
schools to overly prescriptive expectations, does not  acknowledge differences in individual 
performance, does not recognize significant academic progress because it relies on absolute 
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achievement targets, and inappropriately increases the likelihood of failure for diverse schools.” 
 

I. Accountability That Rewards Success and Supports Educators To Help Students Learn 

The current Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) model is a fundamentally flawed system that fails to 
accurately measure student learning and school success. Schools are held accountable based solely on a 
one-day snapshot of student performance on a standardized reading test and a standardized math test.   

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

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

It fails to recognize that all children can learn, but all children do not learn at the same rate. It fails to 
include fair, valid, and reliable measures for students with special needs, including students with disabilities 
and English Language Learners.  It fails to differentiate between those schools that are truly struggling to 
close achievement gaps and those that fall short on only one of 37 federally mandated criteria.  Finally, it 
fails to include a comprehensive set of measures for school quality and student learning, focusing only on 
one statewide standardized test in two subjects.  

Consequently, it overidentifies thousands of schools as low-performing. Several studies project that well 
over 90 percent of public schools will eventually fail to meet federal standards and be subjected to severe 
sanctions. This overidentification hampers efforts to target limited resources to the neediest schools and 
students.  Further, the focus on overidentification and accompanying sanctions diverts attention from 
assistance to states, districts, and schools that need to develop systemic improvement plans.  Finally, 
NCLB’s mandated sanctions are not research-based, divert money away from classroom services, and 
generally have not improved student achievement. 

NEA supports the following policies that would meet the Great Public Schools criteria for stakeholders at 
all levels to share appropriate accountability and for high expectations and standards with a rigorous and 
comprehensive curriculum for all students: 

School accountability should be a measurement beyond just scores on statewide assessments.   

Accountability systems should be based upon multiple measures, including: local assessments, teacher-
designed classroom assessments collected over time, portfolios and other measures of student learning, 
graduation/dropout rates, in-grade retention, percent of students taking honors/advanced classes and 
Advanced Placement exams, and college enrollment rates.  States should have the flexibility to design 
systems that produce results, including deciding in which grades to administer annual statewide tests, 
rather than being subject to a rigid federal one-size-fits-all system.  

An improved accountability system should allow states the flexibility to utilize growth models and other 
measures of progress that assess student learning over time, and recognize improvement on all points of the 
achievement scale. Growth models should use measurement results as a guide to revise instructional 
practices and curriculum, to provide individual assistance to students, and to provide appropriate 
professional development to teachers and other educators. They should not be used to penalize teachers or 
schools. 

NEA is working with the Forum on Educational Accountability and a panel of experts in assessment to 
develop in greater detail models of effective systems that utilize multiple measures and growth models.   
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Assessment systems must be appropriate, valid, and reliable for all groups of students, including students 
with disabilities and English Language Learners. 

Appropriate systems provide for common-sense flexibility in assessing these student subgroups, including 
more closely aligning ESEA assessment requirements with students’ Individualized Education Programs 
(IEPs) under IDEA, and eliminating arbitrary federal limits on the number of students who may be given 
assessments based on alternate or modified achievement standards. For ELL students, we propose 
exempting from AYP their scores on reading and math tests not given in their native language for at least 
their first two years in the United States, while continuing to require that their progress in reaching English 
language proficiency be measured through annual assessments.  

Policies should ensure that states, school districts, and schools actively involve teachers and other educators 
in the planning, development, implementation, and refinement of standards, curriculum, assessments, 
accountability, and improvement plans. Their training and experience represent a valuable resource in 
designing programs that work for students. Accountability systems and the use of the ensuing results must 
also respect the rights of school employees under federal, state, or local law, and collective bargaining 
agreements.    

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

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

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

As a result of the growing emphasis on achieving AYP and the need to reallocate resources toward 
accomplishing that, many school districts have de-emphasized and even eliminated courses in the liberal 
arts, humanities, and performing arts.  We deplore this tendency that limits a child. These subjects create 
the appropriate context to develop the whole child.  Redefining the art of teaching so narrowly significantly 
reduces creativity and critical thinking and diminishes a child’s enthusiasm and motivation to explore and 
to learn.  

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

A comprehensive accountability system must appropriately apply to high schools without increasing 
dropout rates. High schools need programs and resources for adolescent literacy, dropout prevention, 
counseling, smaller learning communities, and expansion of AP and IB courses if they are to meet the 
diverse needs of all of their students.  In order to measure high school graduation rates meaningfully, all 
states and school districts should report such data on a disaggregated basis, using the definition proposed 
by the National Governors Association and supported by many groups, including NEA.    

Standards and assessments must incorporate the nature of work and civic life in the 21st century: high-
level thinking, learning, and global understanding skills, as well as sophisticated information, 
communication, and technology literacy competencies.  

Corporate America is telling us that a total focus on the most basic of skills is threatening our education 
system and our economic viability. Meaningfully assessing 21st century skills will require tests that 
measure higher-order thinking and problem solving, utilizing more than multiple choice questions. Too 
often we are holding students to obsolete standards that don’t reflect contemporary challenges.  
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If a school, after receiving additional financial assistance, technical assistance and other supports, fails 
to demonstrate that it is closing the achievement gaps, supportive interventions need to occur.  

The most successful learning strategies are grounded on advice and coaching.  School improvement teams, 
which include teachers and other educators from similar schools that have been successful, can function as 
mentors and examples.  These teams should provide assistance based on the fact that profound, long-term, 
and sustained improvement of schools is the result of efforts that recognize essential principles: 

 Incentives are better than mandates in producing change. 

 Increased student achievement should encompass more than just increased test scores. It should 
also reflect deep and broad learning.  

 Teachers must play a central role in school reform efforts because of their firsthand knowledge 
of their students and how their schools work. 

 Rather than starting from scratch in reinventing schools, it makes most sense to graft thoughtful 
reforms onto what is healthy in the present system. 

NEA is proposing a new and improved system of accountability. If certain elements of the current AYP 
system are maintained, specific flaws must be corrected. Necessary corrections include: providing more 
than one year to implement improvement plans before subjecting schools or districts to additional 
sanctions; designating schools or districts as “in need of improvement” only when the same subgroup of 
students fails to make AYP in the same subject for at least two consecutive years; targeting school choice 
and supplemental educational services (SES) to the specific subgroups that fail to make AYP; allowing 
schools to provide SES prior to providing school choice; and improving the quality of supplemental 
education services, ensuring that SES providers serve all eligible students and utilize only highly qualified 
teachers. 

 

II. Smaller Class Sizes To Improve Student Achievement  
 
Smaller class size is a key element to achieving the Great Public Schools criterion of quality conditions for 
teaching and lifelong learning.  

The classroom is the nexus of student learning and class size has a direct impact on student achievement. 
Smaller classes allow more time for teaching and more individualized attention for students. The 
preponderance of research evidence indicates that learning increases as class size is reduced, especially in 
the early grades.  Studies have shown that smaller class size provides lasting benefits for students, 
especially for minority and low-income students, and for students with exceptional needs. Even in the 
upper grades teachers can be more successful in increasing student learning when they can provide more 
individualized attention. 

NEA recommends an optimum class size of 15 students in regular programs, especially in the early grades, 
and a proportionately lower number in programs for students with exceptional needs including children 
with disabilities and English Language Learners.  

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

NEA supports restoring the Class Size Reduction program that existed prior to NCLB. 
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Closing the achievement gaps requires that teachers have more opportunities to work with students who 
need greater assistance. ESEA should provide a dedicated funding stream to complete the job of hiring 
100,000 highly qualified teachers to reduce class size.  

An innovative way to ensure that students receive more individualized assistance is pairing two teachers in 
the same classroom. This strategy is discussed in more detail in the next section. 

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

 

III. Quality Educators In Every Classroom and School 

A growing body of research confirms what school-based personnel have known—that the skills and 
knowledge of teachers and support professionals are the greatest factor in how well students learn.  The 
credibility of each and every educator is damaged when one of us is unprofessional or unprepared.  

Our proposals would help meet the Great Public Schools criteria of quality conditions for teaching and 
lifelong learning; and a qualified, caring, diverse, and stable workforce. 

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

Our specific proposals for increasing the knowledge and skills of teachers are focused on professional 
development and on National Board Certification.  Federal policy should be directed toward providing 
states and school districts with the resources and technical assistance to create an effective program of 
professional development and professional accountability for all employees.  Effective professional 
development should promote continuing growth. It should create opportunities to acquire new knowledge 
and apply the best pedagogical practices consistent with the school’s goals.   

Specifically, we propose revision of the ESEA Title II—Teacher Quality State Grant program—by refining 
the program criteria and ensuring alignment of federally funded teacher professional development with the 
National Staff Development Council (NSDC) standards. We also propose federally funded salary 
enhancements for teachers who achieve National Board Certification, with a smaller salary incentive for 
teachers who complete this rigorous process and receive a score, but do not achieve certification. 

Our second set of proposals is focused on creating the conditions in which teachers and education support 
professionals can apply their knowledge and skills most effectively to help children learn.   

We propose a grant program to states willing to encourage skills- and knowledge-based 
staffing arrangements in schools. This program should encourage collaboration between 
the school administration and the local organization representing teachers and other 
educators, as well as increased collaboration among teachers and between teachers and 
other education staff, to promote innovation in the way teachers’ and support 
professionals’ roles and responsibilities are defined.  The development and 
implementation of such programs must respect existing collective bargaining agreements. 
Teachers with specific knowledge and skills should be encouraged to assist their 
colleagues to become better at what they do, and should receive additional compensation 
for taking on new roles 
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However, we remain opposed to pay systems that directly link teacher compensation to student test scores.  
Such merit pay systems fail to recognize that teaching is not an individual, isolated profession. Rather, it is 
a profession dependent on the entire network of teaching professionals, where the foundation for student 
achievement is built over time from each of the student’s educators.  Further merit pay undermines the 
collegiality and teamwork that create a high-performing learning institution.  

Education support professionals should be afforded every opportunity to broaden and enhance their skills 
and knowledge through training/professional development offerings, mentoring, and programs designed to 
support them as they assist the classroom teacher. They should be compensated for taking additional 
courses or doing course work for advanced degrees to assist in the classroom and to support student 
learning. 

We propose federal grants that support innovation in addressing teacher workload issues, especially in 
struggling schools.   

These grants should allow districts and schools to experiment with proposals such as assisting new teachers 
by pairing them in a classroom with an experienced teacher, and compensating the experienced teacher to 
induct and mentor the new teacher. Co-teaching—two qualified teachers in one classroom—can benefit 
students by effectively reducing the class size per teacher allowing for more individual attention. Co-
teaching also allows increased mentoring opportunities for teachers, can reduce the need for less qualified 
substitute teachers, and can enhance parental involvement and communication.  

Hard-to-staff schools should be provided with an adequate number of well trained administrators and 
support professionals, including paraeducators, counselors, social workers, psychologists, and clerical 
support. Teachers and support professionals in these schools should have access to targeted professional 
development focused on the specific needs of the school and community. These proposals would reduce the 
costly and disruptive turnover common in struggling schools.   

Paraeducators who are involuntarily transferred to a Title I school and who had not met the highly qualified 
standard required under NCLB in Title I schools, should be given adequate time to meet the requirement. 
The school district should be responsible for any remuneration required for meeting the standard (i.e., 
taking an assessment or taking continuing or higher education courses). 

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

 We propose that teachers and support professionals who work in schools identified as “in need of 
improvement” or high-poverty schools, and stay in such schools for at least five years, be eligible for 
financial incentives—both direct federal subsidies and tax credits—for retention, relocation, and housing.  

We also propose that the definition of “highly qualified” teachers be revised to respect state licensure and 
certification systems, and eliminate nonessential requirements that create unnecessary obstacles for 
talented and skilled teachers and loopholes in the scope of coverage for some charter school teachers, 
alternative route teachers, and supplemental education service provider instructors.  

Specifically, we propose that all fully licensed special education teachers be designated as highly qualified; 
that broad-based social studies certification count as meeting the highly qualified requirements for any 
social studies discipline; and that additional flexibility be provided for middle school teachers, including 
accepting an academic minor to demonstrate subject matter competence. We also propose expanding the 
definition of “rural schools” used in the current rural school timeline extension.  Finally, we propose that all 
teachers employed in programs authorized and/or funded through the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, including those in charter schools and supplemental education service providers, be required to meet 
the same definition regarding qualifications. 
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Due to numerous rules and guidance changes by the U.S. Department of Education (DOE), as well as 
DOE’s recent notification to some states that their definitions were not in compliance, some teachers will 
have an extremely limited amount of time to meet the new definitions imposed upon their state, or may still 
not know the exact rules they must meet.  In several states, teachers were told by their state that they met 
the highly qualified rules but now, years after the fact in some cases, the federal government is ruling their 
states’ definitions out of compliance. As a result, tens of thousands of teachers have already been notified 
they were highly qualified and may suddenly find themselves classified as not highly qualified. DOE 
appears to believe that content knowledge trumps all other forms of knowledge and skills (including 
decades of successful teaching). 

Teachers who may not meet the highly qualified standard by the end of the current deadlines due to these 
significant implementation problems should not be penalized, but instead should be provided with 
assistance and additional time to meet the requirement.   

Additionally, we propose that paraeducators who meet the highly qualified standard be granted reciprocity 
if they move to another state or district, where assessment scores or qualifications are different.  
Paraeducators should be able to provide documentation that they have met the requirements from a 
previous state or district to the receiving state or district. Documentation should be provided within 12 
months of their hiring. 

 

IV. Students and Schools Supported By Active and Engaged Parents, Families, and 
Communities 

NEA supports inclusion of programs in ESEA that help to enhance family and community involvement.  

Adult and family literacy programs encourage parents to model reading, which promotes early and 
sustained literacy, and enable parents to be more involved in their children’s education, particularly with 
homework. Parenting classes can explain the significance of adequate sleep, appropriate nutrition, and 
other factors, so that children come to school ready to learn and can help parents understand their role as 
partners in their children’s education.   

An engaged community is a supportive community. Community engagement programs can expand the 
stakeholders in public education to include community organizations. Parent leaders can bring greater 
awareness of school issues to review boards, panels, oversight committees, and public officials.  

Language barriers serve as an obstacle to school/family partnerships in growing numbers of communities. 
Strategies that have worked well include providing a bilingual teacher or other translator for parent 
conferences and other parent involvement activities, and multilingual school-to-home communications. In 
addition, for parents who are unfamiliar with the U.S. educational system, parent education helps to 
enhance their understanding of what is expected of them and their children in their public schools. 

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

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

Community schools bring together public and private organizations to offer a range of services, programs, 
and opportunities—before, during, and afterschool—that strengthen and support schools, communities, 
families, and students. Community schools improve the coordination, delivery, effectiveness, and 
efficiency of services provided to children and families. These schools and communities develop reciprocal 
and mutually supportive relationships. In addition to building strong connections between schools and 
families and enhancing student learning, community schools help to make schools and communities safer 
and more supportive places; and they use scarce public, private, and community resources more efficiently. 
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As an essential component of a highly qualified workforce, NEA supports including training in the skills 
and knowledge needed for effective parental and family communication and engagement strategies as a 
requirement for professional development programs funded through ESEA.  

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

Parent and community engagement can also be bolstered by more effective implementation of the parent 
and community engagement requirements in Title I of ESEA. Technical assistance to schools and financial 
rewards for exemplary involvement or improvement in involvement would help broaden the ethnic, 
language, and racial diversity of those involved in planning parent involvement and would help ensure that 
the full community is represented.  

We also support expanded funding for the Parent Information and Resource Centers (PIRC) program in 
ESEA. The PIRC program supports school-based and school-linked parental information and resource 
centers that help implement effective parental involvement policies, programs, and activities; develop and 
strengthen partnerships among parents, teachers, principals, administrators, and other school personnel in 
meeting the educational needs of children; and develop and strengthen the relationship between parents and 
their children’s school. 

Time and availability are two obvious challenges to parental involvement. Employers should receive 
incentives or be required to provide parents a reasonable amount of leave to participate in their children’s 
school activities. 

 

V. Resources To Ensure a Great Public School For Every Child 
When NCLB was enacted, Congress promised to provide the resources necessary to meet the many 
mandates contained in the law, provide school improvement funds to schools that failed AYP, and provide 
increased resources especially for Title I and Title II Teacher Quality to help close achievement gaps, 
improve overall student achievement, and ensure all students have a quality teacher. NCLB has never been 
funded at the authorized levels. And, after an increase in funding in the first year (FY 2002), funding for 
NCLB programs is on the decline, with most states and school districts facing unfunded mandates, real cuts 
in resources, and no federal funds to turn around low-performing schools. Note the following illustration of 
ever-diminishing resources: 
 

• In the 2005–06 school year, two-thirds of all schools districts are receiving less Title I money 
than they did the previous year.  In the 2006–07 school year, an additional 62 percent of school 
districts will have their Title I funding cut—most for the second consecutive year—because 
Congress reduced overall Title I funding. 

• Up to 20 percent of school districts’ Title I money must be diverted from classroom services to 
pay for transportation for school choice and supplemental services.  This mandatory set-aside 
compounds the impact of continued reductions in funding. Thus, many districts are experiencing 
severe reductions in Title I funds available for classroom services to help our neediest students 
improve their learning, and even districts slated for an increase in Title I funding have less 
money available for classroom services after this set-aside. 

• Under the President’s proposed budget for FY 07, 29 states will receive less Title I money than 
they did in FY 06, with some states actually receiving less money than they did three, four, or 
even five years ago. 

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

• Funding for teacher quality state grants in FY 06 is less than the level provided three years ago.  
The President’s budget proposes to continue funding in FY 07 at this reduced level. 
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• Overall, Title I funding proposed for FY 07 is only roughly half of the authorized level 
promised when NCLB was passed, leaving almost 4.6 million low-income students denied Title 
I services. 

To help meet all the Great Public Schools criteria, and in particular adequate, equitable, and sustainable 
funding, NEA supports the following:  

• Fully funding ESEA programs at their authorized levels so that states and schools have adequate 
funding for programs, including professional development for teachers and paraeducators, 
needed to help close achievement gaps. 

• Enforcing Sec. 9527(a) of NCLB, which prevents the federal government from requiring states 
and school districts to spend their own funds—beyond what they receive from the federal 
government—to implement federal mandates. NEA is joined in this position by school districts, 
several states, the American Association of School Administrators, and other state and local 
officials. 

• Protecting essential ESEA programs by: 

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

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

o Establishing a trigger whereby any consequences facing schools falling short of the 
new accountability system are implemented only when Title I is funded at its 
authorized level 

o Providing a separate ESEA funding stream for supplemental education services and 
school choice, if these mandates remain in the law 

o Providing adequate funding to develop and improve appropriate assessments for 
students with disabilities and English Language Learners 

o Providing technical assistance to schools to help them use funds more effectively 

• Adequately funding important children’s and education programs outside of ESEA, including 
child nutrition, Head Start, IDEA, children’s health, child care, and related programs. Each of 
these programs makes an important contribution to a child’s ability to learn.  Further, reduced 
federal funding for social services programs erodes funding for education by pitting funding for 
education against health care and other needs at the state level, undermining the states’ ability to 
adequately fund their public schools. 

 



Appendix A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965: 
From the War on Poverty to No Child Left Behind 

 
The largest source of federal support for K-12 education is the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA).  Passed in 1965 as part of Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty, ESEA has provided federal funding to the 
neediest students and schools for over 40 years.  It has been reauthorized eight times—usually every five or six 
years—since 1965.  In announcing his plan to construct a “Great Society,” President Johnson stated, “Poverty must 
not be a bar to learning, and learning must offer an escape from poverty.”6  Bolstered by the passage of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, elections yielding an increase in the number of Congressmen from northern, more urban areas, 
and his own landslide election victory, Johnson quickly won passage of ESEA.  Representative John Brademas 
summarized the congressional sentiment behind Johnson’s legislation, stating, “Many of us in Congress and some 
presidents of both parties perceived that there were indeed genuine needs—in housing, health, and education—to 
which state and city governments were simply not responding.  It was this inattention by state and local political 
leaders, therefore, that prompted us at the federal level to say, ‘We’re going to do something about these problems.’ 
And we did.”7  

 
ESEA created for the first time a partnership among federal, state, and local governments to address part of 

the larger national agenda of confronting poverty and its damaging effects by targeting federal aid to poor students 
and schools.  It also was based on a “grand” compromise concerning federal aid to private and parochial schools.  
To avoid directly sending public dollars to parochial schools, ESEA instead directed public school districts to use a 
portion of their Title I funds to provide services to low-income students enrolled in private schools.  This 
provision—known as equitable participation—has stood for over 40 years.  

 
Since then, ESEA has evolved in three major phases.  From 1965 to 1980, the reauthorizations of ESEA 

focused on whether Title I (providing the bulk of ESEA funds for targeted help to poor students and high-poverty 
schools) was to be considered truly targeted funding or whether it was cleverly disguised as general aid to education 
(today over 90 percent of school districts receive Title I funding).  This period was also marked by evolving lists of 
“allowable uses” of Title I funds, from equipment to professional development to health services.8 
 

The second phase of ESEA—from about 1980 to 1990—saw no significant increases (when adjusted for 
inflation) in funding for the Act, and President Reagan block-granted and consolidated several ESEA programs.  
Also during this time, A Nation at Risk—a Reagan Administration commission report—was released and catapulted 
education onto the national political scene as an important issue to voters.  The report clearly linked the state of 
America’s schools to the nation’s economic productivity.  In the 1988 reauthorization of ESEA, the first significant 
shift in the distribution of Title I dollars occurred, conditioning the states’ receipt of the funds upon some 
accountability for improved outcomes.  Congress allowed Title I funds to be used for schoolwide programs (to 

                                                           
6 Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States, U.S. Government Printing Office 1965, Lyndon B. Johnson, 
Book I (1963-1964):  704-707. 
7 John Brademas, The Politics of Education:  Conflict and Consensus on Capitol Hill, Norman:  University of 
Oklahoma Press (1987), p. 77. 
8 Elizabeth DeBray, Politics, Ideology, and Education:  Federal Policy During the Clinton and Bush 
Administrations, Teachers College Press (2006), p. 7. 
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support systemic improvement in schools where 75 percent of students were in poverty) as a way to respond to the 
urgent call for more wide-sweeping reform outlined in Nation at Risk. 
 

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

 
Not surprisingly, the Clinton reauthorization built upon the standards-based reform initiatives of many 

governors, including many who in 1989 attended President Bush’s first-ever education summit of the nation’s 
governors to discuss national standards or goals.  Goals 2000, passed in 1993, required all states to develop 
challenging standards for all students in reading and math, as well as issue school report cards.  IASA went a step 
further and required states to develop and administer statewide assessments to all low-income students at least once 
in elementary school, once in middle school, and once in high school and to develop plans to improve their 
educational outcomes.  While this policy movement occurred, congressional Republicans adopted a platform called 
the “Contract with America,” which called for, among other things, the abolition of the U.S. Department of 
Education.  By early 1999, however, only 36 states issued school report cards, 19 provided assistance to low-
performing schools, and 16 had the authority to close down persistently low-performing schools.9  Ironically, 
President Clinton’s Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary Education, Tom Payzant, remarked later, 
“The underlying policy direction of NCLB is consistent with the 1994 reauthorization, but there’s a level of 
prescriptions with respect to implementation that [Democrats] would have been soundly criticized for trying to 
accomplish, had we done so.”10 
 

In May of 1999, the Clinton Administration forwarded its ESEA reauthorization proposal to Congress (a 
proposal that called for more funding, particularly for class size reduction, school modernization, and after school 
programs).  A group of centrist Democrats, led by Senators Joe Lieberman (D-CT) and Evan Bayh (D-IN) 
developed an alternative proposal.  At the same time, conservative Republicans authored the “Straight A’s” plan, 
which would have block-granted most federal education programs, shifting power and money to the state level.  Due 
to these fractures, ESEA was not reauthorized in 1999.  During the 2000 Presidential campaign, Governor George 
W. Bush and Vice President Al Gore both embraced continued emphasis on standards-based reform, but it was Bush 
who grabbed the Lieberman/Bayh blueprint, attached a large voucher proposal to it, and campaigned to “leave no 
child behind.”   

 
In February of 2001, shortly after Bush assumed office, Senator Diane Feinstein (D-CA) sent a letter on 

behalf of several centrist Democratic Senators to the President indicating their support for the basic thrust of the 
Bush accountability proposal.  Senator Ted Kennedy (D-MA), knowing that Democrats were not united around a 
common ESEA reauthorization plan, met shortly thereafter with the White House to begin negotiating a 
compromise.  Throughout the spring of 2001, Senator Kennedy and Representative George Miller (D-CA) had 
ongoing discussions with the White House in which the Administration agreed to abandon quietly the fight for its 
voucher plan (helped tremendously by 5 Republicans voting with all Democrats on the House Education and 
Workforce committee to strike voucher provisions from the Committee bill) in exchange for supplemental services 
and significantly more funding.  By the summer, however, negotiations had slowed tremendously due to the 
difficulty in crafting an Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) definition that did not over-identify schools.  White House 
advisor Sandy Kress (a Texas Democrat who had helped Bush usher in an NCLB-like accountability system in 
Texas) met with an NEA-led task force of several major education groups to discuss the AYP definition.  Kress 
stated that the White House did not wish to identify as low-performing so many schools that it would become 
impossible to target help to the schools most in need.  Despite this expressed goal, the White House’s involvement 
in actual negotiations began to lessen.   

 
In August, congressional staff had begun conference negotiations on the House and Senate bills.  Following 

the September 11th terrorist attacks and the receipt in Senator Daschle’s office of an anthrax-laced letter, most 
congressional buildings were locked down for intensive cleaning.  As a result, the “Big Four”—Senator Judd Gregg 
                                                           
9 Ibid. 
10 Frederick Hess and Michael Petrilli, No Child Left Behind, Peter Lang Publishing (2006), p. 15. 
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(R-NH), Senator Kennedy, Representative John Boehner (R-OH), and Representative Miller—began intensive, 
private negotiations and drafting sessions.  By the time they concluded, ESEA’s reauthorization, the “No Child Left 
Behind Act,” was 1,100 pages long.  Members of both parties literally had a few days to review all of its contents 
before votes on the final legislation.  In December 2001, the Senate voted 87-10 to approve the legislation, and the 
House approved it by a vote of 381-41.   

 

The ESEA in Historical Context 
Year  Public Law # Title 

2002 107-110 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (Public Law 107-110) requires annual 
testing in reading and math in grades 3-8 and at least once in high school, 
requires science standards and assessments in at least three grades, requires that 
teachers and education support professionals meet new quality requirements, 
and sanctions schools that do not make adequate yearly progress. 

1998 105-277 The 1999 Omnibus Appropriations Bill, including the FY 99 Budget for the 
Department of Education. The Reading Excellence Act and legislation 
authorizing the class size reduction initiative were also included. 

1997 105-17 The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), to reauthorize and 
make improvements to that Act, which is designed to improve access to 
education for those with disabilities. 

1994 103-382 Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994, reauthorized the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act [ESEA].  Covers Title I, Safe and Drug-Free Schools, 
Eisenhower Professional Development, bilingual education, impact aid, charter 
schools, education technology and many other programs; also reauthorized the 
National Center for Education Statistics, amended General Education 
Provisions Act [GEPA] and several other acts. 

1994 103-239 School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994 

1993 103-227 GOALS 2000: Educate America Act, also included reauthorization of the 
Office of Educational Research and Improvement [OERI]).  Passed in 1993. 

1993 103-33 To authorize the conduct and development of NAEP (National Assessment of 
Educational Progress) assessments for fiscal year 1994. 

1991 102-119 Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1991 (IDEA) 

1990 101-476 Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1990 

1989 
 
 
 
 
 

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

1988 100-297 ESEA Reauthorized as the “Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and Secondary 
School Improvement Amendments of 1988”—major change was allowing Title 
I funds to be used for “schoolwide” programs in schools where at least 75% of 
the students were at or below the poverty level. 

1987  Gallup poll reported that 87% of Americans believed that the federal 
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Year  Public Law # Title 

government should require states and localities to meet some minimum national 
standards with respect to education. 

1984 98-211 Education emerged as a top issue in the Presidential campaign; however, the 
Administration’s political platform remained opposed to expanding federal 
involvement in education.  ESEA reauthorized with rather technical changes.  
(Education Amendments of 1984). 

1981  President Reagan’s Secretary of Education, Terrel Bell, appointed the 
commission that issued the widely publicized report, “A Nation at Risk.”  The 
report, which characterized America’s public schools as mediocre at best, 
called for increased salaries and professional development for teachers, tougher 
standards and graduation requirements, and a more rigorous curriculum. 

1981 97-35 ESEA reauthorized as the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act – 
block-granted several programs. 

1980 96-88 Department of Education Organization Act, creating the USED.  NEA helped 
author this legislation and promoted it as a top organization priority. 

1978 95-561 Education Amendments of 1978 

1975 94-142 Education for All Handicapped Children Act, the origin of today’s IDEA. 

1974 93-380 Education Amendments of 1974. Adds the Family Education Rights and 
Privacy Act (FERPA, also often called the Buckley Amendment). 

1972 92-318 Education Amendments of 1972 (Title IX).  Prohibits sex discrimination in 
education. 

1967 90-247 Elementary and Secondary Education Amendments of 1967.  Title IV of this 
act is known as the General Education Provisions Act [GEPA]. 

1966 89-750 Elementary and Secondary Amendments of 1966.  Adult Education Act is Title 
III. 

1965 89-10 
89-329 

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

1964 88-352 Civil Rights Act of 1964.  Title IV covers education. 

 

 
 



APPENDIX IV: 
 
 

NEA's 12 Dropout Action Steps: 
1. Mandate high school graduation or equivalency as compulsory for everyone below 

the age of 21.  Just as we established compulsory attendance to the age of 16 or 17 in the 
beginning of the 20th century, it is appropriate and critical to eradicate the idea of 
"dropping out" before achieving a diploma.  To compete in the 21st century, all of our 
citizens, at minimum, need a high school education. 

2. Establish high school graduation centers for students 19-21 years old to provide 
specialized instruction and counseling to all students in this older age group who would 
be more effectively addressed in classes apart from younger students. 

3. Make sure students receive individual attention in safe schools, in smaller learning 
communities within large schools, in small classes (18 or fewer students), and in 
programs during the summer, weekends, and before and after school that provide tutoring 
and build on what students learn during the school day. 

4. Expand students' graduation options through creative partnerships with community 
colleges in career and technical fields and with alternative schools so that students have 
another way to earn a high school diploma.  For students who are incarcerated, tie their 
release to high school graduation at the end of their sentences. 

5. Increase career education and workforce readiness programs in schools so that 
students see the connection between school and careers after graduation.  To ensure that 
students have the skills they need for these careers, integrate 21st century skills into the 
curriculum and provide all students with access to 21st century technology. 

6. Act early so students do not drop out with high-quality, universal preschool and full-
day kindergarten; strong elementary programs that ensure students are doing grade-level 
work when they enter middle school; and middle school programs that address causes of 
dropping out that appear in these grades and ensure that students have access to algebra, 
science, and other courses that serve as the foundation for success in high school and 
beyond. 

7. Involve families in students' learning at school and at home in new and creative ways 
so that all families-single-parent families, families in poverty, and families in minority 
communities-can support their children's academic achievement, help their children 
engage in healthy behaviors, and stay actively involved in their children's education from 
preschool through high school graduation. 
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8. Monitor students' academic progress in school through a variety of measures during 
the school year that provide a full picture of students' learning and help teachers make 
sure students do not fall behind academically. 

9. Monitor, accurately report, and work to reduce dropout rates by gathering accurate 
data for key student groups (such as racial, ethnic, and economic), establishing 
benchmarks in each state for eliminating dropouts, and adopting the standardized 
reporting method developed by the National Governors Association. 

10. Involve the entire community in dropout prevention through family-friendly policies 
that provide release time for employees to attend parent-teacher conferences; work 
schedules for high school students that enable them to attend classes on time and be ready 
to learn; "adopt a school" programs that encourage volunteerism and community-led 
projects in school; and community-based, real-world learning experiences for students. 

11. Make sure educators have the training and resources they need to prevent students 
from dropping out including professional development focused on the needs of diverse 
students and students who are at risk of dropping out; up-to-date textbooks and materials, 
computers, and information technology; and safe modern schools. 

12. Make high school graduation a federal priority by calling on Congress and the 
president to invest $10 billion over the next 10 years to support dropout prevention 
programs and states who make high school graduation compulsory. 

 
 



APPENDIX V:  

 

Joint Organizational Statement on No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act 
List of signers updated March 8, 2007 

 
 
The undersigned education, civil rights, children’s, disability, and citizens’ organizations are 
committed to the No Child Left Behind Act’s objectives of strong academic achievement for all 
children and closing the achievement gap. We believe that the federal government has a critical 
role to play in attaining these goals. We endorse the use of an accountability system that helps 
ensure all children, including children of color, from low-income families, with disabilities, and 
of limited English proficiency, are prepared to be successful, participating members of our 
democracy. 
 
While we all have different positions on various aspects of the law, based on concerns raised 
during the implementation of NCLB, we believe the following significant, constructive 
corrections are among those necessary to make the Act fair and effective. Among these concerns 
are: over-emphasizing standardized testing, narrowing curriculum and instruction to focus on test 
preparation rather than richer academic learning; over-identifying schools in need of 
improvement; using sanctions that do not help improve schools; inappropriately excluding low-
scoring children in order to boost test results; and inadequate funding. Overall, the law’s 
emphasis needs to shift from applying sanctions for failing to raise test scores to holding states 
and localities accountable for making the systemic changes that improve student achievement. 
 

 
Recommended Changes in NCLB 

 
Progress Measurement 
 
1.  Replace the law's arbitrary proficiency targets with ambitious achievement targets based on 

rates of success actually achieved by the most effective public schools. 
 
2.  Allow states to measure progress by using students’ growth in achievement as well as their 

performance in relation to pre-determined levels of academic proficiency. 
 
3.  Ensure that states and school districts regularly report to the government and the public 

their progress in implementing systemic changes to enhance educator, family, and 
community capacity to improve student learning. 

 
4.  Provide a comprehensive picture of students' and schools' performance by moving from an 

overwhelming reliance on standardized tests to using multiple indicators of student 
achievement in addition to these tests. 

 
5.  Fund research and development of more effective accountability systems that better meet 

the goal of high academic achievement for all children 
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Assessments 
 
6.  Help states develop assessment systems that include district and school-based measures in 

order to provide better, more timely information about student learning.  
 
7.  Strengthen enforcement of NCLB provisions requiring that assessments must:  

• Be aligned with state content and achievement standards; 
• Be used for purposes for which they are valid and reliable;  
• Be consistent with nationally recognized professional and technical standards;  
• Be of adequate technical quality for each purpose required under the Act; 
• Provide multiple, up-to-date measures of student performance including measures 

that assess higher order thinking skills and understanding; and  
• Provide useful diagnostic information to improve teaching and learning.  

 
8.  Decrease the testing burden on states, schools and districts by allowing states to assess 

students annually in selected grades in elementary, middle schools, and high schools.  
 
Building Capacity 
 
 9.  Ensure changes in teacher and administrator preparation and continuing professional 

development that research evidence and experience indicate improve educational quality 
and student achievement. 

 
10.  Enhance state and local capacity to effectively implement the comprehensive changes 

required to increase the knowledge and skills of administrators, teachers, families, and 
communities to support high student achievement. 

 
Sanctions 
 
11.  Ensure that improvement plans are allowed sufficient time to take hold before applying 

sanctions; sanctions should not be applied if they undermine existing effective reform 
efforts.  

 
12.  Replace sanctions that do not have a consistent record of success with interventions that 

enable schools to make changes that result in improved student achievement. 
 
Funding 
 
13.  Raise authorized levels of NCLB funding to cover a substantial percentage of the costs that 

states and districts will incur to carry out these recommendations, and fully fund the law at 
those levels without reducing expenditures for other education programs. 

 
14.  Fully fund Title I to ensure that 100 percent of eligible children are served. 
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We, the undersigned, will work for the adoption of these recommendations as central structural 
changes needed to NCLB at the same time that we advance our individual organization’s 
proposals.  
 
1. Advancement Project  
2. American Association of School Administrators 
3. American Association of School Librarians (AASL), a division of the American 

Library Association (ALA) 
4. American Association of University Women 
5. American Baptist Women’s Ministries 
6. American Counseling Association 
7. American Dance Therapy Association 
8. American Federation of School Administrators (AFSA) 
9. American Federation of Teachers  
10. American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) 
11. American Humanist Association 
12. American Speech-Language-Hearing Association 
13. Americans for the Arts 
14. Annenberg Institute for School Reform 
15. Asian American Legal Defense and Education Fund 
16. Asian Pacific American Labor Alliance (APALA) 
17. ASPIRA 
18. Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development 
19. Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN) 
20. Association of Education Publishers 
21. Association of School Business Officials International (ASBO) 
22. Big Picture Company 
23. Center for Community Change 
24. Center for Expansion of Language and Thinking 
25. Center for Parent Leadership 
26. Children’s Defense Fund 
27. Church Women United 
28. Citizens for Effective Schools 
29. Coalition for Community Schools 
30.             Coalition of Essential Schools  
31. Commission on Social Action of Reform Judaism 
32. Communities for Quality Education 
33. Council for Children with Behavioral Disorders 
34. Council for Exceptional Children 
35. Council for Hispanic Ministries of the United Church of Christ 
36. Council for Learning Disabilities 
37. Council of Administrators of Special Education, Inc. 
38. Cross City Campaign for Urban School Reform 
39. Disciples Home Missions of the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) 
40. Disciples Justice Action Network (Disciples of Christ) 
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41. Division for Learning Disabilities of the Council for Exceptional Children 
(DLD/CEC) 

42. Education Action! 
43. Every Child Matters 
44. FairTest: The National Center for Fair & Open Testing 
45. Forum for Education and Democracy 
46. Gender Public Advocacy Coalition (GPAC) 
47. Hmong National Development  
48. Indigenous Women's Network 
49. Institute for Language and Education Policy 
50. International Reading Association 
51. International Technology Education Association 
52. Japanese American Citizens League 
53. Learning Disabilities Association of America 
54. League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) 
55. Ministers for Racial, Social and Economic Justice of the United Church of Christ 
56. National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) 
57. NAACP Legal Defense and Education Fund (LDF) 
58. National Alliance of Black School Educators 
59. National Association for Asian and Pacific American Education (NAAPAE) 
60. National Association for Bilingual Education (NABE) 
61. National Association for the Education and Advancement of Cambodian, Laotian  

and Vietnamese Americans (NAFEA)  
62. National Association for the Education of African American Children with 

Learning Disabilities 
63. National Association of Pupil Services Administrators 
64. National Association of School Psychologists 
65. National Association of Social Workers 
66. National Baptist Convention, USA (NBCUSA) 
67. National Coalition for Asian Pacific American Community Development 
68. National Coalition for Parent Involvement in Education (NCPIE) 
69. National Conference of Black Mayors 
70. National Council for Community and Education Partnerships (NCCEP) 
71. National Council for the Social Studies 
72. National Council of Churches 
73. National Council of Jewish Women  
74. National Council of Teachers of English 
75. National Education Association 
76. National Federation of Filipino American Associations 
77. National Indian Education Association 
78. National Indian School Board Association 
79. National Korean American Service & Education Consortium (NAKASEC) 
80. National Mental Health Association 
81. National Ministries, American Baptist Churches USA 
82. National Pacific Islander Educator Network 
83. National Parent Teacher Association (PTA) 
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84. National Reading Conference 
85. National Rural Education Association 
86. National School Boards Association 
87. National School Supply and Equipment Association 
88. National Superintendents Roundtable 
89. National Urban League 
90. Native Hawaiian Education Association 
91. Network of Spiritual Progressives 
92. Organization of Chinese Americans 
93. People for the American Way 
94. Presbyterian Church (USA) 
95. Progressive National Baptist Convention 
96. Protestants for the Common Good 
97. Public Education Network (PEN) 
98. Rural School and Community Trust 
99. Service Employees International Union 
100. School Social Work Association of America 
101. Sikh American Legal Defense and Education Fund 
102. Social Action Committee of the Congress of Secular Jewish Organizations 
103. Southeast Asia Resource Action Center (SEARAC) 
104. Stand for Children 
105. Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) 
106. The Children’s Aid Society 
107. The Episcopal Church 
108. United Black Christians of the United Church of Christ 
109. United Church of Christ Justice and Witness Ministries 
110. United Methodist Church, General Board of Church and Society 
111. USAction 
112. Women’s Division of the General Board of Global Ministries, The United 

Methodist Church 
113. Women of Reform Judaism 
 


