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REVIEWING THE PRESIDENT’S
FISCAL YEAR 2013 BUDGET PROPOSAL
FOR THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Wednesday, March 28, 2012
U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Education and the Workforce
Washington, DC

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:03 a.m., in room
2128, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Kline [chairman
of the committee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Kline, Petri, Biggert, Platts, Foxx,
Goodlatte, Hunter, Roe, Thompson, Walberg, DesJarlais, Hanna,
Rokita, Bucshon, Barletta, Roby, Heck, Ross, Kelly, Miller, Kildee,
Andrews, Scott, Woolsey, Hinojosa, McCarthy, Tierney, Kucinich,
Holt, Davis, Bishop, and Fudge.

Staff present: dJennifer Allen, Press Secretary; Katherine
Bathgate, Press Assistant/New Media Coordinator; James
Bergeron, Director of Education and Human Services Policy; Casey
Buboltz, Coalitions and Member Services Coordinator; Heather
Couri, Deputy Director of Education and Human Services Policy;
Cristin Datch, Professional Staff Member; Lindsay Fryer, Profes-
sional Staff Member; Amy Raaf Jones, Education Policy Counsel
and Senior Advisor; Barrett Karr, Staff Director; Brian Melnyk,
Legislative Assistant; Krisann Pearce, General Counsel; Mandy
Schaumburg, Education and Human Services Oversight Counsel;
Dan Shorts, Legislative Assistant; Alex Sollberger, Communica-
tions Director; Linda Stevens, Chief Clerk/Assistant to the General
Counsel; Alissa Strawcutter, Deputy Clerk; Brad Thomas, Senior
Education Policy Advisor; Kate Ahlgren, Minority Investigative
Counsel; Tylease Alli, Minority Clerk; Kelly Broughan, Minority
Staff Assistant; Daniel Brown, Minority Policy Associate; Steven
Byrd, Minority Detailee, Education; Jody Calemine, Minority Staff
Director; Tiffany Edwards, Minority Press Secretary for Education;
Jamie Fasteau, Minority Deputy Director of Education Policy;
Brian Levin, Minority New Media Press Assistant; Kara
Marchione, Minority Senior Education Policy Advisor; Megan
O’Reilly, Minority General Counsel; Julie Peller, Minority Deputy
Staff Director; and Laura Schifter, Minority Senior Education and
Disability Advisor.

Chairman KLINE. A quorum being present, the committee will
come to order. Good morning.
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Welcome back, Secretary Duncan. We realize your time is valu-
able and we appreciate the opportunity to speak with you today
about the president’s budget proposal.

When we met this time last year we discussed the importance of
using taxpayer dollars wisely, particularly in these times of eco-
nomic instability. We identified areas of education spending that
have failed to show results and stressed the need for an education
system that is more accountable, transparent, and flexible. Most
notably, my colleagues and I reiterated our support for a less cost-
ly, less intrusive federal role in the nation’s classrooms.

The committee has since worked to eliminate unnecessary pro-
grams and reduce federal intervention in schools and colleges. As
you know, we recently approved two pieces of legislation to rewrite
elementary and secondary education law and also secured bipar-
tisan House passage of a bill that will get rid of unnecessarily bur-
densome federal regulations affecting the institutions of higher
education.

Regrettably, the administration has taken a markedly different
course, advancing several programs and initiatives that make the
federal role in education more costly and more intrusive. In his fis-
cal year 2013 budget proposal the president requests nearly $70
billion for the Department of Education plus an additional $13 bil-
lion in mandatory spending for Pell Grants, bringing the total to
roughly $83 billion, a 40 percent increase in the department’s
budget from the time the president took office. Furthermore, the
president requests another $65 billion in funds for new community
college, teacher, and school construction programs as part of his
American Jobs Act.

Despite ramping up funding for pet projects and unauthorized
programs, such as Race to the Top, school improvement grants, In-
vesting in Innovation, and others, I am disappointed the presi-
dent’s budget proposal once again neglects to increase support for
Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. Mr. Sec-
retary, you and I have previously discussed the importance of this
program, which helps States and school districts improve services
and education access for students with special needs.

The administration couldn’t be bothered to put even one addi-
tional dollar toward the IDEA Part B program, which benefits stu-
dents in virtually every school in America, yet the president can
find billions of dollars to put toward school construction and teach-
er union bailouts. It is unacceptable to continue defaulting on this
obligation. We must stop wasting taxpayer dollars on new and inef-
fective programs, reassess our priorities, and make the tough
choices necessary to uphold our commitment to all students.

I am also troubled by the department’s newfound penchant for
advancing programs and initiatives that further expand the federal
role in education without any congressional input or engagement.
The conditional waivers plan presents a clear example of this
trend. Not only does the plan empower the Secretary of Education
to unilaterally dictate federal education policy—with questionable
legal standing—but the obscure process for granting these quid pro
quo waivers leads me to question whether States are being pres-
sured to adopt the administration’s preferred reforms.
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Furthermore, this waivers initiative distracts from House and
Senate progress to rewrite K-12 law, which should be our shared
goal. While areas of disagreement must still be addressed, both
chambers have produced legislation to reauthorize the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. To cease working with us at this
point signals a dearth of leadership in the executive branch.

The higher education proposals outlined in the present budget
represent another expansion of federal authority that I fear will ul-
timately lead to more headaches for students, parents, and institu-
tions. We all want to help more students realize the dream of a col-
lege degree. However, we must be extremely cautious about policies
that manipulate student loan interest rates and use need-based
student aid subsidies, such as the Perkins Loan and Work Study
programs, as bargaining chips to impose federal price controls.

Addressing the challenge of rising college costs merits thoughtful
discussion among leaders in Washington as well as State and high-
er education officials. We must expose and resolve the underlying
factors that are fueling this trend. Students and their families need
lasting solutions, not employ promises and short-term initiatives
that kick the can down the road.

One area in which I believe we can forge agreement is the presi-
dent’s proposal to make higher education data more transparent
and accessible for students and their parents. According to recent
reports, a majority of student loan borrowers admit they didn’t
fully understand what they were getting into when they took out
student loans. Republicans have long fought to help families and
students access clear, comparable information about the real bot-
tom-line cost of a college education.

I am interested in discussing this issue with you, Mr. Secretary,
as part of a larger dialogue regarding responsible initiatives that
meet the needs of students and taxpayers.

Improving education in America is a priority for everyone in this
room. However, we cannot make progress in this endeavor if the
administration continues to bypass Congress and promote its own
costly education agenda.

I look forward to your testimony, Mr. Secretary, and hope we can
find a way to move past what has become an increasingly bumpy
road.

I will now recognize the distinguished senior Democratic member
of the committee, George Miller, for his opening remarks.

[The statement of Mr. Kline follows:]

Prepared Statement of Hon. John Kline, Chairman,
Committee on Education and the Workforce

Welcome back, Secretary Duncan, to the Education and the Workforce Committee.
We realize your time is valuable and we appreciate the opportunity to speak with
you today about the president’s budget proposal.

When we met this time last year, we discussed the importance of using taxpayer
dollars wisely, particularly in these times of economic instability. We identified
areas of education spending that have failed to show results, and stressed the need
for an education system that is more accountable, transparent, and flexible. Most
notably, my colleagues and I reiterated our support for a less costly, less intrusive
federal role in the nation’s classrooms.

The committee has since worked to eliminate unnecessary programs and reduce
federal intervention in schools and colleges. As you know, we recently approved two
pieces of legislation to rewrite elementary and secondary education law, and also
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secured bipartisan House passage of a bill that will get rid of unnecessarily burden-
some federal regulations affecting institutions of higher education.

Regrettably, the administration has taken a markedly different course, advancing
several programs and initiatives that make the federal role in education more costly
and more intrusive. In his Fiscal Year 2013 budget proposal, the president requests
nearly $70 billion for the Department of Education plus an additional $13 billion
in mandatory spending for Pell Grants, bringing the total to roughly $83 billion—
a 40 percent increase in the department’s budget from the time the president took
office. Furthermore, the president requests another $65 billion in funds for new
community college, teacher, and school construction programs as part of his Amer-
ican Jobs Act.

Despite ramping up funding for pet projects and unauthorized programs, such as
Race to the Top, school improvement grants, Investing in Innovation, and others,
I am disappointed the president’s budget proposal once again neglects to increase
support for Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.

Mr. Secretary, you and I have previously discussed the importance of this pro-
gram, which helps States and school districts improve services and education access
for students with special needs. The administration couldn’t be bothered to put even
one additional dollar toward the IDEA Part B program, which benefits students in
virtually every school in America, yet the president can find billions of dollars to
put toward school construction and teacher union bailouts. It is unacceptable to con-
tinue defaulting on this obligation. We must stop wasting taxpayer dollars on new
and ineffective programs, reassess our priorities, and make the tough choices nec-
essary to uphold our commitment to all students.

I am also troubled by the department’s newfound penchant for advancing pro-
grams and initiatives that further expand the federal role in education—without
any Congressional input or engagement. The conditional waivers plan presents a
clear example of this trend. Not only does the plan empower the Secretary of Edu-
cation to unilaterally dictate federal education policy—with questionable legal
standing—but the obscure process for granting these quid pro quo waivers leads me
to question whether States are being pressured to adopt the administration’s pre-
ferred reforms.

Furthermore, this waivers initiative distracts from House and Senate progress to
rewrite K-12 law, which should be our shared goal. While areas of disagreement
must still be addressed, both chambers have produced legislation to reauthorize the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. To cease working with us at this point
signals a dearth of leadership in the executive branch.

The higher education proposals outlined in the president’s budget represent an-
other expansion of federal authority that I fear will ultimately lead to more head-
aches for students, parents, and institutions. We all want to help more students re-
alize the dream of a college degree. However, we must be extremely cautious about
polices that manipulate student loan interest rates and use need-based student aid
subsidies such as the Perkins Loan and Work Study programs as bargaining chips
to impose federal price controls.

Addressing the challenge of rising college costs merits thoughtful discussion
among leaders in Washington as well as State and higher education officials. We
must expose and resolve the underlying factors that are fueling this trend. Students
and their families need lasting solutions—not empty promises and short-term initia-
tives that kick the can down the road.

One area in which I believe we can forge agreement is the president’s proposal
to make higher education data more transparent and accessible for students and
their parents. According to recent reports, a majority of student loan borrowers
admit they didn’t fully understand what they were getting into when they took out
student loans. Republicans have long fought to help families and students access
clear, comparable information about the real bottom-line cost of a college education.
I am interested in discussing this issue with you, Mr. Secretary, as part of a larger
dialogue regarding responsible initiatives that meet the needs of students and tax-
payers.

Improving education in America is a priority for everyone in this room. However,
we cannot make progress in this endeavor if the administration continues to bypass
Congress and promote its own costly education agenda. I look forward to your testi-
mony, Secretary Duncan, and hope we can find a way to move past what has be-
come an increasingly bumpy road.

Mr. MiLLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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And welcome, Mr. Secretary, and thank you for spending time
with the committee. First of all, I would like to thank you for your
tireless commitment to improving education for all students. From
children in early childhood programs to college students, I agree
with you and President Obama that education is the cornerstone
of economic security for individuals and for our country.

Just last week another report was issued on the importance of
high quality education system and maintaining our nation’s status
in the world. An independent task force launched by Council on
Foreign Relations found that the U.S. education system is facing a
national security crisis.

The chairs of that report, former New York City School System
Chancellor Joel Klein and former Secretary of State Condoleezza
Rice, say that education failures pose several threats to our na-
tional security. These failures threaten our economic growth and
our competitiveness and U.S. physical security and intellectual
property.

The report found that among those who are qualified for the
armed services, many are not academically prepared. An alarming
30 percent don’t pass the military’s aptitude test. Simply put, our
students are not being prepared well enough to protect our national
security or to compete in the global workforce.

As we all know the role of quality education plays in growing and
maintaining a strong economy, a role that will only become more
important over time. Yet last week the House Republicans intro-
duced, and passed out of the Budget Committee for fiscal year
2013, a budget that threatens our education system and therefore
the strength of our economy.

We should be investing in the education system. Instead, the Re-
publican budget cuts Title I, denying critical support for thousands
of schools and millions of children; cuts support to keep teachers
in the classroom as opposed on to the unemployment line; cuts sup-
port for special education—the president may not have added
money to special education but he didn’t cut $2 billion, as the Re-
publicans are doing in their budget—and support for students with
(Slisabilities and teachers who educate them and cuts access to Head

tart.

The Republican budget also is devastating to higher education
and slashes the Pell Grant program and eliminates eligibility re-
quirements intended to ensure the students who need Pell the most
benefit from the program. The Republican budget makes student
loans more expensive for students with financial need by allowing
the interest rate to double in July of this year and by removing the
in-school interest subsidies.

We should not ask low-income and middle-income Americans to
shoulder the burden of the entire deficit reduction while simulta-
neously delivering massive tax cuts to the richest 1 percent and
preserving huge giveaways to oil companies. And yet, this is what
the Republican budget will do and what the House was debating
this week.

We know from the president’s budget it doesn’t have to be that
way. We can be fiscally responsible as a nation while making stra-
tegic investments in our future if ideology does not trump what is
in the best interest of America.
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For example, the president’s budget request makes important in-
vestments in early childhood education, allowing 960,000 young
children, including approximately 114,000 infants and toddlers, to
continue to receive comprehensive early childhood services. It en-
sures that individuals are educated and trained to work in this
economy, and particularly the proposed Community College to Ca-
reer Fund, which would help students gain critical job training
skills that local businesses need.

It builds on responsible decisions that empower States, districts,
and schools to pursue bold reforms and it continues to make higher
education more accessible for families and students for whom a de-
gree may have been out of reach. This includes providing affordable
loans to students with financial need.

The president’s budget request recognizes that a high quality
education is absolutely critical to rebuilding our economy and
strengthening the American workforce requires that we continue to
invest in education. To ignore that connection would only mean
negative outcomes for students, parents, and employers.

Mr. SECRETARY, as you know, the committee recently marked up
two partisan pieces of legislation to reauthorize ESEA. The Demo-
crats adamantly oppose the Republican bills. We believe that their
proposals set low bars on quality, dismantle accountability, and are
fiscally irresponsible.

With Congress at a standstill, your department took steps to
grant States flexibility in certain parts of No Child Left Behind in
exchange for adopting reforms that include college and career
ready standards, new accountability and school improvement sys-
tems, and meaningful teacher and student leader evaluations.
While I would much prefer the full ESEA reauthorization, I am
pleased at the department’s efforts to give schools the relief they
so desperately need.

It shows that, despite partisanship in the Congress, the adminis-
tration is moving forward and providing kids access to a world-
class education. And between Race to the Top and your policy on
waivers you have created more school reform in the States than
any time in recent history—more school reform on the use of tech-
nology, on the use of data, on teacher preparation and evaluation
than we have seen in the last 25 years.

And T am pleased that the waiver package includes policies to
support this modern education system and to promote and protect
our nation’s economy and security. In the meantime, we in Con-
gress have a responsibility to move serious reform, lasting change
that will lead to a long-term student success.

The need is urgent and the time is short and I look forward from
hearing from you, Mr. Secretary, how we can work together to
make sure that our students succeed at their educational opportu-
nities.

Thank you.

[The statement of Mr. Miller follows:]

Prepared Statement of Hon. George Miller, Senior Democratic Member,
Committee on Education and the Workforce

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
And welcome back, Mr. Secretary.
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First, I want to thank you for your tireless commitment to improving education
for all students—from children in early childhood programs to college students. I
agree with you and President Obama that education is the cornerstone of economic
security for individuals and for our country as a whole.

Just last week yet another report was issued on the importance of a high quality
education system in maintaining our nation’s status in the world.

An independent task force launched by the Council on Foreign Relations found
that the U.S. education system is facing a national security crisis.

The chairs of the report—former New York City school system chancellor Joel
Klein and former Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice—say education failures pose
several threats to our national security.

These failures threaten our economic growth and competitiveness, U.S. physical
safety and intellectual property. The report found that, among those who are quali-
fied for the armed forces, many are not academically prepared—an alarming 30%
don’t pass the military’s aptitude test.

Simply put: Our students are not being prepared well enough to protect our na-
tional security, or to compete in the global workforce. We all know the role a quality
education plays in growing and maintaining a strong economy—a role that will only
become more important over time.

And yet last week, the House Republicans introduced and passed out of the Budg-
et Committee a fiscal year 2013 budget that threatens our education system and
therefore the strength of our economy.

We should be investing in this system. Instead, the Republican budget:

hcldCuts Title I, denying critical support to thousands of schools and millions of
children;

o Cuts support that helps keep teachers in the classroom as opposed to the unem-
ployment line;

e Cuts funding for special education to support students with disabilities and the
teachers who educate them; and

e Cuts access to Head Start.

The Republican budget is also devastating to higher education.

o It slashes the Pell Grant program.

o It eliminates eligibility criteria intended to ensure that students who need Pell
the most benefit from the program.

e And it cuts tens of billions of dollars in funding we already paid for.

The Republican Budget makes student loans much more expensive for students
with financial need not only by allowing the rate on need-based loans to double this
July, but also by removing their in-school interest subsidies.

We shouldn’t ask low-income and middle-class Americans to shoulder the entire
burden of deficit reduction while simultaneously delivering massive tax breaks to
the richest one percent and preserving huge giveaways to oil companies. And yet
thiskis what the Republican budget will do and what the House will debate this
week.

We know from the President’s budget that it doesn’t have to be this way. We can
be fiscally responsible as a nation while making strategic investments in our future
if ideology does not trump what’s in the best interest of children and families.

For example, the President’s budget request makes important investments in
early childhood education, allowing 962,000 young children, including approximately
114,000 infants and toddlers, to continue to receive comprehensive early education
services.

It ensures individuals are educated and trained to work in this economy. In par-
ticular, the proposed “Community College to Career Fund” would help students gain
crucial job training skills that local businesses need.

It builds on responsible decisions that empower States, districts and schools to
pursue bold reforms. And, it continues to make higher education more accessible for
families and students for whom a degree may have been out of reach. This includes
providing affordable loans to students with financial need.

The President’s budget request recognizes that a high-quality education is abso-
lutely critical to rebuilding our economy and a strengthened American workforce re-
quires that we continue to invest in education. To ignore that connection would only
mean negative outcomes for students, parents and employers.

Mr. Secretary, as you know, this Committee recently marked up two partisan
pieces of legislation to reauthorize ESEA.

Democrats adamantly oppose the Republican bills. We believe that their proposals
set low bars on quality, dismantle accountability, and are fiscally irresponsible.

With Congress at a standstill, your Department took steps to grant States flexi-
bility from certain parts of No Child Left Behind in exchange for adopting reforms
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that include college and career ready standards, new accountability and school im-
provement systems, and meaningful teacher and school leader evaluations.

While I would much prefer a full ESEA reauthorization, I am pleased with the
Department’s efforts to give schools the relief they so desperately need.

It shows that despite partisanship in Congress, the Administration is moving for-
ward with providing kids access to a world-class education. And I am pleased that
the waiver package includes policies to support a modern education system to pro-
tect and promote our nation’s economy and security.

In the meantime, we in Congress have a responsibility to move serious reform—
lasting change that will lead to long-term student success. The need is urgent and
the time is short.

I look forward to hearing from you, Mr. Secretary, about how we can work to-
gether to help all students succeed.

I yield back.

Chairman KLINE. I thank the gentleman.

It is now my pleasure to introduce our distinguished witness.
And of course, the Honorable Arne Duncan actually needs no intro-
duction to this body.

But, Mr. Secretary, I have to say, I was looking at my notes here
and noticing that you were confirmed by the Senate on Inaugura-
tion Day—dJanuary 20th, 2009. That sort of puts you in the trench-
es very quickly.

Anyway, we are glad to have you back. Welcome. You know the
lighting system very well. We will not gavel you down in the mid-
dle of your statement; we need to hear from you.

You are recognized, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. ARNE DUNCAN, SECRETARY,
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Secretary DUNCAN. Thank you so much, Chairman Kline, and
Ranking Member Miller, and to all the members of this committee.
I really appreciate the opportunity to talk about President Obama’s
fiscal year 2013 budget for our Department of Education.

This budget reflects President Obama’s firm belief that our coun-
try has always done best when everyone gets a fair shot, everyone
does their fair share, and everyone plays by the same rules. Our
budget reflects the administration’s dual commitment to reducing
spending and becoming more efficient, and also investing to secure
our nation’s future. Investments in education are investments that
strengthen our global economic competitiveness.

A recent survey by the Business Roundtable’s Education and
Workforce Committee, chaired by the chairman and CEO of
ExxonMobil, Rex Tillerson, found that half of all U.S. employers re-
port a sizeable gap between the current needs and the skills of
their employees. According to the BRT, the United States ranks
52nd out of 139 countries on math and science education. If we can
return to being a top performing education nation by 2025 it would
help produce a 5 percent GDP increase in the years that followed.

And, Congressman Miller, you talked about the Council on For-
eign Relations Task Force, and their findings are pretty stark.
They found that the State Department is struggling to recruit
enough foreign language speakers. They found that U.S. generals
are cautioning that enlistees cannot read training manuals for so-
phisticated equipment. And a report from the 28th Airborne Corps
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in Iraq found that out of 250 intelligence personnel fewer than five
had the aptitude to put pieces together to form a conclusion.

Few issues—few issues touch so many parts of our lives, and few
investments are as important to our safety and to our well being
as education. Today all across America people are meeting the
challenge of improving education in many different ways, from cre-
ating high quality early learning programs, to raising standards,
improving teacher quality, aggressively closing achievement gaps,
and increasing both high school and college completion.

While the federal government contributes less than 10 percent of
K-12 funding nationally, our dollars do play a critical role in pro-
moting both excellence and equity, protecting children most at risk,
and more recently, supporting significant reform at the State and
at the local levels. Our administration has used limited competitive
dollars to encourage States and local educators to think and to act
differently. And through programs like Race to the Top we have
worked with governors and educators to jointly undertake bold sys-
temic reforms.

As a result of Race to the Top, 46 States created comprehensive
reform plans with buy-in from governors, legislators, local edu-
cators, union leaders, business leaders, and parents. For an invest-
ment of less than 1 percent of total K-12 spending we have seen
more reforms across the country in the past couple years than we
have over the previous decade. Even before we spent a single dime
of taxpayer money 32 States changed over 100 laws and policies to
improve the opportunities for children to learn.

We have also seen the transformative impact of Race to the Top
in communities across the country from Ohio, where funds have
helped rural districts partner on principal and teacher training, to
Tennessee, where STEM coaches are helping to improve the skills
of K-12 math and science teachers, and Georgia, where public-pri-
vate partnerships have formed to prevent at-risk youth from drop-
ping out of school. Race to the Top is making a big difference in
the lives of children and transforming public education as we know
it.

And I am happy to report that thanks to continued congressional
support for comprehensive education reform we plan to use our fis-
cal year 2012 Race to the Top funds to do two things: to have both
a district level competition, and also another round of Early Learn-
ing Challenge State grants. We are still working out the details
and we look forward to updating this committee in the coming
weeks with more information.

At their core, Race to the Top and other key reform programs are
about spurring reform by rewarding success and giving flexible
funding to implement good ideas developed by the local educators
who know their communities best. Especially in tight budget times,
we have to make more effective use of federal funds. Formula funds
alone won’t drive the kind of transformational reform our education
system needs. We need to combine a strong foundation of formula
funding with targeted use of competitive grant programs.

While we have strong and foundational formula programs to help
low-income students, like Title I, we are better leveraging those
dollars with reform programs like our Promise Neighborhoods ini-
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tiative. And thanks to Congress, last year we were able to double
funding for Promise Neighborhoods.

The growing income inequality in America over the past 30 years
has led to historically high child poverty rates. Close to one-fifth
of America’s children live in poverty, and in some States poor chil-
dren represent close to 50 percent of all public school students.
That is both morally unacceptable and economically unsustainable.

Education is the great equalizer. If we ever hope to lift our chil-
dren out of poverty we must give them access to effective schools
and strong systems of family and community support. We think
Promise Neighborhoods can help break cycles of poverty and I real-
ly appreciate your collective support of this initiative.

Moving on to ESEA, the administration remains committed to
working with you on producing a comprehensive, bipartisan reform
bill for the president to sign into law. But while you continue your
important work towards that goal, State and local districts are
bucking under the law’s aged goals and top-down mandates. De-
spite our shared sentiment for reform and our longstanding work
together to fix No Child Left Behind the law, unfortunately, re-
mains in place 5 years after it was due for reauthorization.

As all of us know, our children only get one shot at a world-class
education and they cannot wait any longer for reform. And that is
why we have offered States regulatory relief from NCLB in ex-
change for reforms that drive student achievement. Working closely
with Independent, Democratic, and Republican governors we have
helped unleash energy and innovation at the local level as Con-
gress continues to work to rewrite the law by giving States, dis-
tricts, and schools the flexibility they need to raise standards, to
better support teachers and principals, and to improve our nation’s
lowest performing schools.

Mr. Chairman, in your home State Governor Mark Dayton said
this waiver will allow Minnesota administrators, teachers, and par-
ents to work together in building a new system of accountability for
schools which will lead to better education for our children and a
better future for Minnesota. In Tennessee, home to two members
of this committee, Governor Bill Haslam has said that the flexi-
bility offered by our administration from ESEA will help improve
education for all of Tennessee’s students, and Tennessee’s goal has
been to become the fastest-improving State in the nation. And in
Indiana State education officials have said that the administration
is providing the regulatory flexibility Indiana needs to drive and
improve student achievement.

The chorus of support for relief from the law is strong and wide-
spread. So far, 37 States and D.C. have applied for flexibility and
many more States are looking forward to that opportunity. Eleven
States have already been given flexibility and we will continue
working with all States to give them the freedom to implement lo-
cally developed reforms that will protect children and improve stu-
dent achievement.

We also recognize that Congress faces some difficult choices with
respect to the Pell Grant program, but we appreciate that the max-
imum Pell Grant award was maintained at its current level, which
will help close to 10 million students across the country pursue
higher education in the 2012-2013 school year.
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Before I give you an overview of our budget request for next year
I would like to take a moment to address an issue that could
threaten our ability to prepare American students to compete in
the global economy and undermine our nation security. Today our
children are competing for jobs with children in China, and India,
and Japan, and South Korea, and Singapore. We need to give our
children every chance at success.

As all of you know, last week Congressman Ryan, whose leader-
ship I respect, unveiled an alternative budget plan which you may
soon be considering—may soon be considering here in the House.
However well intentioned, the Ryan plan draws on the same flawed
theory that led to the worst recession in our lifetime and contrib-
uted to the erosion of middle class security over the last decade,
and it does so by, among other things, balancing the budget on the
backs of America’s children.

If the Ryan budget is voted into law we could see disastrous con-
sequences for America’s children over the next couple years. By
2014, Title I, which helps fund educational programs and resources
for millions of low-income, minority, rural, and tribal children,
could see a $2.7 billion reduction that might deny resources to over
9,000 schools serving more than 3.8 million students. Less edu-
cational opportunity is not what our children or our country needs.

Money needed to help pay teachers, tutors, and funds for critical
afterschool programs might no longer be there and as many as
38,000 teachers and aides could lose their jobs. Funding to help
educate students with disabilities, children with special needs who
need the best, could be cut by over $2.2 billion, which would trans-
late to the loss of over 30,000 special education teachers, aides, and
other staff.

We know the importance of early childhood education, and yet
200,000 children could lose access to Head Start. Work Study fund-
ing could be cut by $185 million, potentially denying a meaningful
path to make college more affordable for up to 129,000 low-income
students. And TRiO, which helps prepare low-income and minority
students to succeed in college, could be cut by $159 million, leaving
148,000 students in the lurch.

The Ryan budget could also cut $3 billion from the Pell Grant
program, completely eliminating aid for 400,000 low-income college
students and reducing assistance for close to 9 million more. And
that is just the tip of the iceberg.

In short, passage of the Ryan budget would propel educational
success of this country backwards for years to come, and that is
simply a risk we cannot afford to take.

Likewise, we cannot—we cannot afford the disastrous across-the-
board cuts known as budget sequestration to take effect next year.
We must come together as a country to make sound bipartisan in-
vestments in education, not to perpetuate the status quo but to
drive reform and to create new educational opportunity.

It is simply unfathomable to me that we would ask a generation
of students to pay the price for adult political dysfunction, and I
am asking for your collective help to make sure that doesn’t hap-
pen. As I travel the country I hear a deep appreciation for the fed-
eral commitment to children and learning. Americans know that
even—and maybe especially—in challenging fiscal times like this
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we must educate our way to a better economy. They know that
even as States face greater financial pressure than at any time in
recent history we cannot put our children at risk, and so our budg-
et reflects these aspirations and these commitments.

That is why we are requesting $69.8 billion in discretionary
funding for 2013, an increase of $1.7 billion or about 2.5 percent
from 2012. Our proposal seeks to direct funding to four key areas:
supporting State and local reform in P-12 education, elevating the
teaching profession, strengthening the connections between schools
and work, and making college more affordable, which will see the
largest share of our requested increase.

Fifty years ago college was maybe a luxury. Back then you could
still graduate from high school and get a good-paying job that
would guarantee you a place in the middle class.

Unfortunately, those days are long gone. A postsecondary edu-
cation is the ticket to economic success in America. We know that
the jobs of the future will all require some kind of education or
training after graduation from high school.

And, while it has never been more important to have a degree,
or a certificate, or an industry-recognized credential, unfortunately
it has also never been more expensive. Since 1995 college costs
across the country have risen almost five times faster than median
household income.

As a result, students and their families are taking on more and
more debt. Borrowing to pay for college used to be the exception;
now it is the rule.

What is troubling is that not only are more students borrowing
but they are also borrowing more, and we all have a role to play
in making college affordable and keeping that middle class dream
alive. It has to be a shared responsibility.

We need States to continue to invest in postsecondary education
and training. We need institutions of higher education to do a bet-
ter job of delivering high quality instruction at an affordable price
to students of all backgrounds. And we need to arm parents and
students with the consumer information they need to make smart
educational choices.

President Obama believes that the federal government has an
important role to play as well, and that is why we are providing
billions of dollars a year in aid to needy students through Pell
Grants. We are also helping students better manage their debt
after graduation with programs like incomebased repayment and
public service loan forgiveness.

While all these efforts are helping struggling students gain ac-
cess to and afford college we cannot and should not do this by our-
selves, and that is why the administration is proposing several new
reforms to contain rising college costs. We are seeking to double the
number of Work Study jobs for young people within 5 years. We
want to make the American Opportunity Tax Credit permanent.
And we want to provide new incentives for States and institutions
to keep college costs from escalating continually.

The president’s budget would also continue support for key pro-
grams supporting college access and completion for minority and
disadvantaged students—programs like TRiO and GEAR UP and
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Impact Aid. And President Obama’s education budget will prevent
student loan interest rates from doubling this summer.

As all of you here know, unless some action is taken, Congress
has mandated that subsidized student loan interest rates will dou-
ble starting in July of this year. With so many students already
struggling to make ends meet and afford the skyrocketing cost of
college now is not the time to heap more costs on top of them.

If Congress doesn’t act soon over 200,000 students in Minnesota
will see their student loan interest rates double, as will half a mil-
lion students in California and over 7.4 million students nation-
wide. We must act soon and both the president and I stand ready
:cio work with all of you to help solve this problem for America’s stu-

ents.

In addition to making college more affordable for millions of
Americans our budget proposal will continue foundational invest-
ments in critical formula programs, like Title I and IDEA, as well
as successful incentive-based reform programs at the P-12 level,
like Race to the Top, and the Promise Neighborhoods initiative,
and i3. Our proposal would also dedicate significant resources to
transforming the teaching profession through a new program called
RESPECT. That acronym stands for recognizing education success,
professional excellence, and collaborative teaching.

Our goal is to work with educators in rebuilding the profession
to elevate the teacher’s voice in shaping federal, and State, and
local education policy. Our larger goal is to make teaching among
America’s most important and respected professions. We know that
is a lofty goal but we are serious about getting there.

If we are going to educate our way to a better economy we have
to address the growing skills gap in America. There are at least 2
million unfilled jobs today in tough economic times because employ-
ers can’t find workers with the right skills, preparation, and train-
ing. And that is why the president’s budget includes key invest-
ments to help build partnerships between community colleges and
local businesses so that they are training workers for the jobs em-
ployers need to fill now and in the future.

And finally, we are proposing increased investments in career
academies, which have been shown to reduce high school dropout
rates and prepare students for careers that lead to higher earning
potential.

Our job is to support change with transparency with the right in-
centives, and we believe our budget proposal does just that.

The president believes that this is a make or break moment for
the middle class and those who are working to reach it. What is
at stake here is the very survival of the basic American promise,
that if you work hard you can do well enough to raise a family, own
your own home, and put away enough for retirement.

The defining issue of our time is how to keep that basic promise
alive. No challenge is more urgent and no debate is more impor-
tant.

We can either settle for a country where a shrinking number of
people do really well while more Americans barely get by, or to-
gether we can build a nation where everyone gets a fair shot, ev-
eryone does their fair share, and everyone plays by the same rules.
At stake right now are not Democratic or Republican values but
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American values, and for the sake of our future we have to reclaim
them. And at the heart of that effort is the commitment to support
education.

Thank you so much for the opportunity. I look forward to your
questions.

[The statement of Secretary Duncan follows:]

Prepared Statement of Hon. Arne Duncan, Secretary,
U.S. Department of Education

MR. CHAIRMAN, RANKING MEMBER MILLER, AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:
Thank you for this opportunity to talk about President Obama’s fiscal year 2013
budget for the Department of Education. While the President’s overall 2013 request
reflects his strong commitment to achieving long-term deficit reduction, his request
for education recognizes that we can’t cut back on investments like education if we
want to ensure America’s continued economic prosperity. Indeed, as he outlined in
his 2012 State of the Union address, President Obama believes that education is
a cornerstone of creating an American economy built to last.

President Obama’s 2013 budget request

The overall discretionary request for the Department of Education is $69.8 billion,
an increase of $1.7 billion, or 2.5 percent, over the 2012 level. Within our budget,
which also includes requests for mandatory funding, we have four key priorities: (1)
continuing to provide incentives for State and local K-12 reform, (2) improving af-
fordability and quality in postsecondary education, (3) elevating the teaching profes-
sion, and (4) strengthening the connections between school and work and better
aligning education and job training programs with workforce demands.

Providing incentives for reform

First, our request includes $850 million for Race to the Top, an increase of $301
million over the 2012 level, for additional competitive awards that would support
groundbreaking education reforms in five core reform areas: implementing rigorous
standards and assessments; using data to improve instruction; recruiting, preparing,
and retaining effective teachers and principals; turning around our lowest-per-
forming schools; and improving State early learning systems. In 2013, our budget
specifically proposes to provide resources for the Race to the Top: Early Learning
Challenge.

The 2013 request also would encourage reform and innovation through a $150
million request for the Investing in Innovation (i3) program to develop, evaluate,
and scale up promising and effective models and interventions in the areas of im-
proving early learning outcomes; increasing achievement in science, technology, en-
gineering, and mathematics (STEM); and increasing productivity to achieve better
student outcomes more cost-effectively. The i3 request also would support a new Ad-
vanced Research Projects Agency: Education, or ARPA-ED, which would pursue
breakthrough developments in educational technology and learning systems, support
systems for educators, and educational tools.

We also are seeking $100 million in 2013 for Promise Neighborhoods, an increase
of $40 million over the 2012 level. The request would expand support for projects
that provide a continuum of family and community services and ambitious edu-
cation reforms designed to combat the effects of poverty and improve education and
life outcomes, from birth through college to career, for children and youth within
a distressed geographic area.

Affordability and quality in postsecondary education

A second priority in our 2013 request is improving affordability and quality in
higher education. As President Obama said in his State of the Union address,
“Higher education can’t be a luxury—it is an economic imperative that every family
in America should be able to afford.” Unfortunately, the cost of college is rising to
levels that are increasingly unaffordable for too many American families. Our work
with you over the past 3 years to secure historic Federal investments in student fi-
nancial assistance and tax credits have helped students and families deal with ris-
ing college costs, but Federal student aid cannot keep pace with these rising costs
indefinitely. Instead, we need larger reforms that address the root causes of rising
college costs, while also creating incentives to provide greater quality and value to
students and preserve access for low-income individuals.

The President’s 2013 request includes three proposals that would begin to support
such reforms. First, we are asking for $1 billion to fund the first year of Race to
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the Top: College Affordability and Completion, a new competition based on the suc-
cessful Race to the Top K-12 model, to drive systemic State reforms that increase
affordability, quality, and productivity while preserving access. Funds would be
awarded to States with a strong commitment to, and a high-quality plan for, in-
creasing college affordability and quality, which could be demonstrated in such ways
as maintaining a consistent State financial commitment to higher education, im-
proving alignment between K-12 and postsecondary education and across colleges,
operating institutions that stabilize or constrain the growth in what students pay
for college, publicizing institutional value in terms of the return on investment and
other outcomes, and making use of data to drive policy. Funds would be used by
States and public institutions to boost quality, innovation, and productivity and pro-
vide greater value to students through improved undergraduate experiences, new
paths to credit attainment and degrees, and increased capacity, among other pur-
poses.

Second, we would expand and reform the Campus-Based Aid programs—Supple-
mental Educational Opportunity Grants (SEOG), Federal Work-Study, and Perkins
Loans—to provide $10 billion in student financial aid for use at those colleges that
provide the best value to students by enrolling and graduating students from low-
income families, restraining net prices, and demonstrating good value. Most of this
expansion would come through reform of the Perkins Loan program, which would
be operated similarly to the current Direct Loans program. We also are asking for
a $150 million increase for Federal Work-Study, for a total of more than $1.1 billion,
to support reforms that would encourage postsecondary institutions to offer students
more meaningful work-study opportunities that will help to prepare them for work
and life after graduation. This increase would start moving us toward our goal of
doubling work-study opportunities for students within 5 years.

Third, our request includes $55.5 million for a “First in the World” fund that
would help postsecondary institutions, including private institutions, and nonprofit
organizations to develop, evaluate, or scale up innovative and effective strategies for
improving college completion outcomes while lowering costs and increasing the qual-
ity and capacity of higher education. Awards could be used to support such activities
as using technology to redesign coursework, improving early college preparation to
mitigate the need for remediation, and developing and implementing competency-
based instruction and assessment, among other activities. We also would reserve up
to $20 million in First in the World funding to support innovative activities at mi-
nority-serving institutions.

These initiatives would help protect the significant taxpayer investment in Fed-
eral postsecondary student aid programs by creating incentives for States and public
and private postsecondary institutions to provide good value to students at an af-
fordable price and move us closer to meeting President Obama’s 2020 goal for col-
lege completion.

Our 2013 request also would maintain our investment in Federal student aid, in-
cluding full funding of the $5,635 Pell Grant maximum award in the 2013-2014
award year and the elimination of projected Pell Grant shortfalls for the 2014-2015
award year. The 2013 request would provide $22.8 billion in discretionary budget
authority for Pell Grants, the same level as 2012, along with mandatory funding
provided in prior legislation. The total amount available would exceed program costs
in the 2013-2014 award year by $1.5 billion, representing the first step in address-
ing the funding cliff in 2014. Further, we would make a down payment toward ad-
dressing the long-term Pell gap through three reforms in the student loan programs:
(1) expanding and reforming the Perkins Loan program, (2) limiting the in-school
interest subsidy for subsidized Stafford Loans to 150 percent of the normal program
length, and (3) reducing excessive payments to guaranty agencies that rehabilitate
student loans. The mandatory budget authority and outlay savings from these pro-
posals would total $14 billion over 10 years.

In addition to investing in Pell Grants, our request proposes to freeze the sub-
sidized Stafford Loan interest rate, which is set to double on July 1, at the current
rate of 3.4 percent. With the economy still in recovery, the Administration believes
that it would be inappropriate to raise rates and burden students with greater debt
at this time. The President’s Budget also proposes to make the American Oppor-
tunity Tax Credit permanent, so that 9 million households can continue receiving
up to $10,000 in tax credits for college over 4 years.

Finally, the President’s budget also would continue support for key existing pro-
grams supporting college access and completion, particularly for minority and dis-
advantaged students. The request includes almost $840 million for the Federal
TRIO programs and $302 million for the GEAR UP program, which together help
one and a half million middle and high school students prepare for, enroll in, and
complete college. The 2013 budget also would provide nearly $600 million in com-
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bined discretionary and mandatory funding for the Aid for Institutional Develop-
ment programs, which support institutions that enroll a large proportion of minority
and disadvantaged students, as well as $221 million in combined discretionary and
mandatory funding for the Aid for Hispanic-Serving Institutions programs.

Elevating the teaching profession

The third major priority in the President’s 2013 request is to elevate the teaching
profession so that all students have access to effective teachers. We have been work-
ing to help States and school districts implement performance-based compensation
and strengthen teacher evaluation systems. While we remain committed to fur-
thering these important reforms, we recognize that, on their own, they are too nar-
rowly focused to affect the changes we need in the teaching profession to out-edu-
cate and out-compete the rest of the world.

We are proposing to jumpstart a transformation of the teaching profession
through a one-time %5 billion mandatory initiative that would help States and dis-
tricts pursue bold reforms at every stage of the profession, including attracting top-
tier talent into the profession and preparing them for success, creating career lad-
ders with competitive compensation, evaluating and supporting the development of
teachers and principals, and getting the best educators to the students who need
them most.

In addition, we are requesting a new 25-percent set-aside of Effective Teachers
and Leaders State Grant funds under Title II of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA). This increased set-aside—approximately $617 million in
2013—would fund efforts to recruit, prepare, and support effective teachers and
school leaders; recruit and prepare effective STEM teachers; and enhance the teach-
ing and school leadership professions. Our request also includes a $100 million in-
crease for the proposed Teacher and Leader Innovation Fund, for a 2013 total of
$400 million to support bold approaches to improving the effectiveness of the edu-
cation workforce in high-need schools and districts.

Finally, our budget includes $190 million in mandatory funding in FY 2013 ($990
million over five years) for a new Presidential Teaching Fellows program that would
provide formula grants to States that meet certain conditions to award scholarships
of up to $10,000 to talented individuals attending the most effective programs in
the State. These individuals would be trained in a high-need subject and would com-
mit to teach for at least 3 years in a high-need school. To be eligible for funds,
States would measure the effectiveness of their teacher preparation programs based
on student achievement data of their graduates, among other measures; hold teach-
er preparation programs accountable for results; and upgrade licensure and certifi-
cation standards.

Aligning job training and education with workforce demands

In addition to funding to reform traditional postsecondary education and reshape
the teaching profession, the 2013 request for education includes key discretionary
and mandatory investments aimed at improving the connections between school and
workdand strengthening the alignment of job training programs with workforce de-
mands.

For example, the President is seeking $8 billion in mandatory funds over 3 years
for a Community College to Career Fund, jointly administered by the Departments
of Education and Labor, which would support State and community college partner-
ships with businesses to build the education and skills of American workers. In-
creased investment in community colleges would help ensure our country has among
the best-skilled workforces in the world. I was pleased to see this concept incor-
porated into a bill recently introduced by Representatives Miller, Tierney, and Hino-
josa. An additional $1 billion over 3 years would expand Career Academies and in-
crease by 50 percent the number of students in these programs. For students at risk
of dropping out, Career Academies have been shown to reduce dropout rates, im-
prove attendance, and prepare students for careers that lead to high earnings.

And our discretionary request includes $1.1 billion to support the reauthorization
and reform of the Career and Technical Education (CTE) program, which is cur-
rently set to expire at the end of fiscal year 2012. The Administration’s reauthoriza-
tion proposal would redesign and transform CTE to better focus on outcomes and
career pathways to ensure that what students learn in school is more closely aligned
with the demands of the 21st century economy, while creating stronger linkages be-
tween secondary and postsecondary education. The proposal would also promote in-
novation and reform in CTE.

Support for at-risk students and adults

Finally, the President’s 2013 budget for education would maintain our long-
standing commitment to formula grant programs for students most at risk of edu-
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cational failure. For example, the request includes $14.5 billion for the reauthorized
Title I College- and Career-Ready Students program (currently Title I Grants to
Local Educational Agencies), as well as nearly $534 million to support new awards
under a reauthorized School Turnaround Grants program (currently School Im-
provement Grants), which would help school districts undertake fundamental re-
forms in their lowest-achieving schools. We also are asking for $732 million for a
reauthorized English Learner Education program, which would help States and
school districts ensure that English Learners meet the same college- and career-
ready standards as other students.

In Special Education, the $11.6 billion request for Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act Grants to States would help States and school districts pay the addi-
tional costs of educating students with disabilities, while a $20 million increase for
the Grants for Infants and Families program would complement efforts to improve
State early learning systems through the Race to the Top—Early Learning Chal-
lenge program.

The 2013 request would also provide significant resources to help adults pursue
educational and employment opportunities, including $595 million for Adult Basic
and Literacy Education State Grants to help adults without a high school diploma
or equivalent to obtain the knowledge and skills necessary for postsecondary edu-
cation, employment, and self-sufficiency, and a total of $3.2 billion in mandatory
and discretionary funds for Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) State Grants and com-
plementary programs to help States and tribal governments increase the participa-
tion of individuals with disabilities in the workforce.

Elementary and Secondary Education Act reauthorization

In addition to our budget request, I want to briefly address the ongoing effort to
reauthorize the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

I spent many years in Chicago, implementing NCLB, and have traveled the coun-
try—including to many of your States and districts—since I have been Secretary,
listening to parents, educators, students, and other State and local leaders. And,
wherever I go, I hear that NCLB, while well-intentioned, has become an impediment
to implementing reforms that benefit kids—that it sanctions schools, rather than en-
couraging and rewarding them, mislabels schools, and imposes “one-size-fits-all”
mandates, determined in Washington, that don’t drive reforms that benefit stu-
dents.

NCLB was right to shine a bright light on achievement gaps and set a clear ex-
pectation that all students must learn to the same standards. Those were landmark
changes, which brought a long-overdue focus on the needs of English Learners, stu-
dents with disabilities, and other at-risk students. But that is not enough. If we are
going to help children and families to improve their lives and at the same time en-
sure our country’s continued economic competitiveness, we need to do everything we
can to meet the President’s goal that, by 2020, the United States again leads the
world in the percentage of adults who are college graduates, which includes raising
the bar and making sure that every student graduates from high school ready for
college and a career—and NCLB isn’t going to get us there.

We need to move away from a punitive law that is concerned almost exclusively
about a single test on a single day, and toward supporting and rewarding schools’
and teachers’ efforts to help every student improve and reach their potential. And,
while we must continue to demand strong accountability—in other words, results—
for all students, and ensure dramatic interventions in the lowest-performing schools,
we need to give States and districts much more flexibility in how they achieve those
results.

That is why, two years ago, President Obama released our Blueprint for Reform,
and has called for a bipartisan reauthorization of ESEA. Since then, the President
and I have met multiple times with the bipartisan leadership of this Committee and
the Senate Health, Education, Labor and Pensions Committee to work toward that
goal. Because, in the long run, what is best for our country’s children is a strong,
bipartisan reauthorization of ESEA that addresses all of the problems with the cur-
rent law. And, as long as both the House and Senate are moving in that direction,
we will support you.

However, last September, in the absence of reauthorization, and recognizing that
NCLB had become an impediment to reform, President Obama announced that we
would invite States to request flexibility regarding certain NCLB requirements so
that they can move forward with State- and locally driven reforms that will improve
student achievement for all students, regardless of their income or race, or whether
they have a disability or are English Learners, and increase the quality of instruc-
tion.
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In early February, we approved the first 11 States for flexibility regarding NCLB’s
mandates. We approved these States because they’ve made commitments, each in
ways that best fit their State and local situations, to moving forward and adopting
innovative approaches to raising expectations for all students, incorporating student
growth into accountability systems, and measuring teacher and principal effective-
ness based on multiple measures, including student growth, to improve student
achievement and close achievement gaps. These reforms can make a great difference
in the lives of millions of children and their families, and we look forward to sup-
porting States and districts in these efforts.

An additional 26 States and the District of Columbia submitted their requests for
flexibility on February 28, and we’ll be working with all of them to reach approval
over the coming months, with the same goals.

Potential impact of the House Budget Committee FY 2013 budget resolution and se-
quester

Before I conclude my testimony today, I'd like to take a moment to address two
issues that could threaten our ability to prepare American students to compete in
the global economy and undermine our national security.

House Budget Committee FY 2013 Budget Resolution

As you know, last week Congressman Ryan unveiled his FY 2013 Budget Resolu-
tion, which the Budget Committee passed, and which the full House is expected to
consider this week.

However well-intentioned, the Ryan plan is flawed and will create a significant
burden on our ability to compete in a global economy by, among other things, bal-
ancing the budget on the backs of America’s students.

If the Republican Budget Resolution is enacted, we could see disastrous con-
sequences for America’s children over the next couple of years.

By 2014, Title I, which helps fund educational programs and resources for mil-
lions of low-income, minority, rural, and tribal children, could see a $2.7 billion re-
duction that could deny resources to over 9,000 schools serving more than 3.8 mil-
lion students.

Money needed to help pay teachers, tutors, and funds for critical after-school pro-
grhams cbould no longer be there and as many as 38,000 teachers and aides could lose
their jobs.

Funding to help educate students with disabilities could be cut by over $2.2 bil-
lion, which would translate to the loss of nearly 30,000 special education teachers,
aides and other staff.

200,000 children could lose access to Head Start

The Republican Budget Resolution would also have a devastating impact on high-
er education:

It would cut almost $3 billion from Pell aid to students in 2013, eliminating al-
most 400,000 recipients, and reducing the awards of 9.3 million others. It would also
hurt borrowers and students at a time when average student loan debt for a grad-
uating senior is already more than $25,000.

Work-study funding could be cut by $185 million potentially denying a meaningful
opportunity to make college more affordable for up to 129,000 low income students.

And TRIO, which helps prepare low-income and minority students to succeed in
college, could be cut by $159 million, leaving 148,000 students in the lurch.

And that is just the tip of the iceberg. In short, passage of the Ryan budget would
propel the educational success of this country backwards for years to come, and that
is a risk we cannot afford to take.

Sequester

I am also concerned about the potential impact of a 2013 sequester on Federal
education funding. While the Department has yet to complete a detailed analysis
of how a sequester would be implemented, we believe the impact would be both sig-
nificant and very negative. In a word, a large sequester could be devastating. It
would jeopardize our Nation’s ability to develop and support an educated, skilled
workforce that can compete in the global economy. Along with other deep cuts in
defense and non-defense spending, this potential harm to our economic competitive-
ness is why the threat of a large, indiscriminate sequester is a powerful incentive
to spur action to reduce the deficit. By design, the sequester is bad policy, bringing
about deep cuts in defense and non-defense spending and threatening continued eco-
nomic growth and prosperity.

Although the Administration is continuing to analyze the potential impact of the
sequester, the Congressional Budget Office has said that in 2013 it would result in
a 7.8 percent cut in non-security discretionary accounts that are not exempt from



19

the sequester. It would be impossible for us to manage cuts of that magnitude and
still achieve our fundamental mission to prepare our students from the earliest ages
for college and careers.

For example, a 7.8 percent reduction in funding for large State formula grant pro-
grams that serve over 21 million students in high poverty schools and 6.6 million
students with special needs could force States, school districts, and schools to slash
teacher salaries, lay off teachers, or reduce services to these needy children. More
specifically, the resulting cut of more than $1.1 billion to Title I could mean denying
funding to nearly 4,000 schools serving more than 1.6 million disadvantaged stu-
dents, and more than 16,000 teachers and aides could lose their jobs.

Similarly, for the critical Part B Grants to States program under the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act, the estimated 7.8 percent reduction in funding re-
quired by a sequester would mean the loss of over $900 million, which could trans-
late to the loss of 10,000 special education teachers, aides, and other staff providing
essential instruction and other support to children with disabilities. Because of the
indiscriminate nature of a sequester, the story would be the same across all Depart-
ment activities: we would no longer be able to provide essential Federal support that
helps pay for the costs of educating students with disabilities, improving achieve-
ment for students from low-income families, turning around failing schools, advanc-
ing education reforms designed to help our kids compete in the global economy, sup-
porting the students of military families, providing work-study jobs for postsec-
ondary students, or helping parents pay for college.

It’s also important to note that even without the sequester, non-security discre-
tionary spending has already been cut in nominal terms for 2 straight years. Under
the Budget Control Act targets, non-security discretionary spending is on a path to
reach its lowest level as a share of GDP since the Eisenhower Administration. So
the impact of the significant cuts in Federal support for education that I have de-
scribed would be magnified, coming on top of already lower levels of Federal edu-
cation funding as well as reduced State and local education spending resulting from
the recent financial crisis and economic recession. At a time when we are just start-
ing to see strong signs of renewed economic growth, as well as the positive impact
of historic education reforms that will contribute to future growth and prosperity,
it just makes no sense at all to undermine this progress through a sequester of Fed-
eral discretionary spending.

The President has been clear that Congress needs to avoid a sequester by passing
a balanced deficit reduction measure including targeted savings that total at least
as much as the $1.2 trillion that was required by the Budget Control Act. The Presi-
dent’s 2013 request reflects such a balanced proposal, and I believe Congress should
enact it and cancel the sequester. There would still be deficit reduction, but not the
mindless and harmful across-the-board cuts that could be required by a large se-
quester. We all agree on the need for significant deficit reduction, and we want to
work with Congress on a balanced approach toward this goal that combines fiscal
responsibility with investments in education that will help children and our econ-
omy.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the 2013 budget for education reflects the President’s determination
to make the investments necessary to secure America’s future prosperity, even as
he works with Congress on long-term deficit reduction and fiscal sustainability
goals. Our request would sustain and build on current reforms in K-12 education,
help launch a nationwide conversation on the need for greater affordability and
quality in our postsecondary education system, put the Pell Grant program on a
more secure financial footing, and more closely link education with workforce de-
mands and employment outcomes. At the same time, we would maintain strong sup-
port for longtime formula grant programs that provide significant and essential as-
sistance in helping States, school districts, and schools to meet the needs of all stu-
dents, including students from low-income families, students with disabilities, and
English learners. I look forward to working with the Committee to secure support
for the President’s 2013 budget and help America educate its way to, as the Presi-
dent put it, “an economy that’s built to last.”

Thank you. I would be happy to answer any questions you may have.

Chairman KLINE. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

I was remiss in not pointing out that pursuant to committee rule
7c all committee members will be permitted to submit written
statements to be included in the permanent hearing record, and
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without objection, the hearing record will remain open for 14 days
to allow statements, questions for the record, and other extraneous
material referenced during the hearing to be submitted in the offi-
cial hearing record.

Mr. Secretary, there will be a lot of debate here about competing
budgets today, and tomorrow, and I appreciated your input on
the—what will be the House budget. And it is a—an important
question as to the impact that competing budgets are going to have
on our children and grandchildren, and I would argue and will
argue that the trillion dollars of additional debt that the president’s
budget places on our children and students is probably not helpful
for their future.

But I am interested particularly in your budget—president’s
budget, the department’s budget. You and I have talked about this
a number of times and I mentioned it in my opening statement: I
am really disappointed in the lack of any increase in IDEA funding
in the president’s budget.

You found billions—billions of dollars, which we don’t really
have, but you found billions of dollars to expand other programs,
create new programs, school construction, Race to the Top, all man-
ner of things, and not a dollar for IDEA. And so in real terms we
are decreasing that, and yet every school leader—every super-
intendent, every principal, parent, teacher that I talk to, that we
have had here—says the thing that they want most is for the Con-
gress and for the federal government to step up and get at least
close to the 40 percent of the increased cost that was agreed to
years ago, and we have never come close to half of that.

How do you explain to all of these parents and leaders that your
new programs and your ideas are more important than what they
demand the most and first?

Secretary DUNCAN. No, it is a great question. Your commitment
there has been fantastic and steadfast ever since you and I met,
and I really appreciate that.

I think we are trying to look at this in a more holistic manner,
so when you see States raising standards which benefit children
with disabilities significantly that is a huge win for that commu-
nity, and folks have been very supportive of that. When you in-
crease access to college through Pell Grants—so many students
with disabilities who historically have been denied those opportuni-
ties now have the chance to do that.

We are investing significantly in turning around chronically
underperforming schools, many of which have a disproportionate
number of students with disabilities in them. And so I think if you
look at that collective investment, trying to put more money into
children with special needs when they are young before they enter
school—and so whether you look at early childhood, whether you
look at K-12 reform, whether you look at greater access to higher
education, students with special needs I think have greater oppor-
tunities going forward than they have had in the past.

Chairman KLINE. All right. Well, I appreciate the explanation
but I just fundamentally disagree. These schools need this money
now. They can use it now; they know how to use it now. And it
needs to be something they can count on—not spikes, not guesses,
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not “we hope that we are going to improve the over quality of the
schools by a new program.”

And it just seems to me that the president is missing an oppor-
tunity by not putting that in his budget. And I am sure we will
have this debate here and it is not uniquely a Democrat or Repub-
lican problem here, but we—we need to address it in Congress and
I would really have appreciated the president’s help in setting the
priority in his budget.

Let me talk about your conditional waiver package. As you know,
I think this is an overreach on your part. I don’t believe that the
language of the law allows the secretary to provide conditional
waivers. But let me see if I can get into how this might work.

As I understand it, the State plans are going to be reviewed by
external and internal—external and internal reviewers, meaning
that your staff is involved in the review process. Is that correct?

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes, sir.

Chairman KLINE. Your staff is. What does that involvement en-
tail? How independent is this peer review process if your staff is
in the decision-making process in granting these conditional waiv-
ers? Seems like an awful lot of control in your hands.

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes. So, it has been a very transparent proc-
ess. It begins with a thorough vetting by peer reviewers who,
again, have—are disinterested—don’t have any opinion there. Ulti-
mately, I have to approve or not approve these waivers.

We are seeing extraordinary applications from around the coun-
try—again, Democratic-led States, Independent States, Republican-
led States. I have to tell you, Chairman—Mr. Chairman, that as I
thought about doing this I talked to probably 44 or 45 governors
from around the country and, again, all across the political spec-
trum, and every single one said this is the right thing to do and
thank goodness someone in Washington is paying attention to what
is going on.

So we have had 11 States apply. We have approved all 11. We
think there is some fantastic innovation there and creativity and
this—as I have said repeatedly, this has not been my first choice
and continue to want to work very, very hard with all of you to re-
authorize No Child Left Behind and fix it, and to do it in a bipar-
tisan way. That hasn’t happened yet and so we felt compelled to
do this.

The one upside, I will say, of this is once the Congress moves for-
ward with a bipartisan process there are fantastic ideas that are
coming from the States that I think should really inform your col-
lective conversation. States are doing some really, really creative
things. And so I just urge all the leaders here to look at what these
11 States have put on paper. We have 26, 27 other States who have
already applied and I think those ideas could be very, very helpful
once we move forward together with fixing No Child Left Behind.

Chairman KLINE. All right. I see my time is expired.

Mr. Miller?

Mr. MILLER. Thank you.

Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary, for your testimony, and
thank you again for the president’s budget. Before we get into a de-
bate about whether or not we are going to increase funding for
IDEA we can see if we can get bipartisan support to erase the $2
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billion cut that is in that category in the Republican budget. So we
could start there and see if we can get to the next threshold.

Chairman KLINE. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER. Yes.

Chairman KLINE. We have the president’s budget right in front
of us. We know what that did. We are just speculating on what the
number might be in the Republican budget.

Mr. MILLER. I don’t think it is much speculation.

Chairman KLINE. Oh, I think there is some speculation there. 1
yield back.

Mr. MILLER. I doubt if it is speculation.

[Laughter.]

So, the point is here that, as you point out, in the waiver author-
ity, which you clearly have under the law that CRS and others
have said is very clear, this is a voluntary process, and what I find
fascinating is this cross section of States—both for Race to the Top
and for the waivers—have said they don’t want to be held back by
us. We know we have learned a great deal in the last 10 years from
the disclosure of how students are doing in the schools and we see
States stepping forward.

And that is very exciting when you see governors making the
commitment to internationally benchmarked standards and inter-
nationally benchmarked assessments, and assessments that will go
much deeper into allowing students to not only answer the right
question but then to demonstrate the knowledge base from which
they made that conclusion. And that is all possible now with new
technology, and that is one of the commitments that is made in the
new data systems that the governors are asking for the waivers
and that you have empowered them to do.

But I found a very interesting story yesterday when I talked to
some of the chief State school officers and I was asked point blank
in the Q&A period, “What do I tell my districts about the budget?”
They are looking forward to whether or not we are going to get the
education budget, whether we are going to—Congress is going to
get an overall budget, whether or not we are going to go to seques-
tration in December, whether or not that sequestration is going to
be, as we promised the American people when we voted for it, half
out of defense and half out of domestic. We see in the Republican
budget that they have decided that it is going to all come out of
the domestic side of the agenda.

So these governors who are racing forward—the chief State
schools officers who are racing forward to embrace innovation, to
embrace these new opportunities, to empower their teachers, to im-
prove their teachers, to evaluate the performance of their teachers
now are saying this all falls apart if we have no certainty with re-
spect to what our budgets are going to be. And we are going to
have a series of midcourse corrections and layoff notices back and
forth and that is just going to destroy the kind of energy that you
now see being engaged around the waivers, around Race to the
Top.

You had a chance to talk to the chiefs. I just wonder, what are
you telling them

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes.

Mr. MILLER [continuing]. About this uncertainty?
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Secretary DUNCAN. Well, it is a huge concern. Again, I think it
is so important for all of us here in Washington to listen to what
is happening in the real world. And unfortunately, Congress so
often acts, if they act at all, at the 11th hour at the 59th minute.
And, you know, any responsible school superintendent or chief
State school officer or governor, you know, they are setting their
budgets now for the fall and if we don’t act until, you know, the
end of the calendar year, you know, third of the way—almost half
the way into the school year, folks have a very legitimate question.
Do they start cutting summer programs now, you know, in the fear
that Congress won’t get its act together, or can they plan to do the
right thing?

And so I would just, you know, desperately urge Congress not to
wait until the last minute to come together. Nobody wants to see
sequestration happen and I think it is sort of mutual self-destruc-
tion. But if we could get to a good resolution sooner than later and
provide some certainty to people who are making real decisions
about, you know, children, and number of teachers, and after
school programs, and extra- curriculars, and summer school, I
would really, really urge Congress to do that.

Mr. MILLER. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KLINE. I thank the gentleman.

Mrs. BIGGERT, you are recognized.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you for being here, Mr. Secretary. I know you have
such passion for education and that comes very clearly in what—
all the things that you did in Illinois and now——

Secretary DUNCAN. Thank you.

Mrs. BIGGERT [continuing]. Yes, for the federal education.

But I have got some concerns, and some are—I would love to talk
about the big broad picture but we don’t have time, so I am con-
cerned about Section 8002 payment being zeroed out in your budg-
et. That is the Impact Aid, and that affects several of my school
districts, and they rely on these funds and—but currently, already
these payments arrive several years late, and I was just—I am
really concerned that, particularly in Illinois, where we are in such
funding trouble, that I think that the federal government is respon-
sible for compensating these districts impacted by the federal land.

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes. So just big picture, first of all, I feel lots
of senses of urgency in many areas, but at the top of that list is
what we do for the children of military families, and as I have trav-
eled the country and, you know, talked to folks who are currently
serving or veterans it is funny, they never ask for anything for
themselves. They just say, “Please take care of our kids.” It is just
amazing what they are—their service. So this one is very, very per-
sonal.

Impact Aid is about $1.2 billion. We are concerned on the back-
log. We have eliminated that backlog. I think we are doing a much
better job of making those payments. Please hold us accountable
for doing that. We eliminated a small amount of money where
there weren’t actually children, but that—the huge lion’s share of
Impact Aid, $1.2 billion, remains intact.



24

One of the things that was so encouraging about 46 States adopt-
ing common standards—I actually met with folks from the military
schools the other day—is you know how much military families
move and it was devastating to them to go to one State in third
grade and another State halfway through third grade and see radi-
cally different standards. And to see so many States voluntarily
adopting common college and career ready standards, the divi-
dends, the benefits for military families is absolutely huge and we
realllly want to work with them on the implementation there, as
well.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Okay. Well, this isn’t just the military, but it is
also for the laboratories and those kind of things, the

Secretary DUNCAN. That is right.

Mrs. BIGGERT [continuing]. The land. And, you know, in Illinois
right now they are talking about having the school districts pay for
pensions because they are so broke

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes.

Mrs. BIGGERT [continuing]. And this is not a good idea because
it is—there just—there isn’t the money. So this is very important
to some of them.

And the other issue that I have is—because of the economy, and
we have seen such an increase in homelessness—unprecedented
numbers of children and youth, and at the end of 2009-2010 school
year public schools enrolled 930,900 homeless children and youth,
and that is a 38 percent increase since the 2006-2007 school year.
My concern is that with the McKinney-Vento really being in the
ESEA and whether that is not going anywhere right now so that
those funds are, you know, probably will not be increased, which
means that a lot of the homeless children will not be getting the
funding that is needed. So I am concerned that the Race to the Top
might be consuming some funds that would otherwise accommo-
date this increase in homelessness.

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes. And again, just an extraordinarily vul-
nerable population, as you know so well. And those numbers, un-
fortunately, are increasing across the country.

Our budget request includes $65 million for homeless children
and youth education, but as you know so well, this has to be school
and community partnership. So where you have children who are
hungry we have schools that are offering three meals a day in some
places. You have places—and we did this in Chicago—that very
quietly and discreetly sent children home on Friday afternoons
with backpacks full of food so they wouldn’t come back to school on
Monday.

If you have to provide eyeglasses—children can’t learn if they
can’t see the blackboard. If you need to do dental checkups, dental
exams, you have to do that. So for me, this can’t be just what the
school systems are doing; what are we doing with the wraparound
services of nonprofits, with social service agencies, with churches to
mal(iie‘; sure those children are getting those opportunities they
need?

The final thing I would say is that for children who are homeless
and dealing with just tremendous trauma, instability, often the
only thing that is stable in their lives is their neighborhood school,
and whatever we can do to keep those children in that school with
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their friends, with teachers who care about them is hugely impor-
tant, as well. So we have to look at this comprehensively. This is
a very real and growing challenge that many districts—many who
historically didn’t have any children who met this profile, unfortu-
nately, this is becoming part of their reality.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Well, that was all included in the No Child Left
Behind, as far as making sure that the—that students would be en-
rolled immediately, which has been very important, and having
that stability that they have in education. So I thank you.

I yield back.

Chairman KLINE. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

Mr. Andrews?

Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I do want to return to our speculation discussion about IDEA and
just point out that if you take the numbers—and the Ryan budget
will be on the floor tomorrow—and you apply them across the
board pro rata there is a $2.2 billion cut in IDEA. Now, if you want
to restore that cut that means you cut tutors in math and reading
under Title I, or you cut Work Study for college students in that
area, or Pell Grants. So, you know, if this is going to be evened out
sorlrllebhow let’s understand that it is not speculative at all that there
will be——

Chairman KLINE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDREWS. I would be more than happy to.

Chairman KLINE. But you are, indeed, speculating on whether it
is going to be across the board or not. The point is we have to set
priorities and my argument is that we ought to have the priority
be IDEA funding.

Mr. ANDREWS. Reclaiming my time, if it is not across the board,
can the chairman tell us where he would cut and by how much to
make up the $2.2 billion cut?

Chairman KLINE. A debate we are looking forward to going
ahead, but clearly, my preference would be to take it from other
areas and make sure that we are increasing funding for IDEA.

Mr. ANDREWS. Reclaiming my time, of course, the other areas, as
the secretary well knows, are reading and math tutors, Work Study
for college students, Pell Grants, things that we think are very,
very important, and I think we all think are important.

Mr. SECRETARY, I think there are three points of consensus here.
One is that we should have high standards for all of our students;
the second is when students don’t meet those high standards we
should have effective remedial actions; and the third is that the in-
ability of Congress to reauthorize the No Child Left Behind Act has
really impeded that progress in some very important ways.

You have responded to that with what I think is a well thought
out program of waivers that are designed to increase State flexi-
bility, local flexibility. At the same time we are maintaining our
commitment to the standards that I just talked about.

Can you give us some examples in the 11 States that you have
granted waivers for of innovative and progressive ideas that you
think will be implemented because you gave those waivers?

Secretary DUNCAN. Sure. Just let me talk philosophically that I
think what No Child Left Behind got fundamentally wrong is it
was very, very loose on goals, so 50 different standards, 50 dif-
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ferent goalposts, many of which got dummied down to make politi-
cians look good but were bad for children, but very tight, very pre-
scriptive on how you get there.

We have tried to flip that on its head with the waiver process,
and again, I think it is a model that would be helpful as Congress
moves forward—really empower local educators; frankly, get Wash-
ington out of the way. For me the tradeoff is simple: Where there
is a high bar, where folks are talking about college and career
ready standards, where they are willing to be held accountable to
that high bar, give them so much more flexibility to hit that. Get
out of their way; let them be innovative and let them be creative.

So what we are seeing coming from States is fascinating. In Min-
nesota you have high-performing schools starting to partner with
low-performing schools to make sure that they are sharing those
best practices and learning.

What was interesting is some folks thought or were concerned
that we were somehow going to abandon accountable in the waiver
process. The furthest thing from it. Actually, in many States—this
gets a little technical, a little weedy—but many States actually
have many more children in their current accountability system in
the waiver process than they did in No Child Left Behind because
those children were invisible due to large end sizes.

So I was recently in Colorado. Colorado has an additional
160,000 children—160,000 African American, Latino, special needs
children who are now part of the State’s accountability system
who

Mr. ANDREWS. Let’s just pause on that for a moment because I
think it is important that we laypeople can understand it, too.
What you are saying is that under the existing law in Colorado
there were 160,000 minority children——

Secretary DUNCAN. And special needs children.

Mr. ANDREWS [continuing]. And special needs children for whom
measurements were really not being taken about their
progress——

Secretary DUNCAN. Those children were invisible under No Child
Left Behind——

Mr. ANDREWS. They were, pardon the pun, left behind. And now
that you have had this waiver in Colorado the creative decisions by
the State and local decision-makers now have us looking at those
children and assessing their progress, and presumably enacting
good remedial measures.

I mean, I would, frankly, encourage you to consider more of these
waivers with high standards and flexibility. Do you intend to do
that?

Secretary DUNCAN. So we have 27 States who have applied to us.
We are actually going through the peer review process that the
chairman talked about this week. I am actually leaving here to go
talk to the peer reviewers. And then we will be making determina-
tions on those on a rolling basis as we move into next month, and
then we will have another round of States who will probably come
in September.

So there is, again, tremendous interest out there across the polit-
ical spectrum from States——
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Mr. ANDREWS. I will also tell you, Mr. Secretary, I am beginning
to see the benefits in my own State and I will tell you that both
our Republican governor and our Democratic legislators were in
favor of this waiver happening. We think it is good for the children
in New Jersey. And I thank you.

Secretary DUNCAN. And New Jersey actually had a very inter-
esting application.

Chairman KLINE. Thank the gentleman.

Mr. Platts?

Mr. PLATTS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SECRETARY, thanks for being here and for your testimony. I
certainly welcome and support your overall message and the presi-
dent’s message that especially in today’s world access to affordable,
quality education—basic education and higher education—is key to
us remaining that land of opportunity that we take so much pride
in as a country.

I am going to mention a couple issues just to put on your radar
and then maybe get into one more specific. One is just I appreciate
your reference to early education issues, and Head Start, in par-
ticular, Even Start—early—Head Start, the importance of making
that investment up front.

Along with that is something that is not real prominent or fo-
cused on in the budget proposal, and that is family engagement.

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes.

Mr. PLATTS. You know, I know as a parent yourself and for my
boys now in seventh and ninth grade, I know that our involvement
in their education is key. Congresswoman McCarthy and I have
worked on an issue dealing with the Parent Information Resource
Centers, which is really the only, you know, program in the federal
government focused solely on family engagement. And so we are
pushing with appropriations trying to get some money set aside—
make sure that that program is adequately funded so that we have
the means to ensure parents are engaged.

I would also just quickly reference the special education chal-
lenge. You know, first 20 years, single digit dollars. President Clin-
ton—Democratic president, Republican governor—or, Republican
Congress came together. We get up to about 20 percent and the
concern is that we are going to start dropping back, that that is
on your radar.

And also, my colleague here from Illinois’ homeless children—my
one sister is a social service coordinator between her school district,
social service agencies, and, you know, in schools that—in my dis-
trict people don’t think we have any homeless children. They are
shocked when they see the numbers of how many children are in
their district that are homeless.

I want to get into more detail on higher education. Especially ap-
preciate the focus on Perkins Loan reform, Work Study, the im-
provement and expansion in the Stafford Loan issue. As one who
could not have followed my dream of serving in this Congress with-
out Perkins Loans, without a Work Study job in college, without
Stafford Loans, I would not be here today. Behind my parents, that
opportunity I had

Can you expand—you talked about in the Perkins Loan of doing
something similar as we did on the Direct Loan program and how
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to reform it. I supported the Direct Loan program effort and the
savings on that program. The official estimate was, I think, about
$80 billion over 10 years.

Can you share any more detail on what you are looking at doing
in that area?

Secretary DUNCAN. Sure. And so just to step back, again, every
study—we just had another one come out yesterday—says as a na-
tion we are going to need dramatically more college-educated work-
ers than we have today. Study came out yesterday said about 23
million more degree-holders will be needed by 2025 than we are
producing today, so huge sense of urgency. If we are going to keep
good jobs here and not have them go overseas we have to dramati-
cally increase college completion rates.

Big part of that has to be access, so one of the things I am most
proud of is an additional $40 billion in Pell Grants for young peo-
ple. Did that, simply stopped subsidizing banks, put all those re-
sources into young people. It was a little controversial here in
Washington and we thought that made absolute common sense.
Just in the past 2 years we have gone from 6 million young people
with access to Pell Grants to 9 million—a 50 percent increase.

On the Perkins Loans, we want to significantly increase oppor-
tunity and our proposal would go from about 1,700 schools offering
Perkins Loans to about 4,400. We would go from about 500,000 re-
cipients to almost 2 million—looking to quadruple that and to have
the average loan go from about $1,800 to $4,400. So these are all
pieces of increasing access.

Again, we have to challenge States to continue to invest. We
can’t do it by ourselves. We have to challenge universities to not
have tuition that is skyrocketing much higher than regular infla-
tion. We have to provide much greater transparency so young peo-
ple and their families can make good choices.

But it is a piece of the puzzle. Pell Grants, Perkins Loans, Work
Study that you talked about, doubling those opportunities we think
are hugely important to increasing access to higher education.

Mr. PrATTS. Real quickly before I run out of time, is it fair to
say if we do not find a way to maintain the 3.4 percent rate on
Stafford Loans then in essence we will be making—or getting a
windfall on the backs of students because our borrowing rate as a
government is, you know, what, maybe 2 percent and we would be
charging 6.8?

Secretary DUNCAN. Again, to double that interest rate now for
young people makes no sense whatsoever.

Mr. PLATTS. Okay.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Chairman KLINE. Mr. Hinojosa?

Mr. HINOJOSA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary DUNCAN, thank you for coming to testify before our
committee. Thank you for outlining your priorities for the U.S. De-
partment of Education for fiscal year 2013.

According to the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, total
outstanding student loan debt surpassed $1 trillion late last year.
In fact, student loan debt now exceeds credit card debt for the first
time. To make matters worse, the Republican budget would allow
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interest rates for student loans to double in July of this year, as
was pointed out by Congressman Platts.

Mr. SECRETARY, how would President Obama’s college afford-
ability proposals provide relief and assistance to the low-income
and middle-income students and families that Congresswoman
Biggert asked about?

Secretary DUNCAN. So there are a number of issues here. Obvi-
ously, having that interest rate double in July through congres-
sional inaction to me is not acceptable. We need Congress to act,
and to act together.

We have talked about Pell Grants and what that is doing to in-
crease access. We have talked about Perkins Loans and what that
would do. I think doubling Work Study would be hugely important
for so many people like Congressman Platts, who worked their way
through college and need more of those opportunities.

And then on the back end, looking to reduce those debt repay-
ments through income-based repayment, where loan repayments
are indexed to your income. If you are making more you pay more;
if you are making less you pay less. And then finally, if you go into
the public service, after 10 years of being a teacher or working in
government or working in nonprofit those debts are erased and for-
given.

So we are trying to work extraordinarily hard on the front end,
trying to provide relief on the back end. But I just want to again
reiterate, we as the federal government can’t do this by ourselves.

States have to invest in higher education. Last year 40 States cut
funding to higher education. I recognize budgets are tough but that
is not good for our country. And then universities have to keep
down tuition.

We are seeing some great creativity from many universities going
to 3-year programs, no frills campuses, using technology to reduce
costs and to actually increase passing rates in some of those intro
classes, but we need to incentivize States to do the right thing and
institutions to do the right thing, as well. We can’t do this by our-
selves here.

Mr. HINOJOSA. In your testimony you indicated the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education issued 11 No Child Left Behind waivers to date
and talked about the next, I think, 27 States that have applied. Are
you allowing States to waive their annual measurable achievement
objectives for English language learners under Title ITI?

Secretary DUNCAN. No. Actually, it is, again, so interesting.
Folks are actually holding themselves to a higher bar, which has
been very encouraging, and looking at every single subgroup,
whether it is English language learners, or students with special
needs, or African American children, or Latino children, looking at
those subgroups and how they are improving each year is very,
very important, and not just looking at absolute test scores, which
I am not a big believer in, but looking in growth and gain, how
much are they improving.

You see some States moving way beyond just test scores, looking
at increases in graduation rates, looking at reductions in dropout
rates, looking at the percent of students going to college—going to
college not needing remedial classes, going to college and perse-
vering. More complicated, but it is much more sophisticated, you
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know, much more comprehensive. And again, once Congress moves
forward together on reauthorization I think they are fantastic ex-
amples for them to learn from.

So for English language learners, students with special needs,
much greater accountability than existed before, and coupled with
that greater accountability, additional support.

Mr. HINOJOSA. The percent of English language learners has in-
creased and is moving up faster, especially in my State of Texas.
How are you monitoring State plans and ensuring that school dis-
tricts achieve their performance targets and increase high school
graduation rates for all students, particularly for the subgroups we
were discussing?

Secretary DUNCAN. So these are waivers that aren’t granted in-
definitely and we will continue to monitor folks’ progress against
hitting those goals. And if folks either have a lack of capacity, or
act in bad faith, or aren’t moving we have the ability to revoke
those waivers. And that is not something we want to do or look for-
ward to do; we want to partner with these States to be successful.
But if a State commits to certain things and then decides they no
longer care about the results or the performance of English lan-
guage learners we absolutely have the power and ability to revoke
that waiver.

Mr. HINoJOSA. I attended an event here at the Rayburn House
Office Building this week sponsored by the Lumina Foundation and
Georgetown University and they released a study that indicates
our undereducated population in the whole United States, and it
lists them by States, and it is really troubling to me that we would
want to make the cuts in the proposed budget by the majority
today seeing that our country is falling way behind other countries,
and that really concerns me.

Chairman KLINE. Sorry. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Dr. Roe?

Mr. ROE. Thank the chairman.

And certainly thank the secretary for being here today and all
the work you have done for the nation’s schoolchildren. Just a cou-
ple of points I want to go over. One is affordable college and the
college loans we have talked about and Pell Grants, and I will start
with Pell Grants.

Certainly we have had a great increase in the Pell Grant fund-
ing, and let me just go over some concerns that my—the two com-
munity college presidents in my district brought up—Northeast
State and Walters State Community College. Pell Grant is $5,500.
In Tennessee if you go to a community college you get a $2,000
Hope Scholarship. We use all of our lottery money for college schol-
arlslhip, so 4-year college you get $4,000 and $2,000 for community
college.

In doing that, the cost of the community college is about $4,000
a year, so you actually make money when you get the Pell Grant.
What are you doing for fraud and abuse?

It would look to me like that the Pell Grant would be to pay for
college, and I know when I was in college, or when Mr. Platts or
others in this room—I can look by the gray hair on our heads—that
you could work your way through college, and you can’t do that
now. It is just too expensive.
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And my question is, what is the department doing to look at how
much more money—I can find your IDEA money, I think, in the
Pell Grant program. We have people that are buying cars at home
with their Pell Grant money.

And it should go to the college, I think, to pay for the books, and
fees, and tuition, and the cost of college. But you shouldn’t make
money going to community college.

Secretary DUNCAN. First of all, I just want to say, Tennessee is
doing some remarkable things in driving reform. You should be
really, really proud of what your State is doing.

Obviously, whether it is FSA, whether it is our inspector general,
if there is fraud or abuse of taxpayer dollars we have to look at
that very, very seriously, and I pledge to you, we will continue to
do that. I will say, community colleges I think are a huge part of
the solution to where our country needs to go and folks, you know,
18 years old or 58 years old going back to retrain and retool in
green energy jobs and health care jobs and I.T. jobs—as families
get back on their feet the country is going to get back on its feet.
I think community colleges have a real role to play there.

Mr. ROE. Totally agree.

Secretary DUNCAN. So many folks in community colleges are
older, they have children. It is not like they are wealthy. They are
going back because they have struggled in a changing economy and
going back to get those skills.

So where there is abuse we will look at it. The folks I talk to are
frankly extraordinarily inspiring and are working very, very hard
to take that next step up the economic ladder.

Mr. ROE. If T can find that information—and I can—I will get
that to you. And I want the funds used where we get the maximum
bang for the buck, as you do, so I want to make sure

Secretary DUNCAN. Absolutely.

Mr. ROE [continuing]. That we are spending it and more people
can use and take advantage of this money that is out there.

Now, college affordability—let me go through this a little bit, and
it is a little bit complicated. Tennessee has had this problem. We
tried to reform our health care plan in the early 1990s, called
TennCare, and we did that and we expanded our Medicaid program
so much that it—that we haven’t had any or minimal increase in
higher education funding in 20 years in that State.

And you just pointed out that 40 States actually cut funding to
higher education, which means that the cost is going to go up—it
is a proverbial catch-22. So you have got it, and instead of making
college less expensive we have actually funded our Medicaid pro-
gram. We have got an Affordable Care Act that is going to mas-
sively expand Medicaid and it scares Governor Bill Haslam to
death with his extra cost he is going to have with the expanded
Medicaid.

So they are all tied together because there is just one pot of
money that we have in our State. We have to balance our budget.
We don’t have the privilege here of having a budget deficit in Ten-
nessee in our cities, or—we have a balanced budget amendment, I
think, as 49 States do.

So to your point, it is all tied together, and when we talked about
the Ryan budget, it is looking at the entire budget. I know you are
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the Secretary of Education and you have got to look at it for edu-
cation, but our job is to look after the entire budget.

And I want to go through very—Mr. Hinojosa has left, but to his
point on student loans I wanted to make—actually, there is a little
more to that student loan, and you and I have talked about this
yesterday. It would be horrific for rates to go from 3.4 to 6.8 if you
have got $100,000 in student loans.

But going back and reviewing this, actually the Deficit Reduction
Act of 2005 the Republicans proposed eliminating the fixed rate,
and it wasn’t included in the final bill. If we had done that it had
a variable rate it would be a 2.3 percent interest rate now for stu-
dents.

Why doesn’t it float? And by the way, in the president’s budget
this is only a 1-year fix. In the 2013-2014, as you know, it goes
back to 6.8, and I think students across the country shudder at
that. Why don’t we just have a variable rate where they can take
advantage of these very low interest rates now?

Secretary DUNCAN. Again, I think we want to work together with
you to make sure these rates don’t jump up and to maintain it for
the long haul. And so I think we have an immediate need now we
want to address but I think your long-term concern we absolutely
share with you and want to partner with you to figure out how that
doesn’t happen.

Mr. RoOE. Okay.

And I thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Chairman KLINE. Thank the gentleman.

Mrs. Davis?

Mrs. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And, Mr. Secretary, good to see you. I want to first ask you to
talk a little bit about the president’s budget and the consolidation
of programs. As you know, we were talking about the proposal here
on ESEA was looking at one large block grant, and many of us
were very concerned that programs for the most needy children,
and the reason, really, that we created the program to begin with,
would be essentially lost through the cracks.

Talk about the consolidation programs. How does that help State
and local districts and where is that flexibility? Because as we all
know, I mean, school districts look for that flexibility and we all
think that is important but we don’t feel that we could, you know,
leave kids behind in that regard.

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes. So again, all this stuff is trying to really
figure what is the appropriate federal role. And again, I would go
back to where I started. My premise is where folks are willing to
hold themselves to a high bar and hold themselves accountable for
hitting that high bar I want to be less prescriptive from Wash-
ington and give them more room to move and more flexibility.

And obviously the best ideas in education aren’t going to come
from me or, frankly, any of us here in Washington. They always
come at the local level.

And what I have seen across the country, whether it is waivers,
whether it is Race to the Top, is this huge amount of creativity and
this huge amount of innovation. And I will tell you, we have seen
as much innovation reform from States who didn’t get a nickel
from us as States that got hundreds of millions of dollars. And so
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in really empowering these educators to continue to drive reform
forward, I think that is a really appropriate federal role.

Mrs. DAvis. But how does that work and a larger block grant
does not work? And if you could, you know, even look to those
States which don’t necessarily have waivers—California and other
States.

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes. So again, we have to sort of look State
by State at how serious they are and what they are doing, but for
me the tradeoff is where folks are holding themselves to a high bar
for English language learners, for students with special needs, for,
you know, increasing graduation rates, more students going to col-
ltizlgershould we give local superintendents more room to move? We
should.

I will just give you one concrete example. When I was the super-
intendent of Chicago Public Schools I had to get in a fight with our
Department of Education here for the right to tutor about 25,000
children after school. I had Washington telling me I couldn’t tutor
kids after school who wanted to work hard. That made no sense to
me.

That is the kind of flexibility. Hold me accountable for improving
their results but give me the opportunity. Don’t tell me I can’t tutor
25,000 children after school who are trying to do better academi-
cally. That is not appropriate.

Mrs. DAvis. Yes. Okay, well I think what we maybe need to work
harder at trying to understand the differences——

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes.

Mrs. DAVIS [continuing]. That are out there and how that is real-
ly affecting our kids.

I wanted to also just turn quickly to the issue of our vet-
erans——

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes.

Mrs. DAVIS [continuing]. And educational programs for them, be-
cause we know that there is a tremendous amount of transition as
people return from a war theater, but even that as we downsize the
military, we are going to have a lot of people who are looking to
careers and certifications. How can we best work with the Depart-
ment of Education as well as, I think, the Department of Labor—
Secretary Solis was here the other day—, and Veterans Affairs—
getting out information to veterans about what programs really are
out there and work best for them? We know for-profits, nonprofits,
university systems, it is very hard to go to one place to get that
kind of information.

Secretary DUNCAN. I actually met with a group of veterans, you
know, 10 days ago, and the package of information they come when
they are leaving service I think is not maybe as informative as it
should be, and so we really want to work hard with the V.A. to
make sure they know all their opportunities—you know, commu-
nity colleges, 4-year institutions, whatever it might be—how we
help them articulate the real skills and knowledge they have devel-
oped in the military and use that to move forward in their aca-
demic career.

I would love many, many more veterans to become Troops to
Teachers programs, and we need more men and we need more di-
versity to workforce. There are so many strong leaders there, and
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if you have been to Iraq and Afghanistan you are not too scared
about going to teach in an inner city school; you can handle that.
And so I think there is so much we can do to better support our
veterans, give them much more comprehensive information, and we
want to be a better partner with the V.A. to make sure that is hap-
pening.

Mrs. Davis. Is it appropriate to put some limit on the amount
of federal dollars that any particular school can take? I know there
are proposals for 90/10, so at least 10 percent has to be nonfederal
dollars. What makes sense?

Secretary DUNCAN. I think we have to look at all those hard
issues. My big thing is the last thing I want is for a veteran to get
abused coming out after serving their country and to somehow take
on more debt than they can handle to get training that doesn’t lead
to a real job. That is just absolutely immoral.

And so making sure that veterans have good options, are getting,
you know, the education they need to get the job they need to keep
moving forward—that, to me, is our collective common interest and
that is what we have to—we have to make sure we get that done.

Mrs. Davis. Is there some way we can hold those schools ac-
countable for that?

Chairman KLINE. The gentlelady’s time——

Secretary DUNCAN. We absolutely need to.

Chairman KLINE [continuing]. Has expired.

Mr. Walberg?

Mr. WALBERG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you for being here, Mr. Secretary. We have heard
many remarks this morning about the cost of college and yearly in-
creases in tuition at some institutions outpacing the rate of infla-
tion significantly.

I have my own concerns about the relationship between the his-
tory of increases in federal aid and the increases of tuition rates.
Do you know whether the National Center for Education Statistics
has conducted any recent studies in the correlations between fed-
eral student aid and tuition prices?

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes. There are a number of different studies.
We look at this very, very closely. I looked, just for example, at Pell
Grants over the last 30 years, and it is interesting, in—to be clear,
over the past 30 years every single year tuition has gone up as a
country. Over the past 30 years—my numbers won’t be exact—I
think in 19 of them Pell Grants went up, in 10 of them Pell Grants
were flat, and in one of those years Pell Grants actually went
down, but every single year tuition went up. And so that is the
kind of information we are looking at historically.

Mr. WALBERG. That is good information to look at because there
is concern that when we have automatic funding opportunities and
then we have the impact of the entire federal budget on our
States

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes.

Mr. WALBERG [continuing]. And a centralized government that
becomes more aggressive in eating up dollars that can go back to
districts we can have those problems, and it is a challenge at every
level.
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But, you know, when I—as I watched your time at the Chicago
Public School System, where my daughter taught, in fact, until she
gave us—my wife and myself—the opportunity to be spoilers of
young children with our grandchildren—I was impressed very
much with your creativity. When you speak about what is going on
in the States today, even right now, as you appear before us, you
can just sense the creative juices that flow with the opportunity for
individual States and local school districts to make great choices,
creative choices, productive choices for their students.

When you speak about the federal government’s responsibility,
even in your opening statements, frankly, I must admit, it fright-
ens me because of the impact of a growing government that gives
less opportunity for States and local communities to develop that
creativity to teach our students with the needs that they have. And
I know you speak for the administration and I know that is a chal-
lenge to be in a position as a producer in education but now also
directing a federal government program, agency that is a relatively
new agency in the whole grand scheme of things.

What specific efforts at the department can you point to, Mr. Sec-
retary, that demonstrate a reduction in the federal role of edu-
cation, and ultimately the role that siphons off limited local State
dollars?

Secretary DUNCAN. Two huge examples, the entire Race to the
Top initiative is just trying to empower the great ideas of local edu-
cators, and all those States that we funded put together—46 States
put together plans. Those weren’t our plans; those were all locally
developed with huge buy-in. And so what we are trying to do is put
resources behind the great ideas at the local level

Mr. WALBERG. With significant top-down management of that.

Secretary DUNCAN. Again

Mr. WALBERG. In Michigan it certainly was.

Secretary DUNCAN. Forty-six States put together their own plans
voluntarily.

The second one would be the whole waiver process, where I think
we in Washington are in the way. I think No Child Left Behind law
is fundamentally broken. It is 5 years overdue to be fixed. I think
we all agree on that. And the fact that we were able to get Wash-
ington out of the way for 11 States to date—and we have got many
more coming—I think is a huge step in the right direction to em-
powering local educators.

Mr. WALBERG. I would certainly say the waiver system is, and
I think it evidences why we need to get further out of the way as
the federal government. And in fact, our No Child Left Behind re-
authorizations that we have done so far goes that direction in giv-
ing just general oversight but a great amount of opportunity for
our local States.

How many notices—Ilet me ask in final seconds here—how many
notices of proposed rulemakings have you issued that have a full
90-day comment period?

Secretary DUNCAN. I don’t know an exact number. I would have
to get back to you on that.

Mr. WALBERG. I would love for you to get back on that, because
again, that is another opportunity that I think flows into your
wheelhouse of desiring good input from local education profes-
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sionals to make sure it works at the local level, and I think we
need more opportunity for people to express their concerns, their
ideas, their objectives, and ultimately get away from this top-down
federal—I would hate to say mismanagement, but management of
a system that, frankly, isn’t serving a lot of our districts well.

Secretary DUNCAN. The other thing, if I could just quickly add,
one area where we are really thinking about going forward is how
we elevate the teaching profession itself so we have many more
young people, like your daughter, committing to do this. And as I
look at these high performing countries around the globe, teachers
are paid at a very different level, they are respected at a very dif-
ferent level, there is a different level of status. I think educators
and education has been beaten down here for far too long, so hope-
fully this will be an area of common work going forward of how we
bring in this next generation of extraordinary talent to replace the
baby boomer generation that is retiring.

Mr. WALBERG. I applaud that—professionalism versus labor.

Chairman KLINE. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Ms. Fudge?

Ms. FUDGE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, Mr. Secretary, for being here. Certainly you
knew when you came in today that you were in a no-win situation.
You know, we have got a cut chorus in our majority that cut, cut,
cut, et cetera, when they don’t want it cut. So you knew you were
going to be in a difficult spot.

I have three questions for you, Mr. Secretary, and I want to ask
them all at once and then give you the balance of the time to an-
swer all three.

The first one deals with Race to the Top and other competitive
funding. I mean, certainly you look at the fiscal year 2013 budget
and see that you would increase competitive grants from 12 percent
to 18 percent of the budget. Now, when so many States are con-
tinuing to cut education funding how does this shift away from for-
mula grants benefit all students, which I believe is what the fed-
eral government should be trying to do is benefit all students, espe-
cially when I come from the State of Ohio and we did receive Race
to the Top funding but within a few months we changed governors
and he wanted to immediately change how those resources were to
be spent? That is question number one.

Question number two: There are almost 2,000 high schools—13
percent of all high schools in America—that are labeled dropout
factories. In these dropout factories the typical freshman class
shrinks by 40 percent or more by the time students reach their
senior year.

In my home State of Ohio approximately 135 schools are labeled
dropout factories. Now, I acknowledge that the issue of dropout fac-
tories is not a new issue; however, it has festered for a very long
time—too long. So I want to know what steps you are taking to de-
crease the number of dropout factories.

And thirdly and lastly, Mr. Secretary, the Cleveland Central
Promise Neighborhood, a neighborhood located in the heart of my
congressional district, has applied twice for the department’s Prom-
ise Neighborhood Grant. In both rounds of funding the organization
scored very high; however, not high enough to receive an imple-
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mentation grant. The question is, does the department have any
plans in the future to use its discretionary power to award previous
high-scoring applicants instead of making them go through the
costly process again?

Secretary DUNCAN. Three great questions. Let me try and take
them—my numbers differ a little bit from yours. I am not seeing
in our budget a huge increase from 12 to 18 percent on competitive
dollars; I think it is about at 16 percent. But I do think we need
to—this sort of goes to your third point of the tension between, you
know, formula and competitive—we think the overwhelming major-
ity of our dollars always should be and always will be formula-
based, but we also think we need to reward excellence.

Our challenge in things like Promise Neighborhoods is, for exam-
ple, the first round we had 300 applicants—fantastic applicants.
We only had competitive dollars to fund 20, and that is—so that
is the tension that we are always trying to hit.

And so as we move forward we are asking for more money for
Promise Neighborhoods. We think that is a huge part of the an-
swer. Your question of how—whether we fund down the slate or re-
compete is a really good question that we will sort of take that up
and think through how we will do that. But again, I am just asking
you to give us some flexibility to reward more excellence.

I have to just give you another example——

Ms. FUDGE. Well, let me just say this, and I think that you are
right, but the problem being that every single child in this county
deserves a good basic education.

Secretary DUNCAN. Hundred percent agree. And we also need—
so we need to do that—I think we have to do both. We have to do
that and we have to help some folks move forward to the next level
and really encourage that.

And it is interesting on—just yesterday I met with Ohio’s State
Race to the Top team, and for all the political turmoil and up-
heaval that team has just kept working really hard, and we actu-
ally feel very, very good about what they are doing, so they have
sort of kept the politics to the side. They are doing some really in-
novative——

Ms. FUDGE. You can’t keep the politics to the side.

Secretary DUNCAN. Well, they have done as good a job as any-
body and they are moving forward in a very, very good way. We
actually feel very good about Ohio’s results. And again, I just give
them tremendous credit because we know how difficult that is.

Your middle point around the dropout factories, and it sort of
goes back to the previous question about what is an appropriate
federal role. Race to the Top has got all the press. That is fine.
That is $4 billion for the whole country.

We have put $4 billion behind the bottom 5 percent of schools—
those dropout factories. There is a massively disproportionate in-
;estment, not in the status quo but in a very different vision of re-

orm.

And where are we being effective? Recent numbers have come
out—and these are very early so I don’t want to get too carried
away—but we are seeing significant reductions in dropout rates in
many of these places, significant increases in graduation rates. One
in four have seen double-digit increases in math scores in 1 year;
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one in five have seen that in reading. Nobody predicted that was
possible.

And for all the data—two other quick numbers: We are seeing a
reduction in the number of high schools that are dropout factories
in the country. We have 400,000 less children to date going to a
dropout factory than just a couple years ago.

None of these schools are where we want them to be yet. They
still have a long way to go. But huge progress there—more time,
more social workers, more counselors, paying math and science
teachers more, real innovation coming at the local level.

But for all the data, the most important thing is when I go talk
to the students at these schools what they say is so profound. And
you talk to, you know, children who are juniors in high school who
were in the previous situation for 2 years, now in a turnaround
school, one young man said, “Arne, if this would have couple years
ago more of my friends freshman year would still be here with me.
We have teachers who care. We are working in very different
ways.”

And so we need to look at the data but we need to listen to young
people. All of these are not wild success stories; some of them still
have a long way to go. But I am just so thrilled for the first time
as a country we are not just expecting the status quo; we are not
standing by complacency—complacently and letting black and
brown children, poor children just, you know, go off into the
streets, and as a country we are in the business of turning around
schools and we feel very, very good about our ability to support
that hard work.

Chairman KLINE. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

Dr. DesdJarlais?

Mr. DESJARLAIS. Secretary Duncan, great to see you today and
thanks for being here. I would like to spend my time, I think, talk-
ing about the first part of your opening statement, and that would
be the cost of the higher education. I think you referenced maybe
a five-fold increase in cost at over—what timeframe was that?

Secretary DUNCAN. In a short amount of time. It has gone up
way—that higher education costs are going up much faster than
the rate of inflation.

Mr. DEsJARLAIS. Okay. And I think you and I both agree that
good education is not going to happen without a motivated educa-
tor and a motivated student. So what I have found in talking to
some of the presidents of the universities that are in Tennessee—
MTSU, Dr. McPhee, and over at University of Tennessee, Knox-
ville, as well—is that there are so many students now that come
in on the 5-or 6-year plan. And I guess the cost—if an average
credit—or a semester is 12 credit hours, as opposed to 16 or maybe
18 when we went to school, one, what can we do to address that?
And before we get into that, though, what, in your opinion, has
driven the cost of these institutions to that five-fold increase in a
short period of time?

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes. No short, easy answer. These are com-
plicated questions.

A big part of the problem—so I will get to the higher education
piece—big part of the problem is the pipeline. We have so many
young people who are graduating from high school who aren’t col-
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lege and career ready and so they are taking remedial classes, they
are burning Pell Grants, they are taking 5 and 6 and 7 years to
graduate. So again, not overnight, but seeing 46 States raise stand-
ards—college and career ready standards—is a huge direction in
who is moving in the right direction.

And far too many young people think they are graduating college
and career ready and they are never close. Higher education didn’t
talk to K-12 and so those disconnects, I think, have led to those 5-
and 6-and 7-year, you know challenges. And having students—
many more students graduate college and career ready is a big step
in the right direction.

I have gone to some communities where—this isn’t the dropouts;
this is the graduates—where 90 percent of high school graduates
are taking remedial classes—90 percent. So we have been lying to
them, as a country. And we have to challenge that. So that is a
piece of this, not just on higher education alone.

On the higher education side, again, not one easy thing. As we
have heard repeatedly, when States cut back their investment tui-
tion goes up, and so where States don’t invest particularly in the
publics they go up, but I think we have to challenge universities,
as well, to become more creative. Some have been slow in using
technology in different ways.

There are a whole set of universities now that are being very cre-
ative in keeping down costs and actually getting better academic
outcomes for young people. We are just trying to take those best
practices to scale and provide some incentives for States to invest,
for universities to do the right thing. And again, for me it can’t just
be about access; it has got to be about completion.

Mr. DESJARLAIS. Okay.

Secretary DUNCAN. I think we haven’t done enough at the federal
level to incentivize completion.

Mr. DESJARLAIS. Definitely I don’t think we are going to solve
this problem without accountability no matter how much money we
put on it. You know, the costs keep going up. If we don’t have pre-
pared, motivated students coming then it doesn’t matter how much
we raise the Pell Grant, we are not going to get an end product
that we desire.

And if we want to put on our business hats for a minute and the
federal government is going to invest in education you want to see
some return on investment. Right now I don’t think that we are
seeing a good return on investment despite heaping more and more
money on it, and that seems to be the federal government’s philos-
ophy across the board outside of education as well—if something
doesn’t work let’s just put more money. It is kind of like the tail
wagging the dog; it is almost like we have an ongoing bailout of
educational institutions.

And, you know, I just—as we looked at this budget and we see
the Pell Grants that have gone from $12 billion up to $40 billion
since President Obama took office, I don’t think we are seeing a re-
turn on that investment. Do you?

Secretary DUNCAN. Well, it is very early, but the fact that we
have gone from 6 million young people having access to Pell Grants
to 9 million just in the past 2 to 3 years, actually I think that is
a big step in the right direction. One very, very encouraging num-
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ber is in the past year we have seen a 24 percent increase in the
number of Latino students going on to college and—those enrolling.
Now we have got to make sure they graduate. But I actually do
think there are some very interesting trends in the right direction.

Mr. DESJARLAIS. Okay. But that is the key is completion, and in-
stead of throwing more money first it seems like we ought to fix
the problem. We ought to fix why the costs continue to go up and
up, because if we don’t slow the costs we are never going to catch
up by heaping more money, and especially if we don’t have stu-
dents that are college ready and motivated then in a sense we are
wasting the taxpayers’ money and throwing it away. So I think we
are ignoring the big problem here and we need to have that discus-
sion before we discuss increasing the amount of money we spend.

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes. Just to be very clear, I don’t think we
are ignoring it. We are actually proposing a Race to the Top for
higher education to incentivize States to invest and to incentivize
universities to do two things: keep their costs down and to make
sure that young people—first generation college goers, Pell Grant
recipients—are graduating.

So I think we are actually very much in harmony there. I don’t
think we have done enough to incentivize completion historically,
and that is exactly what we are trying to do.

Mr. DESJARLAIS. And we are not going to fix it unless we do that,
and I thank you. I would be happy to work with you more on those
issues and appreciate your time.

I yield back.

Chairman KLINE. Thank the gentleman.

Mrs. McCarthy?

Mrs. MCCARTHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And welcome, again, Secretary Duncan. I wanted to talk about—
I was going to talk about the Pell Grants but I want to also say
my colleague from Pennsylvania, Mr. Platts, you know, he talked
about, you know, legislation that he and I have worked together to
make sure that families are involved, which obviously the president
has put forward that in his plans and speaking for it.

And Mrs. Biggert talked about, you know, the homeless children
that we have out on our streets, children with disabilities in
schools, and, you know, some will say that, well, we have other
wrap-around programs to help these students but the truth of the
matter is, as far as homeless children, children with disabilities
that need that extra help, the schools don’t have the money for it
anymore and they truly don’t.

And as far as the wrap-around programs, go to any of my food
banks, go to any of the community centers—they don’t have it ei-
ther anymore because the money has not come down from the
State, it has not come down from the local communities. People do-
nate, they try to raise money, but it is just not there.

It actually does follow, you know, what we are trying to do to
make sure our children and our students are being educated in the
early grades, junior high, and high school so they are ready for the
Pell Grants. When we see these kind of cuts in the Pell Grants over
the next 10 years, when we are trying to make sure that young
people are going to college, have the financial means for it—some
say the prices have gone up.
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I live in New York. Even our community colleges, which are still
a buy—you know, it is a good buy—they are still expensive.

And when you look at the cost of living on Long Island and in
New York, what we pay in taxes and everything else, a small
amount for Pell Grants for a family that is not even making what
you should be making on Long Island needs to be protected for
those students. That is the goal, I thought, of this committee and
certainly of the president to be able to make sure that all students
will have an educational opportunity, whether it is certainly going
1:(})1 college, whether it is going into the trades, or for whatever they
choose.

So I would ask you, and certainly to work with the president,
and certainly as we go over the Republican budget that will be
coming out today, or at least going forward with it, cutting $86 bil-
lion for Pell Grants is going to hurt everybody, and I certainly hope
that you continue to fight that as we go forward on this.

Secretary DUNCAN. We will fight that every step of the way. And
again, I just think as a country we have to educate our way to a
better economy. We just had another study yesterday saying we
need 23 million more college graduates than we are producing, and
if we don’t take this seriously these jobs are just going to go over-
seas.

And one thing I would just like to say to this committee that I
haven’t mentioned yet is that 2 weeks ago we held an international
summit with 23—in New York—23 high performing and rapidly
improving countries from around the globe, and if anyone thinks
these countries are resting on their morals or not moving forward
educationally it is an unbelievable wakeup call. These countries are
investing, they are innovating, they are committed. And that is the
competition. Our children aren’t competing in your district, or in
your State, in the country—our children are competing with chil-
dren across the globe and other countries are just taking this com-
mitment much more seriously than we are.

My concern is that I think our children are as smart, as talented,
as creative, as entrepreneurial, as hardworking as children any-
where in the world, I just want to level the playing field for them.
And right now that is not the case.

Mrs. McCARTHY. And we need to do it, because I have about 46
young people from G.W. that are over here going to G.W. from
China and they will be here for 6 months, and the question came
up on education and I said, “Our competition is you and we are
going to be ready for you,” and I hope I can hold up our promise
up to that.

Secretary DUNCAN. You and I both.

Mrs. McCARTHY. Yield back.

Chairman KLINE. Thank the gentlelady.

Mr. Hanna?

Mr. HANNA. Thank you.

And thank you, Mr. Secretary, for being here.

We all share a common goal of rebuilding the middle class and
in the past 30 years what we have seen in terms of job creation
in this country is 98 percent of the jobs have been service jobs,
about 2 percent have been what are typically called tradable jobs—
higher value added, up the food chain type of jobs. We also know
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that an increase in those jobs—those people have those jobs—cre-
ate in their lifetime about 30 percent more than everybody else so
that we go from a middle class that effectively is not paying a
great—to a large extent, federal and State taxes, to a middle class
that actually does pay taxes.

So you stated that you expected a 5 percent GDP growth because
of some changes in the focus on STEM. Is that correct?

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes. Again, it just—the jobs of the future, the
knowledge that the jobs are going to be for the educated workforce.

Mr. HANNA. Knowing that a 1 percent increase in GDP reduces
our national debt by about $1 trillion and knowing that we have
about a 2 percent growth rate now, maybe less—and it doesn’t look
like that is going to change in the near future—what would you
like to say about STEM in that regard?

Secretary DUNCAN. I can’t overstate the importance of producing
so many more young people with a passion and a commitment and
a desire to work in the STEM areas, and I think the STEM pipe-
line is broken. I think we have far too few children who have ac-
cess to teachers where they are comfortable and confident. So this
isn’t just a higher education problem; this starts in third and
fourth and fifth grade.

We are working with an outside nonprofit. It is committed to hit-
ting the president’s goal of recruiting 100,000 additional STEM
teachers over the next decade. But we have to do this and we have
to do this with a greater sense of urgency.

And you can’t solve it at the higher education side. We have to
really fix that pipeline and the only way we do that is with more
teachers who really love math and science and have a passion for
that.

Not everyone agrees with me. We have had a couple-decade
shortage of math and science teachers.

I think we can keep admiring the problem or do something about
it, so I have been very public—I think particularly in disadvan-
taged communities we should pay math and science teachers more
money. We have to look at the—recognize this desperate shortage,
and the children can’t do it without that basic building block. I
think technology can be helpful.

But whatever we can do to dramatically increase the number of
young people with a passion and a love and an excellence in the
STEM fields, our country needs that.

Chairman KLINE. Thank the gentleman.

Mr. Tierney?

Mr. TiERNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. It is good to have you here.

I just want to touch base on one of the latter comments of the
previous speaker, not the most recent one, about Pell Grants and
the increase during this administration. When you have an eco-
nomic situation as we did from 2001 to 2008 where millions of jobs
are lost it is going to make a lot more families eligible for Pell
Grant, and I would assume you agree with me that the fact that
that happened that people got the Pell Grants or that their dream
didn’t end is a good thing. In other words, we moved them through
the pipeline.
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I don’t see any company every making anything from
disinvesting, and if we are going to need in the future more
innovators, more teachers, and scientists, and engineers, just using
the recession as an excuse to shut that valve off and hope that
somebody is going to make it up on the other end doesn’t make any
sense, does it?

Secretary DUNCAN. We have to invest. We have to create more
opportunity. And we have to make sure many more folks are grad-
uating from college than they are today. Pell Grants are a huge
part of the solution, not a part of the problem.

Mr. TIERNEY. I mean, I don’t want to beat a dead horse because
I think we have made the point here but, you know, letting the in-
terest rates go from 3.4 percent to 6.8 percent moves us in the
wrong direction. Eliminating the Pell Grant rise, which we have al-
ready paid for, moves us in the wrong direction. Getting rid of the
Income-Based Repayment Program so that students graduate with
a higher burden on the other end moves in the wrong direction.
And I was glad to see that your budget accounted in the other di-
rection for that, an improvement moving forward.

Let me just ask you about maintenance of effort. I think in high-
er education when we put that into the Recovery Act it made a dif-
ference, when we put it into the Higher Education Opportunity Act
it made a difference.

I am a little concerned that we see some movement afoot here
to relieve the maintenance of effort to take it out of the K-12, and
I would like you to speak a little bit to the importance of maintain-
ing that if we are going to have true partnerships.

Secretary DUNCAN. So again, please hold us accountable. We
think it has made a huge difference out there and I can’t tell you
how many college presidents and others have said thank you for
that, and if it were not for the MOE we would have been decimated
more than we were. So, again, we recognize these are tough fiscal
times; we recognize States have to balance budgets. But we don’t
want folks cutting education disproportionately, and we are going
to stand our ground there. And please hold us accountable there.

Mr. TIERNEY. We will. But I appreciate that sentiment on that.

I noticed that the Republican budget cuts about $500 million on
job training funds, and I notice this administration has emphasis
on doing more with community colleges and improving the pipeline
for job training. I appreciate your comments about the Miller-Hino-
josa-Tierney bill in that respect.

Tell us more about the importance of job training as well as the
college end of things, but for that group that may get out of a high
school and need a credential short of a college degree.

Secretary DUNCAN. So two pieces on the sort of the high school
side—we would like—we are requesting an additional $1 billion to
invest in career academies, so giving young people a real sense of
skills and what is out there. And if any of you have paid an auto
mechanic or a plumber lately, they are doing pretty well. And those
are good-paying jobs, middle class jobs, and we need to make sure
young people have those options.

And for me to be clear, it is never college or career. I want it to
be college and career and let young people decide what they want
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to do—not track them one direction or another, but give them op-
tions. So we want to invest there.

And then secondly, on the community college side, we have had
a great partnership with the Department of Labor and we want to
continue to build upon that. Again, I just think community colleges
have been this unrecognized gem along the education continuum.
It is so important.

Some of my most inspiring visits are to community colleges
around the country, and I will tell you—it is stunning if you guys
haven’t done it—there are more and more folks who have 4-year
degrees who are going back to community college to get that trade
or to get that certification to get a good-paying job. And so there
is a huge value there.

My concern is that we literally have some community colleges
today who are offering classes 24 hours. There is that much de-
mand. We have to increase their capacity; we have to make sure
that they are partnering with the private sector; and where there
are real public-private partnerships, where that training is leading
to real jobs in that community, we want to invest a lot more.

Mr. TIERNEY. Great. Thank you.

I don’t want to get too technical on this, but in the fiscal year
2012 omnibus appropriations bill some changes were made. One
was the elimination of the ability to benefit for eligibility for a Pell
Grant, and you know, I think, well for enrolling students. It was
really a pretty innovative idea. So if you didn’t have a GED or a
high school diploma you could still get a technical courses along
with your adult education and the Pell Grant was really funding
that aspect of technical training. Do you have an answer to how
we are going to deal with that class of students?

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes. It is a tough issue and we are struggling
with it internally. So we are very aware of it. I don’t have an easy
answer. There are certain things—obviously we went from two Pell
Grants to one in a year; there have been some tough decisions
made. But that is a very, very real issue that—let me come back
to you on, but we are aware of the potential downside there.

Mr. TIERNEY. Great. Thank you.

Yield back, Mr. Chair.

Chairman KLINE. I thank the gentleman.

Dr. Foxx?

Ms. Foxx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for being here. I want to start out by
correcting the record just a little bit on some things that have been
said today. It is my understanding that it was Senator Kennedy
and the Senate Democrats who opposed the variable rate for stu-
dent loans in 2005. Republicans recommended that and it was the
Senate Democrats who stopped it.

I would also like to point out that from 2007 to 2011 the Demo-
crats were totally in control of Congress and for 2 of those years
President Obama was president. And yet, you never recommended
changing the rate for student loans during the—those 2 years, and
neither did the Democrats who were in control of Congress for 4
years make that recommendation. It is only since the Republicans
have taken control of the House of Representatives that you have
brought forth that recommendation. And the president has created
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the greatest fiscal crisis that this country has ever seen and now
suddenly you are concerned about the loan rates.

I would also like to associate myself with the comments of Dr.
DesdJarlais and his concern about talking about access, but it seems
to me that it is illogical that you all continue to talk about access
and increasing borrowing for students. You know that old defini-
tion of insanity that is thrown around that it is doing the same
thing over and over again and expecting a different result, and we
have talked about how increasing costs have been associated with
increasing spending. And so I appreciate the fact that you are talk-
ing about it is not just access, but it seems to me that you all con-
centrate on throwing more money at the problem and assuming
that we are going to get a different result when we haven’t in the
past.

I would also like to commend you and the president for discov-
ering community colleges. As someone who discovered them a long
time ago, I think they have always been neglected and do provide
tremendous opportunities for us. And it is clear that you all have
been out in the public a little bit, but in some ways the way you
talk about things you talk like nothing has every happened in edu-
cation until you guys came along and you are making these rec-
ommendations on career academies and community colleges work-
ing with business and industry. That is what community colleges
have always done is work with business and industry to create pro-
grams.

So I just want to say, there had been some things going on out
there before you guys came on the scene, and it is good to highlight
those but I don’t think the federal government needs to pay to
spread them around because somebody who is running a good com-
munity college or a good college is going to pick up on those things
and going to be doing them.

I would like to ask you about a situation in the Department of
Education. It is my understanding that there is a problem with
borrowers who have done all the necessary work to rehab their
loans but the department hasn’t completed the process for them to
do that. In fact, we have heard from borrower—pardon me—from
borrowers about the department failing to follow through on your
end of the job.

Can you tell me in a short sentence or two why these folks who
have—and countless others who have spent time having their loans
processed—rehabbed—hasn’t been processed? Your department
says it is proud of the way you have managed the program, but
how have you gotten to the point where the department is holding
these hard-earned—hardworking people back from repairing their
credit and getting their loans back in order, and when are you
going to fix it?

Secretary DUNCAN. Obviously, ma’am, we have zero interest in
doing that, and where we have folks who we need to move more
rapidly or be more supportive of, we are absolutely committed to
doing that. So if you have specific, you know, individuals who are
coming to you I am happy to take those personally and work with
them.
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Ms. Foxx. Well, I don’t think we should be dealing with individ-
uals. We need the whole process fixed and we would like a written
answer from you on that, on when you plan to get it fixed.

Secretary DUNCAN. Absolutely.

Ms. Foxx. The other quick question that I have for you is you
have been talking a lot about affordability but yet you put in un-
necessary rules and regulations, one size fits all, but you hold up
good models like Western Governors University as a great place to
go, but how do you square the fact that the administration pro-
motes lower-cost models of higher education delivery with the fact
that you are making it impossible for those innovative models to
develﬁp and operate? You are talking out of both sides of your
mouth.

Secretary DUNCAN. I guess we have a difference of opinion there.
I don’t think we are talking out of both sides of our mouth at all.
We are doing everything we can to encourage and to support inno-
vation and are going to continue to do that at the higher education
side, 4-year institutions, community colleges, K-12, and the early
childhood space, as well.

Chairman KLINE. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

Mr. Kildee?

Mr. KiLDEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize for having to
go to another committee.

But let me ask you this, Mr. Secretary: The Republican budget
would cut over 200,000 children from Head Start and would elimi-
nate all mandatory funding for Pell Grants. Many, many years ago
the Ypsilani school study indicated that Head Start actually saved
money in remediation for students, for incarceration, lessening
teenage pregnancy, that these were really investments. And these
are—they are real numbers to indicate that this actually has saved
our economy.

How would these Republican cuts on Head Start and Pell Grants
affect our economy, which is trying to bring itself back now?

Secretary DUNCAN. I think we can all probably agree we don’t
need another study demonstrating the tremendous dividends of the
investment in early childhood education. We know that. And the
long-term dividends—you know, high school graduation rates, col-
lege-going rates, less incarceration—I think has been demonstrated
again and again.

And so I think we have to invest in high quality early childhood
education. If we were to have 200,000 children lose access to Head
Start that is nothing positive about that.

We were obviously very pleased this past year in Race to the
Top, for the first time, to invest in high quality early childhood
education opportunities and we want to commit a piece of this
year’s Race to the Top money to do the same. So we want to lead
by example and to continue to invest where it is high quality in
disadvantaged communities, making sure children are entering
kindergarten ready to learn and ready to read, and any step in the
opposite direction is one that we are going to challenge as hard as
we can.

Mr. KiLDEE. In Flint, Michigan, I have watched some of the
Early Head Start. The last thing that Ted Kennedy and I worked
on together—I was chief sponsor of the bill and he handled the bill
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over there in the Senate—was Early Head Start. And it is just
marvelous, even the shorter-term study, if you had an Early Head
Start it indicated that—what a marvelous difference this makes in
the children’s development.

And I just would wish that they would look at not only the moral
effect and the social effect, but also the economic effect of cuts here.
These are not savings. You are really making these kids much
more expensive to society, and rather than contributing to the
treasury they will be drawing from the treasury with these cuts.

Secretary DUNCAN. I think you and I are in absolute agreement
on this issue.

Mr. KiLDEE. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Chairman KLINE. I thank the gentleman.

Mrs. ROBY, you are recognized.

Mrs. RoBY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for being here today. Appreciate your
time and your testimony. As you know, this is just a vitally impor-
tant time based on these proposed budgets for us to wrap our
minds about how to proceed forward.

And I just want to take a minute to talk a little bit about some
of the things that you have said throughout the testimony today
that I find extremely fascinating in that I think there is a little bit
of a contradiction between words and action, because you have said
all of the things that we have put into action through this com-
mittee.

We need to give States and districts more flexibility in how they
achieve results. We approve States because—through the waiver
process because they have made commitments in ways that best fit
their State and local situations. We look forward to supporting
States and districts in these efforts.

And we have passed out of this committee five bills, three of
which—the last three, the State and Local Funding Flexibility Act,
the Student Success Act, the Encourage Innovation and Effective
Teachers Act—all three of those bills put into action the words
from your testimony today. And so I would just say, as a member
of this committee and on behalf of Alabama, we would appreciate
your support and the administration’s support of putting that into
action. We wouldn’t have a need for a waiver process if, in fact, we
could get this reauthorization accomplished.

And then you used, also, in response to my colleague’s question
about how are we—how—give some examples of how the federal
government is getting out of the way, and you used Race to the Top
as an example as well, but 46 States applied for that. As I under-
stand it, there is $4.5 billion that has been divided among only 18
States and the District of Columbia.

So you take a State like Alabama that jumps through a lot of
hoops to get the Race to the Top money and was not successful in
doing so, and all of the millions of dollars that have been spent by
States to jump through those hoops for the federal government,
those are precious dollars that could have been used in the class-
room. I feel like there is some contradiction worth noting and it
would be my hope that we could use those words and our action
and get on the same page and actually try to accomplish this reau-
thorization and turning this on its head and allowing the States
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and the local governments to apply the control that they need in
order to educate our children.

Secretary DUNCAN. To address those two points, and I don’t
know if there is a contradiction—first of all, States didn’t spend
millions of dollars to apply for Race to the Top; it is just not true.
What States did do is they worked very hard to have a blueprint
for reform.

The challenge we have is that we had many more great applica-
tions than we had funds available, and whether it is in Race to the
Top where that was true, the Investment Innovation Fund—we
funded 49 great applications in the first round and we had 1,700
applicants. Promise Neighborhoods, we had—first round we funded
20; we had 300 applicants. So there is a tremendous interest in—
you know, in local communities and driving reform. We want to be
able to support more of that and so that is what we are looking
for—increased investment in these areas.

On the early childhood space and Race to the Top, 36, 37 States
applied; we funded eight or nine of them. Would love to have gone
much further down the list but just simply don’t have the resources
to do that. So I would challenge you to think about, are we going
to continue to invest in these kinds of creative programs or are we
going to cut that investment?

On the reauthorization side I would say—and it is not the pur-
pose to be here, but I just want to be very honest, I have tremen-
dous, tremendous respect for Chairman Kline, and we may not
agree on every issue but we actually agree on a lot. I will tell you,
no one has been more honest with me and worked with a greater
level of integrity than your chairman here——

Mrs. RoBY. Well, you know, certainly I appreciate all those ef-
forts, too. And again, I just—you know, as I sit here and I listen
to the questions being asked about whether it is a specific program
or a specific line item in the budget, we all need to stay focused
on returning this level of control.

And my time is about to expire so I just want to ask real quickly,
you know, States like Alabama, we haven’t applied for the waiver
yet, but we have said that, as I understand, they are working on
a waiver request. And so it won’t be one that addresses all of the
strings that you have attached, but—to what you have offered, but
it will be one that is tailored to the reform efforts in—that the
State already has in place and is in the process of implementing.
And under the law, as—and this is my question—as long as Ala-
bama is meeting the educational needs of the students shouldn’t
this waiver be granted?

Secretary DUNCAN. So again, we are happy to look at the waiver.
To be clear, we don’t have a lot of strings.

We are saying you have to have high standards—college and ca-
reer ready standards. I think we can agree on that. We are saying
you have to have meaningful teacher and principal evaluation and
support. I think we can agree on that. And you have to be willing
to challenge the status quo and turn around low performing
schools. So I don’t

Mrs. RoBY. But this is exactly what we are trying to accomplish
through the legislation that we have offered through this com-
mittee, and it is the responsibility of Congress to reauthorize the
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act, not the Department of Education to hand down more unfunded
mandates to the States.

Secretary DUNCAN. There are no unfunded mandates here.
States voluntarily chose to come and they are.

And let me just finish what I was saying before, complimenting
the chairman. I also want to compliment—he is not here, but—
Congressman Miller. And I think you have a remarkable education
leader there. And my hope is that in a bipartisan way, working to-
gether, we can find some common ground, and that is what hasn’t
happened yet, and I think that is the frustration.

Mrs. RoBY. Well, we appreciate the responsibility that you have,
and thank you for being here.

And my time is expired.

Chairman KLINE. I thank the gentlelady.

Ms. Woolsey?

Ms. WoOLSEY. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Secretary Duncan. You set a very high standard for
anybody else that is a cabinet member in this country of ours for-
ever more. You know your stuff. Thank you.

I have a story. When we first introduced and started talking
about No Child Left Behind I went to the then chairman, George
Miller, and said, “George, this is great but, you know, I represent
Marin and Sonoma Counties, in California, and of course, my
school districts are so amazing that they take care of all the kids,
you know? There are no kids left behind and, you know, I mean,
you know look what our scores are, you know, year after year.”

And he virtually patted me on the head and he said, “I know you
believe this, Lynn, but you are wrong.” So I called my two super-
intendents of the two counties and after they got through the fear
that I was going to use them as an example—a bad example
around the country—they told me point blank that English learn-
ers, poor kids, and minorities were not at the same level as the ma-
jority of our kids in my very elite district, okay? So I felt like such
an elitist.

So we have done good things, and if it was happening in that
area I know—I am for sure it was everywhere. How are we going—
my question to you is, how are we going to ensure that we don’t
slip back now, that these schools that have raised the bar for the
kids that were falling behind—what is your method for doing that?

Secretary DUNCAN. So no one simple thing, but again, I think the
fact that so many States are actually talking about and including
more of these children who, again, were invisible under No Child
Left Behind in their accountability, that is a story that hasn’t been
told and folks don’t sort of fully understand that yet. And so saying
they exist, saying we care about them, saying we are going to be
held accountable for the results, and then providing the range of
opportunities they desperately need, so whether it is the chance to
take algebra in eighth grade, whether it is a chance to go to class—
go to a high school that offers A.P. classes. You may have seen—
we put out a massive amount of data through the Civil Rights Data
Collection process and the inequality of opportunity for so many
disadvantaged children is really staggering——

Ms. WOOLSEY. So are you going to measure this? I mean, are
we—I mean, if——
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Secretary DUNCAN. So I think we can better measure it, but
measuring it is a step in the right direction, it doesn’t solve the
problem. The question for me is what are we doing proactively to
help these children be successful? And for me it starts with great
early childhood education, it goes to having great teachers and
great afterschool and wraparound services in the elementary levels,
it means going to a high school that has a college-going culture.

Ms. WooLSEY. Well, you are the perfect straight man because 1
want to talk about wrap-around services. Thank you very much.

You know I am an advocate of wrap-around services and I think
it is so important that we provide that support to schools and fami-
lies and districts. And I know that we have consolidated those
funds with other support funds. I fear that wrap-around services
won’t get the attention that they need, so how—is there a way that
we are promoting wrap-around services? Are we letting school dis-
tricts know

Secretary DUNCAN. No, it is something we are absolutely com-
mitted to, so we will—again, hold us accountable. I don’t share that
fear, actually.

Ms. WoOOLSEY. You don’t?

Secretary DUNCAN. And it is interesting, not just in that funding
stream, but again, going to the School Improvement Grants, those
$4 billion to the lowest performing schools, a very significant per-
cent of those dollars—and we can try and get you a number—are
going to counselors, social workers, afterschool programs, Saturday
school, summer stuff. So it is not just one pot of money but it has
been a huge push in this direction.

And then the final thing I will say is it is not just our funding;
it is how we become more creative. So I have talked a lot about—
I don’t think we need to build a lot more Boys and Girls Clubs and
YMCAs. I think we should be bringing those partners into our
schools, get them out of the bricks and mortar business. All of us
are struggling financially. Put all of their scarce resources into tu-
toring, and mentoring, and after school and enrichment programs.

In every single neighborhood in our country—rich, poor, black,
white, Latino, doesn’t matter—we have schools. Schools have class-
rooms; they have libraries; many have computer labs; they have
gyms; some have pools. They don’t belong to me, or you, or to the
principal, or to the union. They belong to the community. And hav-
ing our schools open much longer hours with a whole host of activi-
ties and nonprofit partners and social service agencies—we are
going to keep funding, we are going to do it, but we need to sort
of create this climate where our schools become anchors of the
neighborhood, community centers, not islands.

Ms. WooLsEY. Well, I look forward to supporting you in that re-
gard. And one of the reasons I didn’t think my district was lagging
is right before No Child Left Behind one of our poorest school dis-
tricts actually had coordinated services at their school site and they
had stepped up to that already.

Thank you.

Chairman KLINE. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

Mr. Kelly?

Mr. KeLLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. SECRETARY, good to see you again. I noticed in your opening
statement—and this seems to be the recurring theme lately—is
about fair. I keep hearing about, we just want everybody to have
a fair shot, we want everybody to have a fair opportunity, we want
everybody to have what is fair. And the American people have al-
ways been about what is fair. And I hear that all the time.

And then I hear about, “Well, the Ryan budget is unfair because
it is going to place on the back of the middle class or the under-
privileged a greater burden.” And I know that when you look up
fair it can mean a lot of different things. It could you say you have
fair skies out there, you know, fair statements.

But would it be a fair statement to say that the United States
spends more money per capita at the federal level, the State level,
the local level than any other country in the world on education?

Secretary DUNCAN. It spends more than most. I don’t know if it
spends more than all. So I am not quite sure if that is a fair state-
ment.

I think the real question you are asking, which is a fair question,
is are we getting the biggest bang for our resources now? And I
think the answer is no and we have to invest smarter.

Mr. KeLLY. Okay. Okay. And it is probably a pretty fair state-
ment also to say that just by throwing money at a problem that
is not going to solve it?

Secretary DUNCAN. Absolutely.

Mr. KeLLY. Okay. So the amounts of what we have been spend-
ing or what we are going to continue to spend in the future, while
we may disagree in substance as to it would be more fair to give
more in this program than in another program, it—underlying fair-
ness is to the American taxpayer and return on their investment.
They are not getting a very fair return on the investment that they
are making in education.

And I say that not just from a personal standpoint, but if you
look at it and say, my gosh, we keep spending money and we are
increasing the amount of money that we are spending, and then we
are saying, well, but it is—this is going to be okay because it is
going to be fair. But in anything I have ever looked at there is a
measurement. You look at the metrics.

And I think NAEP says that since 1970 it has been fairly flat—
our students’ progress. Maybe in the fourth grade we have seen
some uptick in some disadvantaged groups, but since 1970. And if
I go forward, you know, 1980, 1990, 2000, 2010, so 40 years we
have spent a fairly large amount of money trying to make the sys-
tem fairer for everybody.

The only people that I have seen losing in this are the hard-
working American taxpayers who continue to make an investment
and that are told, “Look, you know what, if we could just put a lit-
tle more money in this program it is going to become more fair for
folks.” And I will tell you what, I have only been here a year but
there is something wrong with a country that continues to spend
more than it takes in, continues to think that if I could just throw
a little more money at this it will take care of it.

Because the fair assessment would be that we have had a failing
look for the last 40 years. A lot of the things that we have done
now—is it fair to grant waivers to certain school districts, because
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maybe they don’t have the same metrics as other school districts?
Yes, well that is fair. That is fair.

So I know you are working hard at it. I look at the Pell Grants
and we say, boy, that certainly isn’t the way it initially was
thought out but it just seemed that we needed to make it a little
more fair. And at the end of the day—the end of the day if it is
really about being fair it is are we truly being fair to the people
that we represent back home? They don’t have to be Republicans,
or Democrats, or Libertarians, or, quite frankly, a lot of folks that
just wish that there were no government at all anymore because
in their life it is not a fair playing field.

So if you can, tell me what are you doing to make it a little more
fair? And I know that is a very big question, may take more than
a couple minutes to answer. But I have got to tell you, from a guy
who sells cars for a living and you have to make it a fair profit
audit, and the payment has to be fair to the person buying it, I
have just got a feeling we are selling people a car that is really not
going to perform at the level they expect and their payment keeps
going up on it, and, by the way, the number of months that they
are making payments on it has increased from 36 to 48 to 60 to
72 and it is going off the charts. There is just no way I see this
thing getting reigned in unless we really do become a nation that
looks at what we are doing.

Secretary DUNCAN. So I don’t know if I can answer all that in
a minute

Mr. KELLY. You have 15 seconds though. I know that is not fair.

Secretary DUNCAN [continuing]. But I will do my best to do it
succinctly. First of all, hopefully you see us not just perpetuating
the status quo but really trying to push transformational change.

Mr. KeELLY. It is not so much me; it is NAEP. I mean, they have
been tracking these things for a long time, so

Secretary DUNCAN. No, I am saying our investments are not just
putting good money after bad; we are trying to push trans-
formational change on the early childhood side, on K-12 reform,
and higher education, as well. So we recognize that historically we
are just not getting to where we need to go if we keep doing the
same things.

I will also say, I talked about the international summit, where
we tried to really listen and learn from these high performing coun-
tries. Let me tell you some things they are doing differently that
I think we could learn here.

First of all, they have a very high bar to entry for the teaching
profession. They compensate their teachers in very different ways;
they reward them in very different ways, very different career lad-
ders.

We can do all this. It is not rocket science. It takes some courage
to do some things differently.

The other thing they do, they do a much better job of closing
gaps, so the disproportionately invest in the most disadvantaged
communities. And the wide gaps we have in achievement in our
country that I think are just morally unacceptable, they don’t have
those in other countries because they disproportionately get the
most resources and the best talent to the children and the commu-
nities who need them.
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So I just challenge all of us to think about can we incorporate
some of those lessons from those countries today that are, frankly,
out-educating us?

Chairman KLINE. Gentleman’s time has expired.

In the interest to be fair, Mr. Bishop?

Mr. BisHOP. I am touched, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Mr. SECRETARY, thank you very much for being here. And I want
to talk a little bit about this issue of throwing money at a problem.
And I have heard it presented in the context of the Pell Grant. I
mean, I think we all know that the principal reason that the Pell
Grant has grown, we have 25 million people in this country who
are either unemployed or underemployed. That has a significant
impact on increasing Pell Grant eligibility.

We also know that we have a long-term—at least for the last 40
years in this country—that higher education enrollments are
counter-cyclical. When the economy is down people go back to
school. They try to retool, they try to get skills that will let them
go forward.

So I don’t know that it is—we should be talking about this as
throwing money at a problem. I think we should be talking about
this as investing in our future.

We have created a program in this country on a vast bipartisan
basis called the G.I. bill for the 21st century. We are now spending,
I think, $25 billion to $30 billion a year to help returning Afghani-
stan and Iraqi vets get their slice of the American dream. Is that
throwing money at a problem or is that investing in their futures?

I think we really should be commending the kind of investment
this country is making in access to higher education.

Let me also, on the issue of college costs, we hear an awful lot
about how increases in student financial aid availability drive col-
lege costs. There is no evidence to substantiate that, just for the
record. There is none.

We had a hearing in our subcommittee—November 30th—we had
testimony from a great many people and I asked the question, is
there any evidence that suggests that increased college costs are
driven by increases in Pell Grant or campus-based—all the wit-
nesses said absolutely none.

So I hope we can set aside that canard that this is what is driv-
ing college costs, although we will get a chance to see. If the Pell
Grant is cut by $94 billion over the next 10 years, if campus-based
programs are cut, if the theory is right we should see college costs
drop precipitously. We will get a chance to see. I hope we don’t get
that chance, but we will.

Let me, Mr. Secretary—on the issue of—the president said in his
State of the Union speech that he wanted to begin a process of
tying campus-based aid to efforts on the part of schools to drive af-
fordability and to contain costs. I know this is an issue that the de-
partment is working on, but I am really worried about how we are
going to create a matrix that would allow us to measure it. So
could you talk to us about what the department is doing to try to
measure it, relative to price and increases?

Secretary DUNCAN. And you are absolute pro in this area, so I
would love your thoughtful advice, as you have been so helpful in
the past. I think that the basic problem we are trying to solve for,
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which I think we can agree is, we have done a lot to increase ac-
cess, which is hugely important, but there are two other pieces.
One is these escalating costs; the second, like you come back to, is
completion, attainment. And so putting in place incentives not just
to get students in the front door but to get them graduated and
walk across the stage at the back end, and doing it at a reasonable
cost, I don’t think we have had enough incentives there.

So how we measure—we can sort of walk through how we are
thinking about, but those are the two things where I think our re-
sources, our incentives haven’t moved behavior the right direction,
and we are trying to challenge that status quo.

Mr. BisHOP. Okay. Let me urge you, as you think about this, to
consider in your equation the extent to which schools discount tui-
tion.

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes.

Mr. BisHOP. The average discount rate for private colleges in the
State of New York is approaching 40 percent. They are making an
enormous effort to use their own resources to enhance affordability.

So we should be looking at gross price, we should be looking at
net price, but we also should be looking at how institutions are, in
effect, sacrificing to drive down gross price and drive down net
price.

One last question—I am running out of time: We are now 2 years
into the transition from FFEL lending to Direct Lending. When we
made that transition we heard near-apocalyptic predictions of how
awful this would be for colleges that were FFEL lenders, students
who were FFEL borrowers. Could you tell us where we are 2 years
in?

Secretary DUNCAN. Well, I never want to jinx us, but you have
heard a deafening silence, and that silence has been because this
transition has gone extraordinarily smoothly. And I want to com-
mend the universities for their hard work and I want to commend
our team at FSA that did, I think, a yeoman’s job of reaching out
to many, many different universities who were very reluctant and
worried about this transition.

And the fact that we were able to do it and you have not seen
a huge blowup or huge crisis, the fact that those scarce resources
are now increasing access on the Pell Grant side——

Mr. BisHOP. So the savings that we anticipated are being real-
ized and are being put into the Pell Grants?

Secretary DUNCAN. That is the only reason we have been able to
increase Pell Grants the way we have.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.

I yield back.

Chairman KLINE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Rokita?

Mr. ROKITA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, Mr. Secretary. It is good to see you again.

I want to direct your attention to this chart that I have put up.
It discusses how much we have been spending on education as a
federal government versus the results. And I have heard already
just recently that we should be commending that investment, and
I have heard terms like we are throwing money at it, and I heard
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you say that we need to level the playing field relative to other
countries.

So when you look at this chart and you see the blue line, which
represents our spending since the installment of American social-
ism known as the Great Society took place, a chapter that birthed
your agency, as a matter of fact, and then you see the other lines.
You see an orange line, a green line, and a gray—maybe a purple
line. And those lines that are flat lined represent our reading
scores since we started making federal investments in education, it
represents our math scores, and it represents our science scores.

Now, we were just told that we should commend the investment.
What part of that investment should we commend?

Secretary DUNCAN. So, I think we all agree we have a long way
to go and need to invest differently

Mr. RokiTA. Well, hold on. Let me stop you right there. This has
been going on—and that is just what the chart picks up—since
1970. It is now 2012.

Secretary DUNCAN. I am very familiar with the data. And to be
clear, what the Cato measured—this is a Cato report—they looked
at 12th grade results, and as we know, the disproportionate
amount of the federal investment is actually on the elementary
side, so if you look at the elementary results, fourth grade, it would
be better.

But I think where we might agree is that we have a long way
to go educationally and what we are doing to date isn’t good
enough to keep great jobs in this country going forward.

Mr. ROKITA. Yes, you know, and this is not personal to you. It
is not even personal to your agency. I would say this—and I do say
this to the military generals who come and ask for money to be
thrown at something thinking that it is going to make something
better or stronger. And just about every other agency head that I
have found have that same kind of attitude.

And I used to run an agency. I used to run four of them. And,
you know, we ran them on 1987 dollars, unadjusted for inflation.
The number of personnel we had was never more than they had
in 1982. And you can look through the press clips, you can look at
anything about my agencies and you can’t say that we gave bad
service or that we were subordinate in any way.

So this mantra and this really—which is below you, I know, that
says, “Just give us more money because we can make things bet-
ter,” doesn’t work anymore and——

Go ahead.

Secretary DUNCAN. So hopefully in nothing that I have said did
you hear me say just give me more money because you had better
hope

Mr. RoOKITA. Well, let me go—yes, let me ask about that.

Secretary DUNCAN. If I could just finish, hopefully——

Mr. RokiTA. I think you did say that. Your budget request touts
consolidation of 38 programs into 11, but 22 of those 38 programs
didn’t even receive funding last year so your budget actually con-
solidate 16 programs into 11, but of those 11 you are asking for a
funding increase, if I understand it right.

Secretary DUNCAN. I don’t know if your math is quite right, but
my point is what we are looking for is not investment in the status
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quo but in a very different vision of reform. And hopefully you have
seen that at every level—early childhood, K-12 reform, and higher
education.

So the big increase we are asking for—we are asking for, to be
very clear, %1.7 billion increase. I make no apologies for that. The
lion’s share of that is to try and create some incentives on the high-
er education side to get States to invest and to get universities to
keep down tuition and graduate more folks.

And if we think if we can change that behavior then the invest-
ments we are making in Pell Grants, and Perkins, and other things
will be much more beneficial, much better leveraged

Mr. ROKITA. And may be realized in another 40 years, which is
somewhat the nature of education. You have got to——

Secretary DUNCAN. I don’t have 40 years. I have a huge sense of
urgency. Right now we have a dropout rate that is far too high; we
have a graduation rate that is far too low; and far too many of our
high school graduates aren’t college and career ready——

Mr. ROKITA. Let me ask you about some metrics that I used to
use and that you can really focus on and hone in on. With consoli-
dation of those programs, how many fewer employees are you going
to have to hire? How can you physically reduce the footprint?

Secretary DUNCAN. I will check that and get back to you. Our
spending on our employees and our costs are actually very, very
low.

Mr. ROKITA. But how many fewer employees will you need? If
you are consolidating programs then it follows that you shouldn’t
need as many employees. You should at least not have to rehire,
you know, through attrition, some of those folks.

Is there anything you are doing in your budget, in your plan that
reduces the federal role in education?

Secretary DUNCAN. And again, we have had this question a cou-
ple times and I would argue very strongly that the Race to the Top
program was an empowerment of States and them putting forward
their plans that they adopted and giving them room to implement
and support those plans. The waiver package unequivocally is re-
ducing the federal role and empowering local

Mr. ROKITA. And real quick, what metrics will you use to meas-
ure that diminished role?

Secretary DUNCAN. Every single—well, you can measure—what
we are really measuring is the impact on student achievement.
That is what I am interested in measuring. Are these plans helping
more students be successful? That is how we want to be held ac-
countable. And are we leading the world——

Mr. ROKITA. So no metrics to measure the—I understand your
point, but no metrics

Chairman KLINE. Gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. RoKITA. Thank you.

Chairman KLINE. Mr. Scott?

Mr. ScorT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, Mr. Secretary, for being with us today. Can you
tell us what your budget does to reduce the achievement gap? And,
following up to the last question, what your budget does to reduce
the dropout rate, which would be highly correlated?
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Secretary DUNCAN. So obviously, virtually every investment we
make, whether it is in Title I students, whether it is in students
with special needs, whether it is in better professional development
for teachers, whether it is in turning around low performing
schools, whether it is supporting the great work of States to raise
standards—all of that is to reduce the insidious achievement gap
in this country and to see many more of our young people not just
graduate from high school but go on to college.

Mr. Scort. Well, does the budget increase your ability to address
that problem or reduce your ability to address the problem?

Secretary DUNCAN. Does our budget?

Mr. ScotT. The budget, right.

Secretary DUNCAN. Our budget, we are convinced, would increase
our ability to reduce those achievement gaps and have many more
young people be academically successful.

Mr. ScoTT. You mentioned Promise Neighborhoods that you
would be able to fund 20 out of 300. How much money did you
spend on addressing the 20 and how much would you need to fund
the really truly worthy projects?

Secretary DUNCAN. Yes. So we are asking for an increase in
Promise Neighborhood funding, and we have had, again, extraor-
dinary applications come in, but I promise you if we are fortunate
enough to get the increase that we are requesting we will still have
many more good applicants than dollars available.

Mr. ScorT. When will studies be available to show the benefits
of Promise Neighborhoods?

Secretary DUNCAN. Every single year we are going to put out
data on progress.

Mr. ScorT. What needs to be done to bring afterschool programs
into the schools? You mentioned Boys and Girls Clubs.

Secretary DUNCAN. We need to continue to fund and we need to
encourage schools and school districts as well as nonprofits to part-
ner in more innovative ways.

Mr. ScorT. What can we do on a federal level to bring that
about?

Secretary DUNCAN. I think we can continue to encourage it and
to shine a spotlight on best practices, and I have been to many
places that have extraordinary programs, with schools open 12, 13,
14 hours a day, and sort of hope those good ideas get promulgated.

Mr. ScoTT. In funding these programs does the budget allow
funding of program sponsors who wish to discriminate in employ-
ment with federal funds? That is, if a sponsor decides that they
don’t want to hire Catholics and Jews does your budget allow fund-
ing for those programs?

Secretary DUNCAN. I certainly hope not.

Mr. Scorr. Do the TRiO programs—what is the amount of
money on TRIO programs and are you dealing with the issue of
late notifications for Upward Bound programs?

Secretary DUNCAN. On TRiO specifically, it is about $840 million
request, and if there is any backlog or any issues there we are
happy to look to address them as quickly as we can.

Mr. Scorr. The McNair Post-Baccalaureate Achievement Pro-
gram, which is one of the few postgraduate programs for low-in-
come and first generation students obtaining doctorate degrees—
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what does your budget do to the McNair Post-Baccalaureate
Achievement Program?

Secretary DUNCAN. I need to check that and come back to you.

Mr. ScorT. Historically black colleges and universities and other
minority serving institutions, what does your budget do in support
of those?

Secretary DUNCAN. We are continuing to invest very, very heav-
ily there, and it is very important to me that those institutions not
just survive but thrive, and I actually met with a number of lead-
ers from that community yesterday, and as we think about so
many different ways of closing achievement gaps and having more
minority teachers come into the public education we think HBCUs
and MSIs have a huge role to play there.

One thing we are asking for, just very specifically there, is addi-
tional $30 million for the Hawkins Centers of Excellence to really
strengthen teacher prep, and again, bring that pipeline of talent to
make sure that our teacher workforce reflects the tremendous di-
versity of our nation’s young people.

Mr. ScorT. And what does your budget do for early childhood
education, and Head Start, specifically?

Secretary DUNCAN. So obviously significant amount of that fund-
ing comes from HHS, but we funded $500 million for a Race to the
Top for early childhood education this past year, and this year in
Race to the Top we want to continue to fund States that are doing
some really creative things, and we are in this for the long haul.

Mr. ScorT. What is the benefit of early childhood education?

Secretary DUNCAN. It is immeasurable. It is extraordinarily ben-
eficial.

Mr. ScoTT. And finally, on Pell Grants, could you tell us what
your budget does in support of Pell Grants?

Secretary DUNCAN. So we want to continue to, you know, main-
tain the maximum, and we want to make sure that young people
have access to Pell Grants. And we are concerned that we have,
you know, budgets being considered that would significantly reduce
access to Pell Grants. That, to me, does not lead the country where
we need to go.

Mr. ScorT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KLINE. Thank the gentleman.

Mr. Thompson?

Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you, Chairman.

Mr. SECRETARY, good to see you. Thanks for being here.

I want to try to—well, I want to take about—both areas of juris-
diction of this committee and kind of bridge them—obviously edu-
cation and workforce, because they are interchangeable. I mean,
they are so well connected, as it should be.

And as you know, today we have, as we sit here, somewhat
less—just fewer than the population of Pennsylvania is unem-
ployed—roughly 14 million Americans. So there are a lot of folks
sitting at home worried about how to make ends meet.

And at the same time, when I go around and I visit employers,
even when I talk with employers outside my district, I find that
they are—most employers are sitting with really good jobs that are
sitting open. There is such a disconnect.
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Now, there are probably a number of reasons for that, but one
of the things I think is significant, and I call it the skills gap,
where people do not—they are not qualified and trained to take
these positions. And to me, I know the big thing when we talk
about jobs today it is unemployment. I think the crisis that is loom-
ing on the horizon is where we start to lose business and industries
overseas because they can’t find the people to do the work. And it
is going to be compounded, obviously, by the baby boomer genera-
tion with those retirements that are happening in scores.

And so it is about a qualified and trained workforce, and I truly
believe that our career and technical education training is a very
cost-effective way to get people those skills. And in fact, for some
folks who are investing 4 years of tuition it is a—and graduating,
unfortunately, with a large debt that—we have talked about that—
that this is a way to give greater options for kids.

And so the administration’s—the president’s budget includes $1
billion over 3 years for career academy programs and $8 billion for
community college and business partnerships. These new programs
really appear to come at the expense of programs like the Perkins
Career and Technical Education Act.

You know, my concern is that the president’s budget proposal is
trying to reinvent the wheel at the expense of proven and critically
needed Perkins programs. And so, you know, I believe a good indi-
cator of future performance is past performance, in terms of meet-
ing these workforce needs and delivering education, and providing
great pathways to success for folks, and during a tight fiscal envi-
ronment how can we ensure that the foundation for proven pro-
grams like Perkins remains strong when it seems like—and I un-
derstand every administration wants to put their name on some-
thing that appears to be new, but sometimes I really do believe
that comes at a cost of sacrificing that which is proven and works.

Secretary DUNCAN. No, it is a great question. I would just start
where you started. I think this skills gap which you talked about
is just a massive challenge for us in education and the business
community to come together behind. And as you know so well, in
this tough economic time we have, we think, at least 2 million
high-wage, high-skill jobs that we are not filling. I can’t tell you
how many CEOs I have met with and the president has met with
who say, “We are trying to hire today and we can’t find employees
with the skills we need.” So I take that very personally and very
seriously, and that is a huge part of our challenge going forward.

We are very supportive of the Perkins program. We think some
results are very good, some of the results are mixed, frankly, and
really making sure there is accountability there, that that training
is leading to real skills that lead to real jobs. Some places, you
know, fantastic job; other places, frankly, disconnected, training
folks for jobs that were available 30 years ago.

And so what we want to do is just enhance those efforts both on
the K-12 side—you know, high school and middle school—but also
on the community college side where there are real ties to the pri-
vate sector, where the training at high school and where the train-
ing at community colleges is leading to real jobs in that commu-
nity. We want to put a lot more resources behind that. The sole
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reason here, the sole driver is to reduce that skills gap and to in-
crease the opportunities.

Mr. THOMPSON. Well, the Student Success Act, which has been
mentioned here numerous times, a piece of legislation that passed
out of this committee, actually we put language in there to do just
the things that you are talking about, to encourage our school dis-
tricts to work with local business, local industry, to prepare kids—
because there is a significant portion of kids that aren’t going to
even go on to a—let alone a 4-year schools, a 2-year technical train-
ing or certificate program; they are going to go right into the work-
force. And I think the language that we put in the Student Success
Act will go a long way towards making sure that these kids are
ready on day one after graduation to join that workforce and really
be there for a great job to be able to meet a need and a great path-
way to success.

Secretary DUNCAN. The more we can work together on these
issues, again, I just feel this is one we have to break through as
fast as we can and do it together. So thank you for your leadership
on it.

Mr. THOMPSON. Thanks, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman KLINE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Holt?

Mr. HoLT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SECRETARY, good to see you. You are a fine witness and I ap-
preciate your creative and imaginative and positive programs and
your national presentation to the public on educational matters.

There are lots of things we could talk about—arts in education,
libraries, special education, and IDEA. But let me focus on the pro-
fessional development of teachers in math and science, and then if
time allows I would like to get to the Foreign Language Education
Program that you would zero out and leave us in a situation where
the Chinese government is spending more money in this country on
foreign languages than you are—we are.

But science education—the proposed budget proposes the consoli-
dation of the Math and Science Partnerships Program, again, and
the budget request of $150 million is—this is for the entire block
of consolidated programs—is less than was provided for math and
science partnerships in 2004 and about a third of what used to be
in this under the Eisenhower Grants of some years ago.

Now, I understand you are under pressure to make sensible cuts,
but this is slashing and it is not good enough to say, “Well, we are
doing better than the Ryan, Romney, Santorum, Gingrich, Paul
budgets would do,” that wouldn’t take us back to 2004, they would
take us back to 1994 or 1904, or whatever. So, you know, how can
you do that?

And let me go on along these lines: The Higher Education Oppor-
tunity Act included a provision—a really quite inexpensive provi-
sion to provide a database on STEM education programs, assist-
ance for people to study college graduate science, technology, engi-
neering, and teaching in those areas, as well. It has never been
funded. This is really minor and it would really help—it would
have a major impact.
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And furthermore, TEACH Grants. How can we make the TEACH
Grants more attractive for prospective teachers in science and
math?

Secretary DUNCAN. So a lot there, and I think, obviously, your
advocacy and leadership on STEM is so huge and important. We
actually have multiple pots of money that are funding the STEM
areas

Mr. HoLT. Let me just jump in there. The principle funding for
teacher professional development has been the Math and Science
Partnerships, and so that principal program has not been made up
with bits and pieces of other programs.

Secretary DUNCAN. Right. Right. So we have, as you said, $150
million for the effective teaching and learning STEM. I would say
that the $2.4 billion we spend on teacher professional development
is often poorly spent and we need to look there, but so much of
what is going on with Race to the Top grants, with i3 winners are
in the STEM areas and we have made that a competitive priority.
And so we are going to continue invest very significantly there.

And then finally, obviously we are pushing very hard to recruit
100,000 new STEM teachers to come in and have some really inter-
esting public-private partnerships and are moving that direction.

Mr. HovLt. Well, you could recruit them better if you made the
TEACH program really work

Secretary DUNCAN. Oh, sorry. And the TEACH——

Mr. HOLT [continuing]. If you helped with the database to help
people understand what financial assistance is available for them
to study in the STEM areas—Dboth relatively inexpensive programs,
considering the impact that they would have.

Secretary DUNCAN. Your point on the TEACH Grants is actually
a really important one. I think too many folks who got the TEACH
Grants actually didn’t either go into teaching or stay in teaching
and how we better target that for folks who are in it for the long
haul, how we do it maybe a little bit later in their college career
where they are more committed. Obviously if they don’t go in those
grants become loans, and it really puts them in a bad position. And
if we emphasize more folks with that commitment in the STEM
areas to go work in disadvantaged communities I think those dol-
lars can be targeted in a much more strategic way.

Mr. HoLT. Yes. Let me just press you a little bit more on the
teacher professional development. I mean, you have said science
education is central to our effort to restore American leadership in
education worldwide. It doesn’t look to me like when you consoli-
date the single most important program about professional develop-
ment in math and science with a bunch of other programs and then
reduce the amount to, you know, less than a third of what it was
under the Eisenhower Grants or below what it was 8 years ago for
the Math and Science Partnerships alone, that you really are say-
ing, “This is central.”

Secretary DUNCAN. Right. So again, let me just sort of walk you
through. There is a fair debate or fair critique, but just to walk you
through, $150 million for the effective teaching and learning in
STEM, $30 million for the Fund for the Improvement of Education
in the K-12 math innovation space, $80 million for the set aside for
effective teachers and leaders in State grants to support STEM
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teacher and leader preparation, and $190 million for the Presi-
dential Teaching Fellows program in the STEM areas.

So there are multiple ways that we are trying to get at this, but
I think your basic point of how critical this is to the country, we
absolutely agree, and again, welcome that continued conversation
of how we get there together.

Mr. HoLT. Thank you.

Chairman KLINE. Gentleman’s time is expired.

Mr. SECRETARY, as you can tell, we are nearing that point in the
hearing where we are going to make a few brief closing remarks.
I want to thank you. Before I yield to my colleague, Mr. Kildee, I
want to thank you for your attendance here today, for your really
in-depth knowledge and your sharing that with us.

We all benefit from your presence here and I know that your
staff has put a lot of time into preparing that enormous notebook
there in front of you. I think it was time well spent.

Mr. KILDEE, any closing remarks?

Mr. KiLDEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SECRETARY, I have spent 36 years on this committee and 36
years in Congress, and this is going to be my last year, and I really
appreciate your leadership in education. I helped establish the De-
partment of Education—I was one of the cosponsors of the bill so
I have known every secretary, and you are just incredibly good and
I deeply appreciate what you have done.

You have really helped bring parties together—the Big Eight
concept. I really enjoyed those meetings and I think they have
some permanent effect among—I have always liked John but I like
him even more after having those meetings. And we got to know
each other better and realize that we all wanted the top-class edu-
cational system.

And you helped us really begin to realize that we could respect
one another, work together, have some differences and try to work
those differences out. We still have a long ways to go but I think
f)‘rou have really planted the seeds very well. Hopefully we will bear
ruit.

Mr. SECRETARY, I deeply appreciate your knowledge, your depth
of knowledge, you leadership in education, and I deeply appreciate
your passion for education, and I thank you for it.

Secretary DUNCAN. Thank you for your service.

Chairman KLINE. I thank the gentleman for his closing remarks,
for his kind remarks about me. In fact, a couple of people have said
ﬂice things about me and I have got to go wonder what I am doing

ere.

Thank you, Dale.

Just a couple of closing remarks here sort of wrapping up the
discussion. It is apparent that there is some remorse and some
angst being expressed over the fact that the Pelosi Congress put
into law—put into law a doubling of the student interest rates from
3.4 to 6.8 this year and then wonder why budgets reflect that law
as we try to grapple with that challenge.

Mr. Secretary, I want to take my closing remarks to reemphasize
how important I think it is that we go right at that IDEA funding.
I appreciate your comments and I agree with my colleague that you
have a great depth of knowledge and a great passion to reaching
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the goal of improving education for our children, but right now im-
mediately in the near term every school in America would benefit
by increasing that funding, which was a commitment by the federal
government decades ago.

And so we will continue work here despite the sort of across the
board rhetoric that we heard up here and, frankly, that we heard
from you about what the House budget is going to do. We will set
those priorities when it comes down to how we spend money, and
I am going to continue to work and I hope in a bipartisan way with
my colleagues to make sure that we are increasing funding for
IDEA and not cutting it.

And then one final point, there was some discussion about the
Direct Lending program and I think you indicated that it was
working very well and you hadn’t heard any complaints, and yet
we heard some discussion about rehabilitation of loans. There may
be some issues there. I and others have signed a letter to the GAO
to ask them to look into that.

And we have been hearing some murmurings that there may be
some difficulties with the Web site. We will continue to be in dia-
logue with you to make sure that our students are getting what
they need out of this.

So again, I want to thank you for your attendance here today.
I thought it was an excellent hearing and again, I commend your
staff for excellent preparation. I don’t even know if you needed any
more with your depth of knowledge. But thank you very much.

There being no further business, committee stands adjourned.

[Questions submitted for the record and their responses follow:]
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1. The sdministration’s budget lays out a request of $69.8 billion in discretionary funding,
an increase of 2.5 percent over FY 2012, However, this does not include the mandatory
funding for Pell Grants or funding for education provisions within the American Jobs
Act. Including those and possibly other items not listed in the department’s submission,
can you tell us the full and complete budget request for the Department of Education?

2. What specific steps are you taking to make the department more efficient? Can you point
to any reductions in offices or staffing that reflect this effort?

3. What steps have you taken to strengthen “on the ground” and “desk wop™ monitoring of
grantees? How many employees per grant program focus on itoring?

4. When utilizing peer review | to review applicati what steps have you taken
to ensure your stafT is not overly involved and the peers come from a variety of
backgrounds?

5. How many Notices of Proposed Rulemakings (NPRM) has the depariment issued that
have had a full 90-day comment period? Can you tell us specifically which NPRMs were
noticed with less than 90 days to comment? Why wasn't the public given as much
opportunity as possible to provide input on all NPRMs?

6. How much has the department spent on all conferences and events over cach of the
previous four fiscal years? Please provide a breakdown of each event or conference
planned by the department since January 20, 2009, and indicate which program the
conference was associated with, what program office was the lead for the event, whether

the dep d out planning or 2 for either all or part of a
conference or event, why the services were contracted rather than Office of
Communication and O h (0CO) staff planning the event, and how much the

contract for these services was for.

7. If funds for another round of Race to the Top are appropriated by Congress, what chang
would you make to the program?

8, The Race to the Top program provided incentives for states and school districts to pursue
a highly prescriptive education reform agenda dictated largely by the administration. And
we've scen the effects of this top-down approach: as detailed in the recent GAO report,
many states are months behind in acting on the promises included in their appli
and the department has approved a number of major changes to state grants. At the same
time, the administration has scemed to move on from its K-12 efforts, choosing to devote
significant chunks of the program to early childhood education and propose a new higher
education component. What is the department doing to work with Race to the Top
winners to ensure they are meeting the goals set out in their applications?
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13.

The budget request states the department would like to award Race to the Top grants to
school districts in addition to states, or a combination of the two. What requirements
would districts have to meel Lo be considered eligible to receive a grant?

March 2012 marked the two-year anniversary of Del and T inning a first
round Race to the Top grant. What specific evidence d hether this
has improved student achievement? 1s there any evidence of the sustainability oftl'mc

h or whether the proposals made in the applications of non-winning states have

materialized? When will we see any conerete results from the $5 billion the department is
spending on this program?

. Please provide a complete list of meetings in which you participated, both in snd nmsade

of Washington, DC, at which the department’s waiver package was
but not limited to initial meetings with states in dc\'clop'lng the package to the pn:s.enl.
time. Please include a complete list of participants, their job titles, and their affiliation.

. You and the president have repeatedly said the department had to act because Congress

wouldn’t. First, what constitutional authority does the deM'unem have for acting in the
absence of Congress? Second, the C ional R h Service has g d the
legality of your waiver approach and smd that a court could find them 1o be “arbitrary and
capricious” and in excess of the agency’s statutory authority. Do you reject their
analysis? Why is the administration willing to subject states and school districts to so
much uncertainty should a lawsuit be filed?

The department has i litisd ing p , scparate from regular
Title | monitoring, for states that recewed a condumna[ wal\re.-r Il'lhe waivers the
department is granting are consistent with your authority under ESEA, why is separate
monitoring necessary?

. The Assistant S v for El v and Secondary Education recenly indicated the

department is exploring the possibility of granting waivers to individual school districts.
Under current law, the department can provide waivers to school districts from the
requirements of No Child Left Behind (NCLB), but the waiver application must be
submitted through the state, which has an opportunity to comment on whether or not they
oppose the waiver, Under the plan envisioned by the department, will potential peer
reviewers have access to the state’s comments? What conditions will districts be expected
to meet to quality for such a waiver? How is the dep g o itor the
thousands of school districts around the country that would be appm\ﬂed"

. Under the guidance issued for the wawm pecl:ag:. l.h: dcpanmcm clarificd that states

and school districts may not waive equi il H lh:

guidance scems to permit a district to ignore the law’ s equitabl icipation pi

if funds are no longer used for public school choice, Supplcmemat de.auonal Services,
or professional development. Please explain how this guidance meets the clear intent of
the law to provide services to the students in private schools for whom the funds were
allocated.
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16. The administrati q an overall i inel y and lary ed
funding for new programs | focused on. teacher quality, as well as billions in

20.

A B

23

. The administration’s budget

Iditional mandatory fi 1 on teacher reform. Why is the department creating
new teacher programs with more federal overreach when the federal government already
administers more than 80 teacher quality programs with costs of more than $4 billion as
identified by the Government Accountability Office (GAO)?

In December 2011, the Office of the Ins Gieneral ded in an audit of the
Teacher Incentive Fund several ways the department could i improve the effectiveness of
its program implementation, grant pmpusal luation and and

program oversight. What has the department done to make these |mpr0vemmu"

I anew ARPA-ED (or Advanced Research Projects
Agency for Education) to fund learni hnology R&D. How will this work be
different from the activities of the National Research and Development Centers at the
Institute for Education Sciences (1ES)? Where would ARPA-ED be housed, and how
would it operate? Why is the department proposing a new program and agency using
taxpayer dollars to support high risk rescarch with uncertain returns, rather than looking
to improve and coordinate existing education ressarch structures within the Institute of
Lducation Sciences?

. The administration is seeking an increase of $27.5 million in IES funding. What will this

money be used for? When should Congress expect to receive the administration’s
proposal to horize the Education Sci Reform Act?

The administration’s budget i funding for the Regional Educational Laboratories
(RFL&) Since 1996, RELs have taken a mgmﬁcemt pmpoﬂ.um of the total federal

in educati h and develoy with little d f value.
Although the most recent re-competition changed the focus of the RELs, why are we
continuing to invest in initiatives that do not meet state and local demands?

In trying to encourage responses to survey data for studies and reports, researchers will
include a nominal payment of a few dollars to compensate individuals for their time in
filling out the survey. Does the Institute for Education Sciences engage in this practice? If
50, please list how much money is used for this purpose and the projects for which it was
used, Have any contractors used funds in this manner? If so, please list which contracts
and how much money was spent for this purpose.

In the FY 2013 budget proposal, the d q $850 million for Race to the
Top, of which an undisclosed amount would be used for the Early Learning Challenge
competitive grant program. What portion of Race to the Top funds do you foresee going
to the Early Leaming Challenge? Why wasn't that included in your budget?

. How does the Race to the Top-Early Leaming Challenge work with existing carly

learning programs at the state level? With Head Stant?



68

The Honorable Ame Duncan
April 25,2012
Page 5
24. What ch is the deg g to make to the Early Learning Challenge Fund,

25,

if funds are appropriated for this progmm" How much time will states be afforded to
comment on the changes?

In January, the White House released a statement claiming the Race to the Top-Early
TLeaming Challenge awards would “impact all wly learning programs, including Head
Start, public pro-K, hild and private preschools.” Would you please clm‘ify this

1t by hether or not private preschools, which do not receive
government fmdlng, will be exempl from the state regulations and licensure
requirements funded out of the Early Learning Challenge grant?

26. | know Head Start isn't under the purview of your department, but I understand you and

28,

29.

30.

your senior advisors are working closely with the Department of Health and Human
Services (HTHS) on early childhood education. As I'm sure you're aware, the results of a
number of studies have questioned the long-term value of the S8 billion Head Start
program. The Head Start Impact Study found children’s gains from participating in the

program do nut last through the end of the 1% grade. And Congress is still waiting for the
results of the 3" grade study that was completed years ago. Why do you think your $500
million Early Leaming Challenge Grant will be successful when the multi-billion Head
Start program hasn’t had much of a return on investment?

. In the budget proposal, the department intends to cut funding from the student loan

programs to provide a patch for the Pell Grant program. Year after year, these one-time
funding paiches have been used to help the Pell Grant program limp along. What
proposals is the admi) to per Iy put the Pell Grant program
on stable footing for the millions of low-income Americans that rely on it to attend
college?

The administration’s budget proposal on student loans would maintain - for just one year
- the interest rate on subsidized student loans to undergraduate students. Al the same
hm:, you're proposing to increase the interest rate, tuke away the in-school subsidy, and

the more g loan forgi provisions in the Perkins Iounprogram
designed to help lower income students, Fow ean you say your budget is pro-student
when you're making some programs more expensive for low-income kids?

We've known for the last five years that the student loan interest rate was going 1o expire

on July 1. Why didn’t the administration’s last three budgets contain proposals to fix the
interest rate cliff?
A g to the C ional Budget Office, the temporary fix to the interest rate on

subsidized Stafford loans costs almost $6 billion. How does the Department of
Education’s budget propose to pay for that?
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31. Since the department assumed control over all of the nation’s student loans, we've heard
from students who are having problems with the Direct Loan program. As new servicers
are being brought on board to service Direct Loans? What is the department doing to
inform students their loans have switched servicers?

32. How many new servicers does the d being brought on this year and

in total?
33. A few weeks ago, the House of R ives overwt Iy passed H.R. 2117, the
Protecting Acadvm-’(- Freedom in Higher Edum:fm.»{r::. which would eliminate the

bl ic and b state n regulation, The Senate has introduced a
similar bipartisan bill. It's also my understanding the regulation is currently being
challenged in the courts. If the courts strike down the regulation, will the d

attempt to re-regulate on this issue?

34, The Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 required the dcpa.rlmcnl to pwvlde
institutions of higher education with an annual pli dar of reg| ¥
requirements for colleges and universities. In the four years since the enactment of the
Act ~ despite numerous new regulations for colleges and universities —we have yel to see
a compliance calendar, To what do you attribute the delay? Will the department produce
the calendar before another July | deadline passes?

3s, The federal government's role in hlg}m education has historically been one of helping
! s access p lucation. Through your budget, particularly
the 1o cli bsidi ’I:mns for students who exceed 150 percent of
pmgmm length, the administration seems to be shifting the federal role from college
access 1o completion. Have you done any analysis on how your current proposals would
affect low-income or non-traditional students? What were the results?

36. The department's budget proposal talks about reforming campus-based aid programs to
award [unds to institutions that keep their costs while maintaining their value. Can you
provide the committee with more details on the specific metrics the department would
include in the formula and how funds would shifi?

37. The College Access Challenge Grant p isad ionary grant that has been given
mandatory funds through past reconciliation bills. As you knuw, the goal of the program
is to provide funds to states to spend on college access initiatives. We typically reserve
mandatory, or entitlement, dollars for individual benefits, like student aid, rather than
states or institutions. What evaluations has the department conducted on this program and
what are the resulis? How are you ensuring that funds are not being used to duplicate or
stifle private sector activities in states?

38, What evaluations have been done on the TRIO and GEAR UP programs and what arc the
results of such evaluations for these p
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39,

Since the implementation of the new Internal Revenue Service (IRS) verification
regulations, the committee has heard of 2 number of problems with the data retrieval
function and conflicts with IRS procedures that make it difficult for students and families
10 comply with verification i These problems have led to significant
verification delays on college campuses. How long will it take the Department of
Education to address this problem and what snlutmns are bcu:g dxplumd by the

dep 7 Isthe d idering allowing fi aid 0 use
IhL‘ old 1040 forms o wrnfy the FAFSA?

. We all agree colleges should work together to ensure families can afford to go to college

and we ne.ed more ||mavauve and flexible ways for colleges to educate those secking a

, a Dear Colleague letter issued on l.h:pmgrurn
mtcgm.y regulalmns by |]1e department prevents third party entities from serving
institutions in need of assistance if the third party entity is affiliated with another college
or university. According to your guidance, this is true even if that entity has no direct
relationship to the institution. Would you be willing to modify this guidance to allow
colleges and their affiliates to work together with the proper safeguards in place (such as
building a firewall to prevent affiliates from providing services to any related company)
to provide services to other colleges and universities in the same way afforded non-
affiliated third party entities?

1

There have been stories in the news about students abusing the Pell Grant program,
including students waiting to get their Pell grant refund and then dropping their classes.
What efforts are being taken to eliminate waste, fraud, and abuse in Pell Grants?

. We have heard & number ol concerns from college and universities about delays in

awarding TRIO grants. Can you discuss what efforts are underway at the department to
improve the administration of these grants?

Rep. Virginia Foxx (R-NC)

L.

We have heard of a number of problems regarding the rehabilitation of defaulted student
loans. Can you explain why borrowers like these are having trouble with the department
processing and rehabilitating their loans? What is being done to make sure this problem is
corrected and that it does not happen again?
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1. The administration’s budget proposes to eliminate Impact Aid P for Federal

Property. The program provides critical resources to school districts that lack local
resources due 1o the presence of federal land within district boundaries and the resulting
diminished property tax base. Why is the administration shirking its responsibility to
compensate school districts near Indian reservations, military bases, and national parks to
ensure they have adequate resources to provide their students with a quality education?
Why are you choosing to fund new and duplicative progr rather than established
programs like Impact Aid that support districts that lose local taxes due to the presence of
the federal government?
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OFFICE OF LEGISLATION AND CONGRESSIONAL AFFAIRS

May 23, 2012

The Honorable John Kline

Chairman

Committee on Education and the Workforce
Uniled States House of Representatives
‘Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for your C ittee’s foll p questions from the March 28, 2012, hearing on
“Reviewing the President’s Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Proposal for the U.S. Department of
Education.” Please see the enclosed document for resy to questions that Members of the
Committee submitted.

If you have any issues or questions about our responses, please contact me at 202-401-0020.

1 Affairs

Enclosure

400 MARYLAND AVE., SW, WASHINGTON, DC 20202-3100
W ec gov

Our misthon is 10 ensare equal access 1o education and to premote edecational excellence throughout the natkon.
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Chairman John Kline

1. The Administration’s budget lays out a request of $69.8 billion in discretionary funding, an
increase of 2.5 percent over FY 2012. However, this does not include the mandatory funding for
Pell Grants or funding for education provisions within the American Jobs Act. Including those
and possibly other items not listed in the Department’s submission, can you tell us the full and
complete budget request for the Department of Education?

‘The Department of Education’s overall di i y request for FY 2013 is $69.8 billion,
which is an increase of 2.5 percmt over the FY 2012 level. The attached table lists the
Department's datory funding req for FY 2013, including Pell Grants and funding

for education provisions within the American Jobs Act.

2. What specific steps are you taking to make the Department more efficient? Can vou point to
any reductions in offices or staffing that reflect this effort?

The Department is the smallest Cabinet agency, but has the third largest discretionary
appropriation. Less than 1% of our budget is used for administrative costs—most of our
funds are given out as grants to States or students or as loans to help families pay for
college. There are 4,245 employees to manage and administer a discretionary
appropriation of $68.1 billion in 2012 in 120-plus programs. This is in addition to the
Department’s student loan portfolio.

The Department has increased productivity in the last decade, reducing staffing from 4,600
in 2001 to 4,245 today. At the same time, the Department’s discretionary program
responsibilities have grown significantly. The Department has automated many clerical
functions and uses private sector contractors for many other routine tasks, such as

P ing student aid applicati |nmcring ions at call centers, servicing student

loans, and collecting on defaulted student loans.

3. What steps have you taken to strengthen “on the ground” and "deﬁk lop" monitoring of
grantees? How many employees per grant program focus on i g7

As part of the Department’s commitment to supporting States as they implement ambitious
reform agendas, the Department established the Impl ion and Support Unit (ISU)
in the Office of the Deputy Secretary. The mission of the ISU is to provide assistance to
States and itor as they impl t unprecedented and comprehensive reforms to
improve student outcomes. Leveraging existing monitoring best practices within the
agency, the ISU's program review is a new p. that and the

quality of program implementation by States rather than he.mg solely a compliance-driven
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approach focused on inputs and discrete tasks. The ISU also works with grantees to
provide formative and timely feedback and technical assi Additionally, the program
offices within the Department are re-envisioning how to focus even more on supporting
States’ and grantees’ efforts, in addition to the Department’s traditional focus on
compliance. The Department il to gthen its itoring and ight of
program implementation. This process begins by assessing risk prior to making awards
and ends with the final closeout of the grant through a final performance report. During
the life of the grant, program offices use a variety of monitoring techniques, e.g. on-site
visits, review of audit findi ktoy itoring, review of performance reports,

leph calls and webinars to provide proper oversight of program implementation and

the use of program funds.

4, When utilizing peer review processes to review applications, what steps havé you taken to

ensure your staff is not overly involved and the peers come from a variety of backgrounds?

In accordance with the guidelines contained in the Department’s Handbook for the
Discretionary Grant Process, the Department’s staff involvement in the peer review process
is limited to general direction and oversight performed by two individuals, the Competiti
Manager and the Panel Monitor. The Competition Manager is the ED staff person or
program official who oversees the administrative functions of the competition. The Panel
Monitor is the person who monitors the progress of an assigned panel or several panels.
Panel Monitors listen to panel discussions, but do not participate in the substantive

di ions on individual applications and are p| 1 from infl ing the of
the review in any way.

The Department takes several measures to ensure that peer reviewers for competitive
discretionary grants are sel 1 for their professional expertise from a variety of different
backgrounds. First, we enhance a fair and competitive review process by using reviewers
from outside of the Department to provide an independent perspective. Second, we
regularly send out calls for reviewers and list the qualifications of the types of persons
we're looking for to review a particular competition. Third, in soliciting expert peer
reviewers, we include a statement that ED solicits reviewers without regard to race, color,
national origin, gender, age or disability. Fourth, the Department’s Handbook for the
Discretionary Grant Process, which is the handbook used by ED staff for all grants
programs, provides that a panel of experts be used to evaluate applications and that ED
program officials recruit persons from as many different sources as possible in areas
pertinent to a Also, | ial peer revi s are sereened for conflicts of
interest to ensure that they have no vested interest in the grant competition in which they
volunteer to participate.
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5. How many Notices of Proposed Rulemakings (NPRM) has the Department issued that have
had a full 90-day comment period? Can you tell us specifically which NPRMs were noticed with
less than 90 days to comment? Why wasn't the public given as much opportunity as possible to
provide input on all NPRMs?

It is Department policy to ensure that the public has sufficient time to comment on
proposed regulations, taking into account such factors as statutory requirements (the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) requires a 75-day public comment

period for the majority of its reg) or the plexity of the regulati The
following website has a list of all the regulations, when they were published, and the
duration of the period for public comment:

6. How much has the Department spent on all conferences and events over each of the previous
four fiscal years? Please provide a breakdown of each event or conference planned by the
Department since January 20, 2009, and indicate which program the conft was ted
with, what program office was the lead for the event, whether the Department contracted out
planning or management for either all or part of a conference or event, why the services were
contracted rather than Office of Communication and Outreach (OCO) staff planning the cvent,
and how much the contract for these services was for.

The Department has received two Congressional inquiries requesting information on
conference activities. Upon pletion of these resp , the Department will provide the
Committee with copies in response to this question.

7. If funds for another round of Race to the Top are appropriated by Congress, what changes
- would you make to the program?
For an investment of less than 1 percent of ed i di tionally, the Race to the
Top (RTT) Competition has unleashed more mno\falilm and creal'.ivil:y among States than
we've seen in education in decades. The hard work of the first 12 grantees from Phase I
and 11 of the program shows the great promise of this program. All of the 12 States have
trained teachers on college- and carcer-ready standards, and they have also increased
support for or created new STEM-related programs to recruit talented candidates, fill
hard-to-staff schools, and increase access to these subjects for more students. As one

ple, Ohio blished the Ohio Appalachian Initiative, a network of 22 rural districts

that is sharing cffective pracﬁm, such as practices in using data, training teachers and

incipals, and i bers. M h awarded Wraparound Zone
grnnts to 5 dis!:ri.c!s' these districts will use the funds to provide wraparound services to
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students to help them address physical, psychological, and family-related challenges that
serve as barriers to learning. Tennessee expanded two alternative pathway programs
(UTeach and Teach Tennessee) to recruit qualified teachers for hard-to-staff subjects.
Georgia awarded five competitive grants in summer 2011 under the first round of its
Innovation Fund initiative, which encourages the formation of partnerships among school
districts, colleges and universiti profit organizations, and busi to identify new
ways to increase applied learning opportunities, improve teacher and leader effectiveness,
expand the pipeline of effective teachers, and promote STEM charter schools. We expect
the seven RTT grantees from Phase IT1 to continue to add to this good work. These States’
lications included ¢ i to enk data systems, raise academic standards,

improve principal and teacher support and ¥ and impl school
interventions in underperforming schools,

‘We are building on this trailblazing work and think it is critical that we continue to invest
in these innovative approaches to education reform. FY 2013 funds for Race to the Top
would be used to deepen the Administration’s in in the program’s five core
reform areas and to address the unmet demand of States and districts that have

d ated a i to comprehensive and ambitious plans in these
areas. Additional resources will be provided for the Race to the Top—Early Learning
Challenge (RTT-ELC) competitive grant program and would be paired with new
investments by the Department of Health and Human Services in improving child care
quality and preparing children for success in school. As with all our programs, we always
seek to learn how to improve them for the benefit of stud and would appreciate your
thoughts on how we can accomplish that.

8. The Race to the Top program provided incentives for States and school districts to pursue a
highly prescriptive education reform agenda dictated largely by the administration. And we've
seen the effects of this top-down approach: as detailed in the recent GAO report, many States
are months behind in acting on the promises included in their applications and the Dep

has approved a number of major changes to State grants. At the same time, the Administration
has seemed to move on from its K-12 efforts, choosing to devote significant chunks of the
program to early childhood education and propose a new higher education component. What is
the Department doing to work with Race to the Top winners to ensure they are mecting the goals
set out in their applications?

Race to the Top grantees are undertaking transformative education reform efforts in
accordance with the plans that they designed. The Department is supporting States to help
them achieve their goals and ensure they’re making progress. Consistent with this goal, the
Department blished the Impl ion and Support Unit (ISU) in the Office of the
Deputy Seeretary. The mission of the ISU is to provide assistance to States and monitor as
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they implement unprecedented and comprehensive reforms to improve student outcomes
through Race to the Top and other programs. Each grantee State in its approved Race to
the Top application and scope of work has h

ped its own p ive reform policy
to meet its specific State and local context. As pmlous]y mentioned, all 12 Phase I and 11
States have made tremendous progress in impl dards and that
prepare students to succeed in college and the workplace and to compete in the global
economy; building and using data systems that inform students, parents, teachers and
principals about instruction; recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining cffective
teachers and principals, especially where they are needed most; and turning around their
lowest-achieving schools.

The ISU manages a Race to the Top program review process that not only addresses the
Department’s responsibilities for fiscal and progr i ight, but is designed to
identify areas in which Race to the Top grantees need assistance and support to meet their
goals, Specifically, the ISU works with Race to the Top grantees to differentiate support
hased on indl\fldual State needs, and to facilitate States’ work with each other and with
experts on achieving and 1 reforms that improve student outcomes.
The information and data galbcred by the Department’s program review inform the
Department’s management and support of the Race to the Top grantees, and provide
appropriate and umel,y updates to the public on their progress. The ISU has established a
tr p to support grantees in meeting the goals and objectives of
their lee to the Top plan throughout the four year grant period. A grantee's application
represents the best thinking at a given point in time and as States and districts implement
their Race to the Top plans, they may need to revise their plans based on what they have
learned. A State must justify any revisions to activities in its approved Race to the Top
plan that diverge from what was proposed in its initial plan and must provide compelling
evidence of how such a change will help it meet its objective and performance measures
and achieve increases in stud, Revisions to-a State’s plan that would
significantly decrease or eliminate reform in any of these four reform areas constitute a
fundamental change to the State’s scope of work and will not be accepted or approved.

9, The budget request states the Department would like to award Race to the Top grants to school
districts in addition to States, or a combination of the two. What requirements would districts
have to meet to be considered eligible to receive a grant?

The Race to the Top State program is galvanizing stakeholders across the country, and
bringing them together in broad-based coalitions to problem-solve and improve their
States® educational plans with a focus on student outcomes. We will expect the same from
a district-level competition — grantee districts will design and implement ambitious,
innovative reforms from which others can learn. All districts will derive benefits from
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competing. In the near future, we will post a d that will ize our vision for
the competition, and we welcome Congress’ input as we continue to develop the
competition.

10. March 2012 marked the two-year anniversary of Dela and T inning a first
round Race to the Top grant. What specific evidence demonstrates whether this program has
improved student achi ? Is there any evid of the inability of these changes or
whether the proposals made in the applications of inning States have materialized? When

will we see any concrete results from the $5 billion the Department is spending on this program?

Race to the Top has had a greater impact on education reform in the last three years than
we've seen in decades. Even before States received a single dime of taxpayer money, many
of them changed their laws and committed to erucial reforms to better position themselves
for the competition. For example, 22 States enacted laws to improve teacher quality; 16
States changed their laws to increase assistance to low-performing schools. The hard work
of the first 12 grantees from Phase I and 11 of the program, outlined in the grantees state-
spuil‘lc reports profiling first-year progress, shows the great promise of this program. For

T panded two alternative pathway programs (UTeach and Teach
Tmeusee] to recruit qualified teachers for hard-to-staff subj In addition, Del. els
implementing teacher and leader projects that include data hes; a science, technology,

ineering, and math ics (STEM) residency program; Teach for America; a Delaware

Tenc.hhtg Fellows program; and the Delaware l.cadership Project. Delaware is also

supporting the four low-achieving schools in the State’s Partnership Zone as they plan to

fully implement their selected school reform models during the 20112012 school year.

11. Please provide a plete list of ings in which youpamc:pated bothmandoumdcol

Washington, DC, at which the Department’s waiver package was d d, i g but not
_limited to initial meetings with States in developing the package to the pmmt time, Please

include a complete list of participants, their job titles, and their affiliation.

The Department started to hold meetings to discuss what is now known as ESEA flexibility
in or around July 2010 and those meetings continue today. Different Department offices
and officials have contributed throughout the ESEA flexibility process, and they met

frequently around the N ber 14, 2011 window 1 request deadline, the February 9, 2012
anrmunnﬂm:m that 11 States were approved for ESEA ﬁeﬂlhﬂil‘y. and the February 28,
2012 window 2 request deadline when 27 States educati ies r

flexibility. More information about the ESEA flexibility pmcess and the Department’s
interactions with requesting and approved States is found at:
http:/iwww.ed.goviesea/flexibility.
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12, You and the President have rep ly said the Dep had to act b Congr
wouldn’t, First, what constitutional authority does the department have for acting in the absence
of Congress? Second, the Congressional Research Service (CRS) has questioned the legality of
your waiver approach and said that a court could find them to be “arbitrary and capricious” and
in excess of the agency's statutory authority. Do you reject their analysis? Why is the
Administration willing to subject States and school districts to so much uncertainty should a
lawsuit be filed?

Section 9401 of the El y and S dary Ed ion Act (ESEA) allows the Secretary
to waive, with certain limited exceptions, any ESEA requi for a State ed ional
agency that requests a waiver in order to increase the quality of instruction and improve
the academic achi of stud CRS luded that the scope of the Department’s
waiver authority under Section 9401 is “quite broad” and that Congress “clearly
_understood and intended for the Department to waive the requirements of the Act when
appropriate.” ESEA flexibility is entirely voluntary; no State is required to request it. In
fact, in its report, CRS comments that conditions on waivers “would not necessarily be
d to be requir given that a grantee’s compliance would be purely
voluntary, and any grantee that did not want to submit to such conditions would simply
forego seeking a waiver on that basis.” Under seetion 9401, before the Department may
grant a waiver, we must determine that the waiver will increase the quality of instruction
and improve the academic achievement of students. The conditions we have established
are designed to support State and local reform efforts already in progress in many States
and districts while ensuring that those efforts address these two statutory requirements. In
short, ESEA flexibility fits well within our broad waiver authority.

13. The Dep has indicated it is developing monitoring p Is, separate from regular
Title | monitoring, for States that received a conditional waiver. If the waivers the Department is
granting are consistent with your authority under ESEA, why is sey iton y?
Any waiver of the provisions of the ESEA, by its very nature, reflects a modification of the
requirements that must be i 1 by the Department. B States approved for
ESEA flexibility are impl ing new tability and interventi

monitoring protocols based on current law no longer apply. Thus, we are revising our
protocols to ensure that, for ESEA flexibility States, we have the appropriate tools for
ensuring both continued compliance with portions of the statute and regulations that were
not waived and that States are implementing ESEA flexibility consistent with cach State’s
approved requests.

14. The Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary Education recently indicated the
Department is exploring the possibility of granting waivers to individual school districts. Under
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current law, the Department can provide waivers to school districts from the requirements of No

Child Left Behind (NCLB), but the waiver application must be submitted through the State,
which has an opportunity to comment on whether or not they oppose the waiver. Under the plan
cnvisioned by the Dep will p ial peer revi have access to the State's
comments? What condmnns w1!l districts be expected to meet to qualify for such a waiver?
How is the Dep proposing to itor the tk ds of school districts around the country
that would be appmvud?

Currently only State educational ies are eligible to create and submit flexibility plans

to the Department on behalf nl'ﬂlms:lves and their districts. The flexibility is designed to
support systemic reforms and requires — both from a legal and practical standpoint —
significant commitments at the State level. State educational agencies are encouraged to
work closely with their school districts to ensure a comprehensive plan that truly increases
the quality of i ion and imp demic achie for all stud However, a
few States have not yet expressed an interest in pursuing this flexibility, and we have heard
from several districts in those States that they are interested in the flexibility, Therefore,
we are thinking about how to work with districts in those States that want to move forward
with bold reforms.

15. Under the guidance issued for the wnwers packxse, the Department clarified that States and
school districts may not waive equitabl H , the guid

seems to permit a district to ignore the Iuw 5 eqmlable partnc:pauon provisions if funds are no
longer used for public school choice, Supplemental Educational Services, or professional
development. Please explain how this guidance meets the clear intent of the law to provide
services to the students in private schools for whom the funds were allocated.

n general, a local educational agency (LEA) allocates its Title I, Part A funds in two ways:
it allocates the majority of those funds to its Title I schools consistent with ESEA section
1113(¢); and it reserves some funds off the top of its allocation under 34 C.F.R. § 200.77 for
both required and permissible activities. An LEA’s responsibility to provide equitable
services to eligible elementary and secondary private school children, their teachers, and
their families depends on the nature of the services provided. Equitable services apply to
funds an LEA allocates to its Title I schools under ESEA section 1113(c). They also apply
to off-the-top reservations that provide district-wide services to Title I schools. However,
they do not apply to rtm-vntions from whlch an LEA provides services to a subgroup of

€.g. h glected and delinguent stud or if an LEA focuses
the reserved funds on a specific subset of low-performing schools—e.g., schools in
restructuring—because public Title I school students as a whole do not benefit from those
services either.
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Accordingly, with respect to Title L, Part A funds freed up from not needing to meet the 20
percent obligation or the sct-aside for professional develog t under ESEA flexibility, the
responsibility to provid itable services depends on how an LEA uses those funds. If,
for example, the LEA allucates the funds under ESEA section 1113(c) to its Title I schools,
it must also provide equitable services with the funds. Similarly, if the LEA uses the freed
up funds for an off-the-top reservation to provide school or professional
development to all its Title I schools, or all its Title I schools at a particular grade level, the
requirement to provide equitable services would apply. On the other hand, if the LEA uses
funds from an off-the-top reservation to implement interventions in its priority and/or
focus schools, the equitable services requirement would not apply.

16. The Ad Juests an overall i in el y and dary ed
funding for new programs focused on teacher quality, as well as billions in additional mandatory
funding focused on teacher reform. Why is the Department creating new teacher programs with
more Federal overreach when the Federal government already administers more than 80 teacher
quality programs with costs of more than $4 billion as identified by the Government
Accountability Office (GAO)?

In the FY12 Appropriations Report, Congress requested that the Department produce a
report on all of the Federal teacher quality programs identified in the 2011 GAO report.
Upon completion of the Department’s report, the Department will provide the Committee
with copies in resp to this question, Additionally, the Administration’s FY13 budget
request for the Department includes a major new investment to support States’ and
districts’ efforts to elevate the teaching profession.

This investment is needed to jumpstart efforts by States and districts to dramatically
rethink and reshape their approaches to recruiting, preparing, supporting and

__compensating teachers. While the Department’s current investments in teacher quality are
important, they are too narrowly focused to produce the dramatic transformation of the
teaching profession we need to restore our position as the world’s leader in education. The
new initiative will enable States and districts to better leverage existing funds, including
current federal investments in teacher quality, to support more comprehensive approaches
to transforming the profession.

17. In December 2011, the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) recommended in an audit of
the Tﬁd‘ler Incentive Fund several ways the Depamnml could improve the effectiveness of its
program impl ion, grant proposal eval and gp , and program
oversight. What has the Department done to make these improvements?
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The Department has used information from the first two cohorts of Teacher Incentive
Fund (TIF) grantees (the cohorts that were the focus of the audit report) to inform the TIF
competition planned for fiscal year 2012, Specifically, in consideration of the OIG audit
findings, the Department has made impr to the and implementation
of the program. These impr include, for g new systems that
allow the Department, prior to making an award, to analyze the applicant’s fiscal and
operational status in order to assess its risk of not performing satisfactorily; ensuring
greater coordination across program offices so as to maximize the expertise needed to
address complex technical issues; and dedicating adequate resources to eritical aspects of
the competition process. The Department has also conducted additional staff training
related to granting ion awards i with the Education Department General
Administrative Regulations and the Handbook for the Discretionary Grant Process in
order to ensure that decisions regarding i ions reflect sound policy decisions.

18. The Administration's budget prop anew ARPA-ED (or Advanced Research Projects
Agency for Education) to fund leaming technology R&D. How will this work be different from
the activities of the National Research and Development Centers at the Institute for Education
Sciences? Where would ARPA-ED be housed, and how would it operate? Why is the
Department proposing a new program and agency using taxpayer dollars to support high risk
research with uncertain returns, rather than looking to improve and linate existing ed
research structures within the Institute of Education Sciences?

ARPA-ED would engage in what is known as “directed development,” an approach to
research and develoy t that fi on accelerating a small ber of projects with the
¥ ial to produce 1 improvement, particularly in the area of educational
technology. This approach differs from the basic and applied research and development
carried out by other Federal entities that fund education research and development.
ARPA-ED is-also distinctly different than-the approaches employed by research-at IES. As-
an example, ARPA-ED would support projects such as developing digital tutors that are

ble of replicating the well- blished benefits of one-on-one tutoring, but at

substantially lower cost and with much greater potential for broad use.

The Department proposes to model ARPA-ED on the Defs Ad 1R h Projects
Agency (DARPA), which helped invent the Internet and GPS, and a similar agency at the
Department of Energy. Some Key features that contributed to the success of these agencies
that we would also use for ARPA-ED include hiring authorities that empower the
organization to recruit world-class personnel from the field who rotate in and out regularly
and operate in a hierarchically flat structure. The Department of Defense, even with a
research and development budget in excess of $70 billion, maintains DARPA as a separate
$3 hillion organization staffed by leadi and technologi:
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We believe an agency like ARPA-ED is important b a lack of in in research
and development is one of the why the benefits of technology that have
dramatically improved other industries have left education largely unch 1. Given the
significant achievement gains needed to cnsure our citizens’ prosperity and
competitiveness, we need to develop new and g ibreaking tools that can produce
significantly better results for students and teachers. Currently, limited federal funding for

h and develog and challenging market conditions discourage even private
funding in h and develop that takes place in other sectors. ARPA-ED could
spur the market in places in which it is falling short by attracting new entrants while still
ensuring that the limited resources we have do not duplicate arcas in which the private
market is delivering cffective solutions.

19. The Administration is sceking an increase of $27.5 million in IES funding. What will this
money be used for? When should Congress expect to receive the Administration’s proposal to
ize the Education Sci Reform Act?

This requested increase for the Institute for Education Sciences (IES) im:‘ludes $12.5
million to maintain its investments in research, devel li ination, and
to advance our understanding of early learning and n]ememary, secondary, and

dary education, includi up to $30 million in new research and development
grmm on critical topics in which our k ledge base is inadeg The National Center
for Education Statistics would receive an additional $6 million to support State
participation in the Program for International Student A t, and the Statewide Data
Systems program would receive $15.0 million for initiatives to improve information on
students as they move from high school to postsecondary education and the workforee. The
request would i the Administration’s to supporting the Regional
Educational Laboratorics, the Assessment program, research in special education, and
special education studies and-evaluations.

Over the ten years since the Education Sciences Reform Act (ESRA) was authorized, IES
has significantly expanded its investments in research and development that are both
rigorous and relevant to the needs of educators and poli kers. As these in

have begun to yield prnmjsing and slgmﬂcant findings, 1ES has also transformed the way
that the Federal g r h information, translating complex

and i details into materials that can be more easily accessed and
applied to classmnm instruction and policy decisions. We continue to make the use of data
an essential ingredient in our school reform agenda. We look forward to working with
Congress on the reauthorization of ESRA.

11 |Page



84

20. The Administration’s budget i funding for the Regional Educational Laboratories
(RELs). Since 1996, RELs have taken a significant proportion of the total Federal investment in
education h and develor with little d d value. Although the most recent re-

competition changed the focus of the RELs, why are we continuing to invest in initiatives that do
not meet state and local demands?

The RELS serve as a y bridge | the research ity and State and local

educational agencies by providing expert advice, i 2 g and
assistance, to bring the latest and best research and proven practices into school
improvement effnm Key prmrmes include providing technical assistance on performing

data analysis fi I g programs, and using data from State longitudinal data

sy for h and evaluation that addresses important issues of policy and practice.

In developing the request for proposa!s for the most recent competition for the RELs, IES
licited feedback from ed s, policymakers, and rescarchers at the State and local

levels — to increase their capacity to meet the needs of States and districts. We believe that
the new REL contracts will respond better to the needs they identified.

21. In trying to encourage response to survey data for studies and reports, researchers will
include a nominal payment of a few dnllm to mmpmsalc individuals for their time in filling out
the survey. Does the Institute of Educati engage in this practice? If so, please list
how much money is used for this purpose and the projects for which it was used. Have any
contractors used funds in this manner? If so, please list which contracts and how much money
was spent for this purpose.

Resg rates to vol y government sp ed surveys have declined precipitously. As
a result, agencies have explored a ber of ways to maintain historical resp
rates. Research coudu.cted in the private and public sector has consistently shown that
offering i i pecially small cash i tives with the initial survey request, is one of
the most effective ways to boost response rates. An analysis of published studies showed on
average a 19 percentage point increase in response rates when a cash incentive is given with
the initial survey request. In addition, the research indicated that using the incentive was
more effective and less costly than using other methods to reach holds that did not

pond. In order to achieve a comparable response rate to the mail and cash incentive
design, it would be necessary to conduct in-person interviews. Finally, Federal statistical

g the Center for Education Statistics (within TES), are exploring

new approaches to maintaining data quality that depend less on overall response rates and
more on ensuring that the responding sample is truly representative. Incentives are likely
to be a eritical tool under this new paradigm as well.
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For research grant programs, IES does not determine details of research protocols which
include compensation for individuals.

22. In the FY 2013 budget proposal, the Dep t req $850 million for Race to the Top,
of which an undisclosed amount would be used for the Early Leaming Challenge competitive
grant program. What portion of Race to the Top funds do you foresee going to the Early
Leaming Challenge? Why wasn't that included in your budget?

‘We want to continue investing in early learning to follow up on the RTT-ELC grants we
awarded in FY 2011 and the recently announced use of FY 2012 funds. We would use a
s:gnil’iunt portion of FY 2013 funds on another Early Learning Challenge grant

That il of funds would be paired with new investments by the
Departmcnl of Health and Human Services in improving child care quality and preparing
children for success in school. With the Early Learning Challenge, we are supporting State
efforts to transform their early learning and development programs from a patchwork of
disconnected programs with uneven quality into coordinated State systems that prepare
children for success in school and in life.

23. How does the Race to the Top-Early 1 ing Chall work with existing early learning
programs at the state level? With Head Start?

RTT-ELC grants support States that d ate their it to and plan for
integrating and aligning resources and policies across all of the State agencies that
administer public funds related to early learning and development, including Head Start
collaboration, Child Care, IDEA and Title I funds. The RTT grants further provide
incentives to the States that it to i ing the ber of children with high needs
who have access to high-quality early learning and develog prog ide. With
the Early Learning Challenge, we are supporting State efforts to transform early learning
progr from a patchwork of di ted programs with uneven quality into a
coordinated system that prepares children for success in school and in life. States that won
the first round of RTT-ELC grants will work to increase the quality of existing early
learning programs, including Head Start, by expanding Tiered Quallly Rating and
Improvement Systems (TQRISs) that will provide ingful feedb on ing the
quality of programs. The ratings from the State TQRISs will also inform Stale technical
work and i ives for program improvement. Sinec we administer RTT-ELC
jointly with the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), our work in this area is
consistent and fully aligned with HHS’s administration of the Head Start and Child Care

program.
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24, What changes is the Dep planning to make to the Early Learning Challenge Fund, if

funds are appropriated for this program? How much time will States be afforded to comment on
the changes?

We always seek to learn how to improve all our programs for the benefit of children and
youth, and would appreciate your thoughts on how we can accomplish that. We are
planning to give States as much time as possible to on any changes we may
propose.

25. In January, the White Housc released a statement claiming the Race to the Top-Early
Leaming Challenge awards would “impact all early leamning programs, including Head Start,
public pre-K, childcare, and private preschools.” Would you please clarify this statement by
explaining whether or not private preschools, which do not receive government funding, will be
exempt from the state regulations and li qui funded out of the Early Learning
Challenge grant?

RTT-ELC did not require the participation of private or faith-based carly learning
providers that do not accept Federal funding or did not choose to participate in a State's
RTT-ELC program. The competition was designed so that States that exempt private
providers from their li ing and inspection systems were not disad ged in any way
in the scoring of their applications, and States selected for funding are not required to
change their approach to working with private providers.

26. 1 know Head Start isn’t under the purview of your Department, but 1 understand you and
your senior advisors are working closely with the Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS) on early childhood education. As I'm sure you're aware, the results of a number of
studies have questioned the long-term value of the $8 billion Head Start program. The Head
Start Impact Study found children’s gains from participating in the program do not last through
the end of the 1* grade. And Congress is still waiting for the results of the 3™ grade study that
was completed years ago. Why do you think your $500 million Early Learning Challenge Grant
will be successful when the multi-billion Head Start program hasn't had much of a return on
investment?

As noted carlicr, we administer RTT-ELC jointly with HHS. Much research shows that
high quality carly learning and development programs yield a significant return on
investment and are critically important for ensuring that children are prepared for success
in school and in life. The RTT-ELC does not create a new early learning and development
program in States. Rather, the program is unique in that it requires grantees to align all of
a State’s carly learning programs to ensure a coordi 1 and pl y effort
among all programs to improve quality and focus on school readiness. We believe this
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alignment will lead to positive results for children. The Early Learning Challenge grant
funds we request will be paired with new investments by the Department of Health and
Human Services in child care quality and Head Start quality improvement initiatives. The
Head Start Impact Study showed a pattern of imyp on children's develof at the end
of Head Start across a broad range of outcome domains and points to the importance of

ligy b carly childhood programs and clementary schools — a focus of RTT-
ELC. In addition, RTT-ELC and recent Head Start improvement efforts focus on critical
areas identified by experts such as quality reviews, child and professional
development.

27. In the budget proposal, the Department intends to cut funding from the student loan programs
to provide a patch for the Pell Grant program. Year after year, these one-time funding patches
have been used to help the Pell Grant program limp along. What proposals is the Administration

lating to per ly put the Pell Grant program on stable footing for the millions of
low-income Americans that rely on it to attend college?

The Administration’s FY 2013 budget request included a plan to fully fund the Pell Grant
program through award year 2014-15. This would be achieved through savings from the
student loan programs, and would prevent what otherwise would be a $9 billion shortfall in
the program. This request would not only fully fund Pell Grants, but would also support
an increase in the Pell Grant i award, scheduled to rise to $5,635 in award year
2013-14. Additionally, the action taken by Congress in the 2012 appropriations bill to
change the eligibility rules and the auto-zero expected family contribution determination
reduced the costs of the Pell Grant program by an estimated $750 million in FY 2013 alone.

28. The Administration’s budget proposal on student loans would maintain — for just one year —
the interest rate on subsidized student loans to undergraduate students. At the same time, you're
proposing to increase the interest rate, take away the in-school subsidy, and eliminate the more
generous loan forgiveness provisions in the Perkins loan program designed to help lower income
students. How can you say your budget is pro-student when you're making some programs more
expensive for low-income students?

Our goal is to make more college aid a to more stud The Administration’s FY
2013 budget request seeks to expand and reform the campus-based aid programs—the
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant, Work-Study, and the Perkins Loan
Program—to make available over $10 billion in aid to students. Our proposals would
increase the number of students being served by these programs to 3.6 million in FY 2013.
The President’s Budget would modernize the way these funds are distributed to aid

| that attend that d ate a itment to providing students a
high-quality education at a reasonable price. Under current law, the Perkins Loan
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program is scheduled to terminate in 2014, and all funds must be returned to the
Department shortly thereafter. The Budget proposes an a new Perkins program that
would preserve needed loan funds for students, and expand the availability of loan funds to
serve more students at more i jons than under the existing program. As part of our
overall reforms, the 2013 request also includes $150 million in additional funds for Work-
Study. This additional request would provide Work-Study funding to institutions opting to
pnrmlpate in an enhanced Work-Study partnership with prospective employers. To

dents’ 1! prospects, institutions would collaborate with employers to
provide students wltll Work-Study opportunities that are meaningfully aligned with
students’ academic programs and career aspirations.

29, We've known for the last five years that the student loan interest rate was going to expire on
July 1. Why didn’t the Administration’s last three budgets contain proposals to fix the interest
rate cliff?

We feel this is the appropriate time to fix the interest rate and look forward to working

with Congress to keep these rates from doubli As the i tor X
and students and families are struggling to meet the ﬂnauelal demands of ever-increasing
college costs, students who rely on loans to fi P y education should not be

burdened with additional college debt as they seek to graduate, launch a career or a
business, start a family, or buy a house.

30. A ling to the Congressional Budget Office, the temporary fix to the interest rate on
subsidized Stafford loans costs almost $6 billion. How does the Department of Education’s
budget propose to pay for that?

The Administration’s budget contains a number of proposals for policy changes that would
establish an American economy built to last by focusing on the solid foundation of

ducating, inn g, and building. By cutting ful pendi nskmg nl.l Amerlcam to
shoulder their fair share, and making tough choices on some things we cannot afford, the
Admi ation’s budget includes sufficient funds to pay for our policy priorities, including
the interest rate fix. We are proposing to keep the interest rate low so that borrowers do
not see their level of debt rise at a time when the economy continues to recover. We look
forward to working with Congress to get the President’s budget passed.

31. Since the Department assumed control over all of the nation’s student loans, we've heard
from students who are having problems with the Direct Loan program. As new servicers are
being brought on board to service direct Loans, what is the Department doing to inform students
their loans have switched servicers?
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Every borrower is sent a letter by the new servicer soon after the lvan is added to the
servicer's system with information about the new servicer, including its phone number,
website, payment process and mailing address. The Department also sends these
transferred borrowers an e-mail at the time of the transfer informing them that their
accounts are being moved and providing them the above-referenced information on the
new servicer. As in every transition process, we will take actions as needed to improve the
process so that we can better serve students and families.

32. How many new servicers does the Department anticipate being brought on this year and in
total?

The Department is in the process of determining what is needed to ensure that borrowers
are provided the best service possible. We will continue to keep Congress and other
interested parties updated as we have more precise information on the numbers.

33. A few weeks ago, the House of Repr ives overwhelmingly passed H.R. 2117, the
Protecting Academic Freedom in Higher Education Act, which would eliminate the problematic
and burdensome state authonzauon regu!nhon The Senate has introduced a similar bipartisan
bill. It’s alse my und g the regul is 1y being chall d in the courts, If the

courts strike down the r ion, will the Dep attempt to rmegulatc on this issue?

These regulations are necessary to ensure the integrity of the student financial aid

progr These regulati wll.l!wlp.. the inflation of the academic credits
attributed to p d that could result in the over-awardjng of
Federal Stll.d!nt Aid, and fnr the efficient administration of the student fi 1 aid

programs. The Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA) has long required state approval of
colleges and universities participating in the Title IV Federal Student Aid programs and
institutions will still need to meet the requirements of the HEA and be legally authorized
within the State in which they are operating.

34. The Higher Education Opp: ity Act of 2008 required the Dep to provide
institutions of higher cducation with an annual compli lendar of regulatory requi
for colleges and universities. In the four years since the enactment of the Act — despite numerous
new regulations for colleges and universities — we have yet to sec a compliance calendar. To
what do you attribute the delay? Will the Dep p the calendar before another July 1

deadline passes?

The National Posts: lary Education Cooperative Working Group (NPEC) first posted
the required disclosure information by institutions of higher education in 2009 (report
available at http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubs ?pubid=2010831rev or

17 |Page



90

http:/iwwwl.ed.govipolicy/highered/leg/head8/index.html). Supplemental information was
also published in 2011.

35. The Federal government’s role in higher education has historically been one of helping low-
income students access p Jary education. Through your budget, particularly the proposal
to elimi bsidized loans for students who exceed 150 percent of program length, the
Administration seems to be shifling the Federal role from college access to completion. Have
you done any analysis on how your current proposals would affect low-i ¢ or non-traditional
students? What werc the results?

The Administration has set a goal that by 2020 the United States will regain its lost ground
and have the highest proportion of college graduates in the world. We are focused on
investing in higher education because we know we need to educate our way to a better

economy. To accomplish this overarching goal, the Admini: ion is d to
increasing higher education access and by restructuring and dramatically
di dent fi ial aid, while making Federal programs simpler, more reliable,

and more cfficient for students. The Department’s budget proposes a plan to address
college completion and strengthen the higher education pipeline to ensure that more
i d and plete their degree.

One of the ways we are encouraging borrowers to complete their educational programs in a
timely manner is through our proposal to require a borrower who has exceeded 150
percent of the normal time required to complete the borrowers’ educational program to
become responsible for paying interest that will begin to acerue while the borrower is in
school beyond this point. The National Center for Education Statistics found that, in
general, graduation rates reported at 200 percent of normal time were higher than those at
150 percent of normal time, but the increase was small pared with the i I

100 percent and 150 percent of normal time. In other words, if a student does not complete
his or her degree in 150 percent of normal time, he or she is highly unlikely to complete the
program in 200 percent of normal time. (The issue brief outlining this research can be
found here: http://nees.ed.gov/pubs2011/2011221.pdf.)

In addition, 1.6 million low Income borrowers can limit their repayments to 10 pereent of
their discretionary income through the President’s Pay As You Earn policy.

36. The Department’s budget proposal talks about reforming campus-based aid programs to
award funds to institutions that keep their costs while maintaining their value. Can you provide
the committee with more details on the specific metrics the Department would include in the
formula and how funds would shift?
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We look forward to working with Congress and stakeholders as we develop the specifics of
our proposal. The Administration’s 2013 budget request secks to expand and reform the
campus-based aid programs—the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant, Work-
Study, and the Perkins Loan program—to make available over 510 billion in aid to

dent: lly. Our proposals would increase the number of students being served by
these programs to 3.6 million in FY 2013, The President’s Budget would modernize the way
these funds are distributed to aid students who attend institutions that d ate a

i to providing its stud a high-quality education at a reasonable

price. Under current law, the Perkins Loan program is scheduled to terminate in 2014,
and all funds must be returned to the Department shortly thereafter. The budget proposes
an alternative to this program in a manner that would not only preserve needed loan funds
for students, but greatly expand the availability of loan funds to serve more students at
more institutions than is possible under the existing program. As part of thesc reforms, the
2013 request includes $150 million in additional funds for the Work-Study program. This
additional request would provide Work-Study funding to institutions opting to participate
in an enhanced Work-Study partnership with prospective employers. To increase students’
employment prospects, institutions would collaborate with employers to provide students
with Work-Study opportunities that are ingfully aligned with students’ academi
programs and career aspirations.

37. The College Access Challenge Grant program is a discretionary grant that has been given
mandatory funds through the past reconciliation bills. As you know, the goal of the program is
to provide funds to States to spend on college access initiatives. We typically reserve
mandatory, or entitlement, dollars for individual benefits, like student aid, rather than States or
institutions. What evaluations has the Department conducted on this program and what are the
results? How are you ensuring that funds are not being used to duplicate or stifle private sector
activities in States?

‘The purpose of the College Access Challenge Grant program (CACG) is to foster

partnerships among Federal, state, and local governments and philanthropic organi
through matching challenge grants that are aimed at increasing the number of low-income
students who are prepared to enter and din dary education. Projects arc

authorized to: provide information to students and families regarding postsecondary
education and career preparation; promote financial literacy and debt management;
conduct outreach activities; assist stud in pleting the Free Apy ion for Federal
Student Financial Aid (FAFSA); provide necd-based grant aid; conduct professional
P t for guid lors at middle and secondary schools, financial aid
administrators, and college admissions counselors; and offer student loan cancellation or
repayment or interest rate reductions for borrowers who are employed in a high-need
geographical area or a high need profession. (Funds cannot be used to promote any
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lender's loans.) The Department has not 1 d a national evaluation of the CACG
program. However, as with all programs, we monitor the grants to ensure that they are
carried out as outlined in the statute.

38. What evaluations have been done on the TRIO and GEAR UP programs and what are the
I for these ?

results of such

The Department has conducted several evaluations of the TRIO and GEAR UP programs
over the years. We would like to note, however, that further evaluation efforts in TRIO are
constrained by a provision inserted by the Congress in the Higher Education Opportunity
Act that hinders the Department’s ability to use random assignment in the design of TRIO
evaluations. Many of these reports can be found under the “Higher Education” section of
the following

__webpage: http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/opepd/ppss/r:

39, Since the implementation of the new Internal Revenue Service (IRS) verification regulations,
the committee has heard of a number of problems with the data retrieval function and conflicts
wuh IRS procedures that make it difficult for students and families to comply with verification

These probl have led to significant verification delays on college campuses.
How long will it take the Department of Education to address this prmblem and what solutlons
are being explored by the Department? Is the Department idering allowing fi | aid
administrators to use the old 1040 forms to verify the FAFSA?

As of April 2012, over two million students and parents have successfully used the IRS
Data Retrieval Tool, making the FAFSA verification process easier and guicker for them
and reducing the administrative burden on thousands of institutions. In addition, hundreds
of th ds more li have r 1 and submitted to their schools IRS Tax Return
Transcripts. However, as the tax filing deadline drew closer, some students and families
could not immediately use the FAFSA-IRS Data Retrieval Tool or obtain IRS Tax Return
Transcripts needed to complete the verification process primarily because of the large
volume of tax returns coming in at this time of year. To address this issue, the Department
issued a Dear Colleague letter in April providing financial aid administrators with
alternative options for fulfilling the verification requirements. Specifically, institutions may
use a signed copy of the relevant 2011 IRS tax return as acceptable verification
documentation for the 2012-2013 award year until July 15, 2012 when all 2011 tax return
information is expected to be available. (The letter can be found at
hitp://www.ifap.ed.gov/dpcletters/GEN1207.html) In the past, a signed copy of an
applicant’s tax return was the only verification requirement. We will be working with the
IRS to develop appropriate guid for future application eycles, and we will be working
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with schools to ensure that their verification procedures are in line with the availability of
IRS data.

40, We all agree colleges should work together to ensure families can afford to go to college and
we need more innovative and flexible ways for colleges to educate those seeking a postsecondary
education, However, a Dear Colleague letter issued on the program integrity regulations by the
Department prevents third party entities from serving institutions in need of assistance if the third
party entity is affiliated with another college or university. According to your guid; this is
true even if that entity has no direct relationship to the institution. Would you be willing to
modify this guidance to allow colleges and their affiliates to work together with the proper
safeguards in place (such as building a firewall to prevent affiliates from providing services to
any related company) to provide services to other colleges and universities in the same way
afforded non-affiliated third party entities?

The Department issued program integrity regulations designed to protect students and
taxpayers. These regulations provide safeguards against abuses we have seen among paid
recruiters. The i ti P ion regulation prohibits institutions from paying
companies a share of tuition based on the number of students recruited. Absent the
regulation, the recruiter’s primary incentive would be to i the ber of stud
without regard to the best interests of the student.

Petri

1. There have been stories in the news about students abusing the Pell Grant program, including
students waiting to get their Pell grant refund and then dropping their classes. What efforts are
being taken to eliminate waste, fraud, and abuse in Pell Grants?

The Department is working to eliminate waste, fraud, and abuse in the student aid
programs, including in the Pell Grant program. The Department does this through both
progr ic and i For le, institutions are required to
verify the information on a specified percentage of students who receive Pell Grants. This
verification process is annually reviewed as part of financial audits at institutions and at
the Department. In addition, in this academic year, the Department encouraged applicants
to complete their FAFSA using IRS data and for schools to use official IRS tax transcripts
to verify applicant income. The Office of Federal Student Aid also holds workshops at its
Federal Student Aid Annual Conference to highlight this issue, share information and
learn from institutions that have successfully identified abuses. In addition, on May 2, the
Department announced, its intention to convene public hearings on the fraud concerns in
Title IV programs. These hearings will be open to the public and will be held in Phoenix,
Ariz. on May 23 and in Washington, D.C. on May 31.
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2. We have heard a number of concerns from colleges and universities about delays in awarding
TRIO grants. Can you discuss what cfforts are underway at the Department to improve the
administration of these grants?

The Department understands the importance of awarding grants on a timely basis and the
impact on grantees, new appli and most impy Iy, the stud served by the
projects funded under the Federal TRIO program, when deadlines are missed. We are
committed to addressing challenges and obstacles so as to make timely grant awards in
fiscal year 2012 for all programs. In a recent report issued to Congress, the Department
identified the issues faced in awarding last year’s grants and outlined the improvements
made in light of these issues. As noted in the report, we have addressed technology and
staffing issues and have developed and adhered to a calendar so as to ensure a smoother
process for 2012. We are happy to report that we have already released $254 million in
funds for the slate of grantees r ded for funding in the 2012 Upward Bound
competition, which should give the 183 grantees whose projects begin in just a few weeks
sufficient time to continue their projects with no interruption.

Foxx

1. We have heard of a number of problems regarding the rehabilitation of defaulted student
loans. Can you explain why borrowers like these are having trouble with the Department
processing and rehabilitating their loans? What is being done to make sure this problem is
corrected and that it does not happen again?

The Department has taken steps to address the problems that borrowers were experiencing
and does not expect any further delays in processing loan rehabilitation for new borrowers
completing loan rehabilitation requirements. The Department is diligently assisting
borrowers who may have been affected by the initial technical issues that prevented their
loans from being rehabilitated. These issues resulted from technical issues with the debt
collection management system. The Department began implementation of a new debt
collection management system in August 2011 but this system resulted in technical issues
that prevented the timely processing loan rehabilitations. The Department identified these
technical issues and has insti 1 a iber of p to assist affected borrowers,
including manually clearing credit and restoring Title IV eligibility upon request. By the
beginning of May 2012, most of the borrowers eligible for rehabilitation had been
transferred to the Department’s servicing system and are now being placed in new
repayment plans, having their Title TV eligibility reinstated, and credit histories cleared.
The Department also identified an additional group of defaulted borrowers who may have
completed the rehabilitation requirements and continues to review those accounts. The
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Department will transfer those borrowers determined to be eligible to a servicer in the near
future.

Noem

1. The Administration's budget prop to elimi Impact Aid Payments for Federal Property.
The program provides critical resources to school districts that lack local resources due to the
presence of Federal land within district boundaries and the resulting diminished property tax
base. Why is the Administration shirking its responsibility to comp school districls near
Indian reservations, military bases, and national parks to ensure they have adequate resources to
prowde their students with a quality education? Why are you choosing to fund new and

licative p rather than established progr like Impact Aid that support districts that

BT

lose local taxes duc to the presence of the federal government?

‘The policy of the Administra is to use available Impact Aid funds to help pay for the
ducation of federally i children, including children of members of the uniformed
services, children of Federal employees who both live and work on Federal property,
children of foreign military officers, children living on Indian lands, and children residing
in federally assisted low-rent housing projects. Given the restrictions imposed by last
summer’s Budget Control Act, the Administration has proposed to maintain funding to

four Impact Aid programs (Basic Support Pay , Pay for Children with
Disabilities, Construction, and Facilitics Mai ) and elimi funding for P;
for Federal Property.

Unlike other Impact Aid programs, Payments for Federal Property are made to LEAs
without regard to the presence of federally connected children and do not necessarily
provide for educational services for such children. When the Payments for Federal

~ Property authority was first established in 1950, its p'urpm wn to provide misu.m-.e to
LEAs in which the Federal Government had imposed a 1 and i g burden
by acquiring a considerable portion of real property in the LEA. The law lppl.ied only to
property acquired since 1938 because, in general, LEAs had been able to adjust to
acquisitions that occurred before that time. Over 64 percent of districts that currently
receive Payments for Federal Property first applied before 1970. We believe that the
majority of LEAs receiving assistance under this program have now had sufficient time to
adjust to the removal of the property from their tax rolls.

In addition, many LEAs receiving funds under this authority consists of two or more LEAs
that consolidated, at least one of which originally met the eligibility criterion of a loss of 10
percent of the aggregate assessed value of real property removed from the tax rolls. The
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current statute allows such LEAs to retain eligibility even though they are no longer
demonstrably burdened.
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Junie 25,2012

The Honorable Arme Duncan
Secretary

LS. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, S.W,
Washington., D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

Thank you for your April 25, 2012 response to the commitiee’s questions for the record follawing
the March 28 hearing entitled, “Reviewing the President's Fiscal Year 2013 Bidger Proposal for
the U.S. Department of Education,”

While L appreciate your responses, somc were not complete and fieed Rurther clarification.
Enclosed are the questions that require additional explanation. Please provide written responses no
fater than Monday, Julv 9, 2012, for inclusion in the official hearing record. Responses should be
sent to Mandy Schaumburg of the committee staff, who can be reached at
Mandy.Schaumburgi@mail house: gov or (202)225:6558.

Thank youagain for vour confribution to the work of the commitiee:

Sincerely,

CHairman
Committee on Education and the Workforce

Enclosures
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L

B

In your response to the committee, you state that, “The depariment has increased
productivity in the last decade, reducing stafling from 4,600 in 2001 to 4,245 today:” What
has been the overall reduction in staffing since January 20, 20092

You state the department plans to provide additional for the Race to'the Top—
Early Ledrning Challenge competitive grant program paived with new investinent by the
Department of Health and Human Services. What specific pottion of Race to the Top funds
(in dotlars) do you foresee going to the Early Learning Challenge? Will the additional
funds be used for continuation grants or Hew cotmpetitions? Why was this information not
included in your budget request?

Youwspecitically mention new or expanded programs in Tennessee-and Delaware
implemented as a result of the Race to the Top competitions, What data demonstrate these
newly implemetited programs are improving student achievement?

Members of vour staff have indicated the départment is exploring the possibitity of

granting wai from the tequi of No Child Left Behind to individual school
districts. Under currerit law, the department can provide waivers 1o schoot districts, but the
lication must be submitted through the state, which has an opportunity to eppose the

waiver. Under the plan envisioned by the department, will potential peer reviewers have
access 10 the state’s comments? What conditions will districts be expected to mieet 1o
quality for such a waiver? Will only those districts located in states that havechosen not to
apply for a state waiver be eligible? How is the department proposing to monitor the
thousands of school districts avound the country that would be approved?

Your budget proposal suggests the department intends to cut funding from student loan
programs to-provide a one-year patch for the Pell Grant program. Your April 25 respense:
reiterated this patchwork approach to funding Pell Grants. Please clarify what long-terin
solutions the department is contemplating to put the Pell Grant program on stable footing
for years to tome?

.. The commiitee has heard from borrowers whose loans were switched 10 2 new servicer:

without any notice. As new stident loan servicers are being brought on board o service
Direet Loans, what notices are being sentto students from-the department to tell them their
loans have switched servicers? Please provide us with an example of vach notice that could
be sent toa borrower in this situation.

‘Recently, the House passed a one-year extension of low interest rates for subsidized

Stafford student loans. The administration vowed o veto the measure if the proposal
passed the Senate. If the House proposal is unaseeptable to the president, what alternatives
iz the department exploring to pay for the nearly $6 billion price tag?
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8,

10,

e

Recently, the House overwhelmingly passed H.R. 2117, the Protecting Academic Freedom
in Higher Education Act. which would eliminate the problematic and burdensome state
authorization regulation. Additionally. the United States Court of Appéals for the District
of Columbia struck down the requirement that online institutions be authorized in every
state. Does the department intend 1o re-regulate on this issue?

In the department’s FY 2013 budget, you propose to eliminate subsidized loans for
students who exceed 150 percent of program length, Have you conducted an amalysis on
How your current proposals would affect low-income or non-traditional students
specifically? If so. what are the results?

The Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 required the dep(mm\.m - provide
institutions-of higher education with an annual compli dar of regulatory
requirements for colleges and universities. In the four years since the enactment of the Act
—despite numerous new regulations for colleges and universities —we have vel o see @
compliance-calendar. In your April response, you cite a report that was neither requested
by the department nor intended to sérve as the annual compliance calendar. To what do
youattribute {he delay? Will the department produce the calendar before another July 1
deadline passes?

- Thank you for providing a weblink to the comment periods for regulations issued by the

departiient; however, [ respectfully request you provide a list of regulations that did not
have-a 90-day conment period with an explanation of why you believe the comment
period was sufficient to obtain pubiic . including feedback from parents and other
stakeholders.

. Tunderstand the department is working on the request for informition about spending on

conference planning. Please provide all relevant information by the date requested in this
letter.

. Please provide a listof meetings in which you participated that involved a discussion of the

AVer | Your gave a general answer about virious meetings involving
your. siaff Erespectfully request you answer the question as posed. providing a list of all
meetings; both i and outside of Washington, I0.C., and a complete list of participants at
your meetings. including their job titles and affiliations.

. 1appreciate your resporise to'my question on how the department is improving

implementation-of the Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF), Can you provide any data or othér
information that d ey this program is successful and sustainable? I understand the
final 2012 TIF application package was just released: can you detail the changes you have
made to improve the program?
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15, Thank vou for your response explaining how you would use the requested increased
funding for the Tnstitute for Education Sciences (IES). 1 also asked when we-could expect
1o see your proposal for reauthorization of the Education Seiences Reform Act (ESRA).
Please tell me when you plén to share this proposal.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF LEGISLATION AND CONGRESSIONAL ARFAIRS

Tuly 25,2012

The Honorable John Kline

Chairman

Committes on Education and the Workforce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Kline:

Thank you for your June 25, 2012 letter containing follow-up questions to the Departiment’s
response to your Committee’s questions for the record of the March 28, 2012, hearing on
“Reviewing the President’s Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Proposal for the U.S. Department of
Education.” Please see the enclosed document for responses. ‘

If you have any additional questions, please contact me at 202-401-0020:

Sincerely,

Gabriella Gomez
Assistant Secretary
Office of Legislation and Congressional Affairs

Enclosures
400 MARYLAND AVE, $.W., WASHINGTON, DC 20202-3100
warv.ed.gov
The Dep of. i fssic Student achil arid fey fior g

Tostering sducational excallents and snsuring squal access,

by
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Chairman John Kline

1 your response to the Committee, you state that, “The Department has increased
productivity in the Tast decade, reducing staffing from 4,600 in 2001 t0:4,245 today.” What
has been the overall reduction in staffing since January 20, 20092

Non-Fedeéral Student Aid staffing hay decredsed by 110 full time employees from January 2009 to
today. Current staffing, including Federal Student Aid, as of the most recent posted pay period in
Jume 2012, 154,224 fuil time equivalent (FTE). The FTE level for the first pay period of 2009
(January'3) was 4,092 FTE. The net change from January 2009 to June 2012-was an increase of
132. This included an increase of 242 FTE in Federal Student Aid to administer the expanded
Joan servicing and other workload from the Ensuring Continued Access to Student Loans Act;
which was imiplemented in late 2008 and early 2009, and the SAFRA. Act, enacted in 2010,

You state the Department plans to provide additional resources for the Race to the Top-—
Early Learning Challenge competitive grant program paired with new investment by the
Department of Health and Human Services. What specific portion of Race to the Top funds
(in dollars) do you foresee going o the Early L ing CI ? Will the iti

funds be used for continuation grants or new competitions? Why was this information not
included in your budget request?

We think it is crifical to continue to invest in innovative approaches to education reform-—
including Race to the Top—~Early Learning Challenge. FY 2013 funds for Race to the Top would
be ased to deepen the Administration’s investments (in the formr of new competitions or
continuation grants) in the program’s five core reform areas and to-address the unmet demand of
States and districts that have deim a commi o fmp! ing compi sive and
ambitious plans in these areas. The Department is continuing to consider the appropriate type of
grant and award ranges, which will depend in part on the tevet of FY 2013 appropriations.
Because we had not yet made final decisions on the funding levels, we did not include that
information in the budget request.

You specifically mention new or expanded programs in Tennessee and Delaware
implemented as a result of Race to the Top competitions. What data demonstrate these
newly implemented programs are improving student achi 2

Since States” Race to the Top reform plans are comprehsﬂsive 1y nature; we do not expect States
to conduct. impact-evaluations of individual reform projects that are included in their
comprehensive plans. In addition, while it is important to review annual performance,
demonstration of lasting impact on student performance must be looked at over the course of-a:
pumber of years,

As partof the Department’s efforts to be transparent with the public on grantee progress; in
January 2012, the Department refeased Year 1 State-specific Reporis

(hitpefwnwied goviprograns ee ity as well asthe Annual
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ewerftapr.as/) for each Phase | and Phase 2 Race to the Top

Performance report data (htip/
grantee State.

While still sarly in the:grant period; Tennessee and Delaware have demonstrated promising
student-outcome results in Year 1 and Year 2 of the grant. For example, in June 2012, Tennessee
reledsed statewide results on the T Comp Program (TCAP) for
School Year (SY) 2011-12: According to that data, in grades 3-8, students have improved on 23
of 24 assessments; achieving the highest scores since the State raised its testing standards in
2009. Achievement in most subjects on the State’s high schodl end-of-conrse exams has also
improved. Delaware has shown overall progress in reading and math-across grades 3-10 with an
increase in math proficiency from 62 percent last spring to 69 percent this year and from 61
percent in reading last spring to 68 percent this year. Data in Detaware also-show an increase in
proficiency and a hatrowing of achievement gaps across‘all major subgroups. Students from fow
socio-economic backgrounds have shown the largest increase, with the fiwmber of students
proficient in math up by 8 percent and the ntimber proficient in reading up by 9 percent this year;
These early data-and progress indicators are promiising signs regarding both States reform
implementation and impact.

Members of your staff have indicated the Department is exploring the possibility of
granting waivers from the requirements of No Child Left Behind to individual school
districts. Undér current law, the Department can provide waivers to school districts, but

T lication must be submitted through the state, which has an opportunity to oppose
the wmver. Unider the plan envisioned by the Department; will potential peer reviewers
have access to the state’s comments? What conditions will districts be expected to meet to
qualify for such a waver? Will only those districts located in states that have chosen not to
apply for a state waiver be eligible? How is the Department proposing fo nionitor the
thousands of school districts around the country that would be approved?

Flexibility under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as currently
constructed, is designed to support systemic reform and requires significant commitments at the:
State level. As you are aware, to obtair ESEA flexibility, States create comprehensive and
coherent plans on behalf of themselves and their districts. ‘States-are required to provide districts
with the opportunity to comment on their requests for flexibility.and to consult with a diverse
group of stakeholders in order to help ensure euct:euﬁvi implementation of their plans to increase
the quality of instruction and improvi achi forall stud However, some
States may decide not to submit requests that meet the principles-of ESEA flexibility. The
Deépartment wants to find the best way to support reforms in districts in those States.

Your budget proposal suggests the Department intends to cut funding from student loan
programs to provide a one-year patch for the Pell Grant programi. Yeur April 25 response
réiterated this patchwork approach to funding Pell Grants. Please clarify what long-term

lutions the Dep is lating to put the Pell Grant prograim on stable footing
for years {o come?
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To prevent deliberate underfunding of Pell Grant progean costs, in 2006, the Congressional and
Executive Branch keepers agreed to-a special scorekeeping rule for the Pell Grant program.
Under this rule, the annual appropriations bill is charged with the full estimated cost.of the Pell
Grant program for the budget year, plus-or minus any cumulative shortfalls.er surpluses from
prior years. This scorekeeping rule was adopted by Congress as §406(h) of the Concurrent
Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 2006 (H. Con. Res. 95, 109th Congress). The portion
of the Pell Grant program funded in the annual appropriations actis treated as discretionary,
couiiting against the discretionary speriding caps pursuant to section 251 of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 and appropriations.allocations established annually
under §302 of the Congressional Budget Act.

The total cost of Pell Grants car fluctiate from year (0 year, even with no change in the
maximum Pell Grant award. Triaddition, since 2009, the program has relied on temporary
mandatory or emergency appropriations to fund the program well above the level that could have
béen provided by the regular discretionary appropriation, In 2014, those extra mandatory funds
in large part run out, and the prograim faces a dramatic funding gap.

Administration policy is fo fully fund the maximum award. The President’s Budget for 2013
provides sufficient resources to fuily fund the $5,635 maximurm award in the 2013-2014 award
year, and to fully fund the 2014-2015 award year. The Budget provides $22.8 billion in
discretionary budget authority in 2013, the same Tevel of discretionary budget authority provided
in 2012, Level-funding Pell in 2013 provides $1.5 billion more than is needed to fully fund the
program in the 2013-14 award year, thanks to mandatory funding provided in prior legislation.
This surplus budget authority serves as the first step in addressing the funding cliff in 2014.
Cutting the budget authority in Pell to.only the level needed fo fund the programin 2013 would
have a doubly detrimental impact on the 2014 cliff; it would reduce the budget authority carried
forward from 2013, while simultaneously reducing the discretionary base funding level in the
program,

In addition, the President’s Budget for 2013 included making a down payment toward addressing
the Tong term Pell.gap, financed by three reforms in the student loan programs: expanding and
reforming the Pérkins loan program, limiting eligibility for subsidized Stafford loans to 150
petcent of the normal program length, and reducing excessive payments to guaranty agencies that
rehabilitate student Toans. The total mandatory budget authority and outlay savings from these
proposals amounited to a $14.0 billion, 10-year reduction, Becanse Congress recently endcted one
of these proposals (limiting eligibility for subsidized loatis to 150 percent of the norimal program
fength) to offset the costs of extending the 3.4 percent intcrest rate on subsidized Staffoxd Ioans
for an additional year, the total savings associated with the proposals is now slightly reduced; it is
currently $12:9 biltion-over 10 years. rather than $14 billion, 4 difference of $1.3 billion.

The substantial savings still available from the remaining two proposals, however, could be
appropriated as part of proposed authorizing legislation toward paying for the-discretionary
portion of Pell. This would be analogous to-the SAFRA Act’s one-time $13.5 billion
appropriation for discretionary Pell enacted in March 2010, which was: financed by mandatory
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savings-in student foan programs, 'With minimal adjustments to budget authority, the proposed
Pell package could also be enacted as part of an appropriations act within Congressional
scorekeeping niles, as was done for 2011-and 2012,

The important student aid reforms proposed in the President’s budget will provide full funding of
Pel] Grants through the 2014-15 award year. The Administration strongly belie
to-avoid the risk of deep and unnecessary cuts in the Pell Grant Program, Congres
legistation in the Fiscal Year 2013 budget process to cover the 2014-2015 funding gap (currently
estimated at $6:4 billion if Pell Grants are:funded tn 2013 at the same level of discretionary
budget authority provided in 2012). I Congress waits until Figcal Year 2014 to confront-a 2014-
15 Pell Grant funding gap, and if Congress again concludes ~ as'it-did in the 2012 appropriations
process — that savings from the subsequent Fiscal Year cannot be used to cover a current-year
problem, then deep reductions in Pell Grants will Tikely be required in 2014. These reductions
will be much more severe than the reductions needed if Congress tackles the 2014-135 problem in
Fiscal Year 2013, using savings from multiple years. In addition, if Congress delays, it will not
beable to use savings from student aid reforms that are déferred in tiime to atlow institutions to
adjust or'to protect students’ settled expectations. The result could be a decision notto
implement justified prograin changes, because they will not yield savings that meet an immediate
need; or:a decision toimpose hardships for students-and schools that could have been avoided by
acting sooner. The-Admini ion is fore ¢ itted to working with Congress to achieve
two goals: first, enacting in Fiscal Year 2013 the changes needed to fully fund Pell through the
2014-15 award year; and, secend, in 2013 or 2014, making the difficult choices needed to ensure
the long term:stability of this vital program,

should enact

The Commiittee has heard from borrowers whose loans were switched to a new servicer
without any notice. As new student loan servicers are being brought on board te service
Direct Loans, what notices are being sent to students from the Department to tell them their
Toans have switched servicers? Please provide us with an example of each netice that could
be sent to a borrower in this situation.

As Lexpressed in my original response, borrowers are getierally sent 4 letter and an-e-mail by the
new servicer soor after the loan is added to the sérvicer”s systém with information about the tew
servicer, including its phone number, website, payment process, and miailing address. The
Department also sends these transterred borrowers an e-mail at the time of the transfer informinig
then that their accounts are bieing moved and providing them the above-referenced information
on the new: servicer. (1 have attached a sample of such an‘e-mail and lettex for your reference.)
As in every transition process, we will take actions as needed to improve the process so that we
¢an better Serve students and families.

Recently, the House passed a one-year extension of low interest rates for subsidized Stafford.

* student Joans.. The Adminisiration vowed to veto the measure if the proposal passed the

Senate. I the House proposal is ble to the Presid what alternatives is the
Department exploring to pay for the nearly $6 billion price tag?
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Tam pleased thatthe House 4nd Serite worked together to'keep student Toan interest rates from
doubling.through the bill the President signed on'Tuly 6. As you know, the President has long
called for a bi-partisan effort to help make college more-affordable for millions of students.

Both the President and 1 believe education is a public good. College should not be reserved only
for those who can atford it. All of us share responsibility for making college affordable and
keeping the middle-class dream alive. Investing in education is the best investment America can
miake io bolster our competitiveness in a knowledge-based, global economy. 'If we do notinvest
today, then we will lose tomorrow.

Recently, the House overwhelmingly passed H.R. 2117, the Protecting Academic Freedom

in Higher Education Act, which would eliminate the p ic and bur state
authorization regulation. Additionally, the United States Court of Appeals for the District
of Columbia struck down the require { that online institutions b horized in every

state. Does the Department intend to re-regulate on this issue?

The State duthiorization regulation was part of a broader group of regulations referred to
collectively as the “program integrity" regulations. These regulations are netessary to ensiie the
integrity of the student financial aid programs, and will support the efficient administration of the
student financial aid programs. The Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA) has long required state
approval of colleges and universities participating in the Title TV Federal student aid programs
and institutions will still need to meet the requirenents of the HEA and be legally authorized
within the State in which they are operating.

The U.S. Coust of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit upheld the State authorization regulation insofar
as it establishes mini Jui for participating institutions to show that they are
approved to provide postsecondary education by the States in which they operate. On procedural
grounds, the Court did not uphold a requirement that institutions providing distance education

‘rust meet State requirements where'they provide programs but are not physically located. We

know that some States have their own authorization requirements that apply to institutions
offering distance learnitig programs to their residents and institutions will need to remain
compliant with those applicable State laws.

g i

In the Departineit’s FY 2013 budget; you propose to ioans for
who exceed 150 percent of program length. Have you conducted an analysis on how your
current proposals would affect low-incomié of non-iraditional students specifically? 1f so,

‘what are the resulis?

To encourage dll borrowers (0 complete their educational programs o a timely manner; while
preserving scarce taxpayer dollars for othercritical student assistance programs, the.
Administration proposed in the President’s FY 2013 Budget to limit the duration of a borrower’s

eligibility for subsidized loans to 150 percent of the norinal time required to complete the
borrower’s educational program. For barrowers still i school who have fiot yet completed their

educational program at that poing, interest would begid to accrue on their loans; new loans for
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these borrowers would be provided under thy zed Stafford loan progiam. The Budget
proposal would have applied to all subsidized loan borrowers regardless of income and
dependericy status and would have affected all new loans after. July 1, 2013. However, therecent
student foan legislation included a varation of this proposal, which applies this change to
students who are new borrowers on or after July 1, 2013,

The subsidized Stafford Toan is a financial need-based loan provided pi i to low=and
middle-income families. About 9.5 million loans totaling approximately $32 billion will be
provided in FY'2013. Students across many income levels may be eligible for Stafford loans
depending on a number of financial considerations. The distribution’of subsidized Staiford loans
based on 'the incotne of borrowers and/or their families is shown below, and s based on National
Postsecondary Studerit Aid Study (NPSAS) data.

Undergraduate Dependent
Stafford Loan Borrower
Distribution-Source: NPSAS:
2008

$0-20K

$100K+ 14.3%
12.5%

$80-100K
11.0% $20:40K

23.8%

$60-80K
18.8%

0K
&

21.8%

Undergraduate Independent
Stafford Loan Borrower
Distribution~Source; NPSAS:

2008
$50K+ $0-10K
1.2% 20.0%

$30-60K
19.7%

$20-30K. $10-20K
17.4% 22.7%

16. The Higher Education Opportanity Act (HEOA) of 2008 required the Depariment to
provide institutions of higher education with an annual i i of regulatory
requirenients for colleges and universities. T the four years since the-enactment of the
Act—despite numerous new ions for colleges and universities—we have yet tosee a
compliance calendar: In your April response, you cite a report that was neither requested
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by the Department not intended to serve as the annual compliance calendar. To what do
you attribute the delay? Will the Department produce the calendar before another July 1
deadline passes?

Section 482 of the HEA requires the Secretary to provide to institutions of higher education,
annually, a list of all the reports and disclosures required under the Act, The purpose of the 2009
National Postsécondary Education Cooperative report was to help colieges and universities
successfully identify and meet their obligation to disclose information as required under the HEA
(as:amended by the HEOA). Thisis important information for both the schools and their stodents
to make: informed decisions and the Dépaitiient allocated significant time and resources (o
produce the 2009.report. Moving forward, the Departiment is coimmitted to ¢ontinuing to provide:
information on reportsand disclosures to institutions.

-
jam

. Thank you for providing a weblink to the comment periods for regulations issued by the
Department; -, I respectfully request you provide alist of fons that did not
have 90-day comment peried with an quﬂanahon of why you believe the comment period
was sufficient to obtain public feedback from parents and other
stakeholders.

O éxperience demonstiates that the comment periods; which varied in fength between 30 and
75 days, for the regulations listed at the weblink previously provided ensured more than sufficient
opportunity for a variety of stakeholders to provide their comments on the proposed regulations.
For example, the Department's proposed regulations on "gainful employment,” published on July
26, 2010, had a 45-day public comment period, during which over 90,000 parties submitted
comments, Thesé comiments reflected the viewpoiits of keholders, includi

students, families, employees of institutions of higher education, school presidents, congressional
and other governmental leadérs, advocacy groups, State and local associations; public and private
institutions, trade associations, and busi Ag another example; inresponse to the
Department's propesed regulations régarding the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Aet
(FERPA), published in the Federal Register on April 8 2011, for which the Department provided

a 45-day public comment period, 274 parties submitted cc 5. These U reflected the
vxewpom& of many different groups, including students, parents, privacy-advocacy organizations,
associations, and repres ives from schools, local educational dgencies

(LEAS), and State educational agencies. And, as a third example; in response to the Departrent's
proposed rule to amend the IDEA, Part:B regulations governing the use of public insurance
(published in the Federal Register on September 28, 2011), for which a 75-day public comment
period was provided, the Department received-over 500 comments from a variety-of stakeholders,
including parents, individuals with disabilities, State and local education officials, and advocacy
organizations, It is thus our experience that the comment periods for our proposed regulations
allow for substantial input by many-different interested parties.

12, Tunderstand the Department is working on the request for information about spending on
conference p ing. Please provideall information by the date requested in this

Zivees
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letter.

T have attached the Depariment’s Juné 14, 2012, letter to Congtessman Darrell Tssa, Chairman of
the House Comuittes on Oversight and Government Reform. T the cover letter to Chairman
Tssa, you will find details on the ires that the Department has undertaken to réduce,
conference costs and increase efficiency by léveraging available technelogy, consolidating

confers xecuting feasible planning functions in-house, and fully wtilizing Department
facilities. The letter also provides context on-the scope and purpose of in-peison conferences; and
relevant internal and external guidelines and applicable laws that the Department follows when
considering and approving staff travel.

Please provide a list of in which you participated that involved a discussion of the
walver pack Your resp gave a general answer about various meetings invelving
your staff. I respectfully request you answer the question as posed, providing a list of all
your meetings, both in and outside of Washi  D.C,and a plete Hist of particip

at your meetings, including their job titles and affiliations.

We have worked hard to provide educators and State and local lsaders with the flexibility they
need under the ESEA to inif nt vigorous and cc hensive State-developed plans desigried
to improve educational outcomes for all students, close achievement gaps, increase equity, and
improve the-quality of instriction. 1 have met regularly with-other Department officials and
friterested parties outside the Department to discuss ESEA flexibility. Our meetings often
oceurred around the following dates that have béen significant to the ESEA flexibility process.
On September 23, 2011, the Whité House outlined the requirémerits States need 10 meet to
receive ESEA flexibility. OnNovember 14,2011, 11 States requested the flexibility. On
February 9, 2012, we approved 10 States’ requests for flexibility and on February 15, 2012,
approved-one additional State's request. OnFebruary 28; 2012, twenty-six States and the District
of Columbia submitted requests for flexibility. On May 29, 2012, we approved eight States'
requests; on June 29, 2012, we approved five more States' requests; and on July 6, 2012, we
approved two additional States' requests.

T appreciate your resp to my question on how the Depar P g
implementation of the Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF). Can you provide-any data or other
informiation that demonstrates this program is successful and sustainable? I understand
the final 2012 TIF application package was just released; can you detail the changes you
have made to improve the program?

We look forward to sharing more information about the success of the TIF program in 2013:
Most grantees that were fiist funded in FY 2010.ave only just now preparing to make their first
payments to educators and will report on the comiplete results of the first year of full
implementation in January 2013. The nstitute of Education Sciences (IES) is conducting a
rigotous national evaluation, using a randomized controlled trial, to assess the impact of
performance-based teacher and prinicipal compensation systems on student achievement and
teacher and prinicipal recruitment and retention in high-need schools and subjects. The
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Department will release an initial report in early 2014. TES is also conducting a study to assess
the impact of implementing a teacher and leader performance evaluation system on student

acht , classroom practices, and teacher and principal mobility. The Department expects to
publish.an initial report in the first half of 2015.

The experiences of some grantees from prior cohosts; however, suggest the promise of reformiin;
educator-evaluation.and compensation systems. Wiiting in Perfor ce-Based Compensation:
Design and Implementation at Six Teacher Incentive Fund Sites (2010, Dr. Jonathan Eckert
highlighted six particularly successful EY 2007 cobort Following impl ion of ity
TIF project, for example, Amphitheater Unified School District, which is-located near Tucson,
Arizona; saw significant i ses in stadent achi as measured by the Measures of
Academic Progress assessment. Many of the schools in other grants highlighted by Eckert's
research averaged more than one year of academic growth following the implementation of their
TIF projects; they include charter schools in New Orleans and Philadelphia, and rural and urban
schools in South Carolina and Texas. In addition, a.study of Denver’s ProComp system, which
received a TIF Grant in 2007, found substantial improvements in the effect first-year teachers had
on studenit achievement in mathematics and reading and in teacher retention in hard-to-staff
schools.

Tni response fo your second question, the Department has redesigned the TIF program to
accomplish three overarching goals:.(1) to improve teacher and principal effectiveness in high=
need schools by attracting and retaining effective educators, and by improving supports for
educator practice; (2) to increase the sustainability of TIF-funded projects and their impact-on
teaching and learning; and (3) to improve the effectiveness of STEM instruction.

As noted in the FY 2012 Notice Tnviting Applications, p blished in the Federal Register on
June 14,2012, the Department has made the following changes from the FY 2010 competition:

Requiring TIF-funded performance-based compensation systems to align with a district-wide
human capital management system to incréase the impact and sustainability of TIF-funded
performance-based compensation systemns. Within a human capital management system,
improved, district-wide educator evaluations will drive d variety of decisions, including:
recruitment, hiring, retention, dismissal, comp ion, professional development,
tenure, and promotion. Fuither, an LEA must demonstrate how its human capital mahagement
system will reinforce its vision of instructional improveient — a summary of the key
competencies and behaviors of effective feaching —1o ensure that reforms improve ¢lassroom
instraction.

14

Reguiring eligibility for TIF-funded performance-based compensation to be determined by @
di wide educator evaluation system. In the FY 2010 grant cobort, the evaluation systems

that drive award eligibility have often been developed exclusively for the TIE-supported
performance-based compensation system. The evaluation systems often operated separate froi
and usually asa supplement to, a district’s official educator evaluation system:; ‘Consequently;
they do not identify effective educators across the district. Importantly, their supplementary
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nature makes them less Tikely to be sustained beyond the life of the TIF grant: In the FY 2012
competition, applicants” new educator evaluation systems will operate district-wide. The
educator evaluations produced by these new. systems will be the basis for performance-based
awards to those deemed effective. This approach will increase project sustainability because
grantees will be committed fo the improved, district-wide evaluation systems they put in place.
Additionally; with reliablé data on‘the effectiveness of educators throughout the district, district
leaders will have the eritical information they need to implement strategies to rectuitand retain
top talént in theif high-need schools,

Limiting TIF-funded performance-based compensation to educators with an overall pérformance
rafing of “effective” or higher, as determi i ide educator evaluation systems,
For regular classroom teachers, this overall rating must be determined, in significant part, by
classroom-level student growth. As in the FY 2010 competition, the improved teacherand
principal evaluation systems will- eval educators based, in-significant part; on student growth.
Unlike in the FY 2010 competition, however, in the case of teacher evaluation this growth will be
measured at the classroom level for teachers with regular instructional responsibilities. Grantees
may include whole-school mieasures as well, but the FY 2012 competition recognizes that
classroom-level student growth is-appropriate for the evaluation of individual classroom teachers,
whi are responsible for the achievement of the students they teach.

Iicreasing flexibility for applicants to tailor their performance-based compensation systeim to
local needs. The FY 2012 competition will promote high-quality and innovative TIF projects by
funding two models-of performance-based compensation (traditional pay-for-performance modgls
and career ladders for effective teachers).

- Encouraging applicants to implement new salary structures based on educator eff
Under many performance-based compensation systems, awards are distributed.as a bonus over an
educator’s base salary. While this approach-is allowable under the FY 2012 competition; the
notice inviting applications encourages grantees to reformtheir salary structure:so that base salary
is determined, in patt; by an educator’s effectiveness..

Eliminating opportuaity for g “planning year” prior fo project implementation. Tn the FY 2010
competition, applicants that were not able to provide documentation that they had satisfied the
requirements of all five “core elements” were still eligible to receive a grant if they-proposed to
develop the missing core el during a planning year. This was intended to provide grantees
with additional time to satisfy all core element requirements. Unfortunately, a number of
grantees were not able to meet.all core element requirements, and their project implementation
was delayed. For the FY 2012 competition, applicants will provide additional information
regarding their level of readiness (e.g., the extent to which they have determined their evaluation
system rubric), ‘educator involvement, and support that will-allow reviewers to better evaluate the
strength of their application,

Ericouraging applicants to consider how 6 léverage human capital management reform, including
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. Thank you for your response e
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NFP is to-encourage applicants to leverage innovative human capital management teform in order
to build a corps of effective STEM teachers. These applicants-will be required to-meet all the
elements of the main TIF competition, but must also describe how they plan to-develop and
implement a human capital management system focused on attracting, identifying, retaining, and
aximizing the talents of effective STEM educators.

ining how you would use the vequesied increased

ting for the i} of Educati i (IES). T also asked when we could expect to
see your proposal for x jzation of the S Reform Act (ESRA).
Please tell me when you plan to share the proposal.

Thi¢ Depatinent has fiot yet developed a proposal for ESRA reauthorization. We look forward to
working with Congress on that réauthorization.
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Exarple of Email from Department to Borrower Upon Loan Transfer

Dear Borrower;.

“This e-mail is to-inform you that your Direct Loat, with the Direct Loan Servicing Center, has been
transferred to . Ag the number of Direct Logns continues to grow, Federal Student Aid has
expanded their federal loail servicers to provide additional servicing capacity for the Title IV loans.owned
by the U.S. Departmient of Education. 'This will ensure an efficient and effective multi-servicer,
bortower-centric approach to servicing. Please note that it may take up to 10 days before your new
servicér has completely loaded your information to their system. Also, please be aware that if you are a
Borrower that was on the Direct Loan Servicing Center’s Kwikpay auto debit progtam, that this
information will be sent to yout new servicer. You will shortly be receiving correspondence from your
new setrvicer related to the transfer of your Direct Loar. This will ¢onfirin that the new servicer has

completed the transfer of your loan at which time you may contact by calling

from am to pr . You can also visit their website at

Please note that the Di of Education’s servicers may use websites that do not have a .gov
domain.

Effective immediately, please submit any required p: to . Make your check o money
otder payable.to ‘and mail to:

LS. Department of Education

POBox ... .

Atlanta, GA __

The Direct Loan Servicing Centér will forward any unprocessed applications, such as defetments and
forbearances, to for processing along with any payments you may have submitted.
Sincerely,

Direct Loan Servicing Center
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MAY 28, 2010

E514-0159 .
e
TEST cgﬁxﬁi%m
@‘3 p

Accotint Number: 899999999

Loan Type: GRAD PLUS

Loan Disbursement Date: 05/01/10
Current Principal Balance: $6,000.00

Dear TEST BORROWER:

@elnet

EDUCATION-PLANNING
& FINANCING

IMPORTANT:

New student foan
payment address

and account details
{please read thoroughly)

This tetter Is to inform you that Nefnel began servicing vour student loan refefenced above on 05/26/10, after the
.S, Department of Education (ED) transferred the servicing of your foan from the Great Lakes Borrower Services
Department to Nelnet, Please note that the terms and conditions:of your foan will not be affected by this transfer.

Previous lender; THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUGATION
Phone number: (816) 979:6580

 IMPORTANT: If your loanis currently i repayment or you are making payments on your loan, Netnet will start
‘accepting paymients on behalf of ED on 05/26/10, and your previous sefvicer will $top accepting payments.
effective the same date. If you recently received a statement from your previous servicet, please: send your
payment to the Department.of Education address listed below. 1f you recently made a payment Lo your previous

servicer, the payment will be forwarded to Nelnet within the next 30 days,
Paymients; made via mail must be sedl to:
Depirtiiient of Education

P.0. Box 740283
Atlanta, GA 30374-0283

NOTE: The loan referenced above may be in-a different repayment status than your {van(s) already serviced by
Nelnet. Please visit www.nelnet.com-and log in to Manage My Account where you:can verify all of your loan

statuses, make a payment, or apply for-deferment or fetbéarance,

** Please reference the enclosed ingert for important information about mariaging your student foan account wWith

Nelnet. **

1f you need additioral information, please visit our website: al www.rielnet.com or call us toll-free at .
1.888.486.4722. You may alsosend any communicatiofs fo the address.in the letterhead. We look forward to

serving you,
Sincerely,

Nelnet

00000

P0.Box 82561 [ LincolnNE6850L | 1:888.486.4742 ¢ 118774025816 | winw.nelrielcom

G001 5951238 000004 600004 G00G3/00008
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THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION
WASHINGTON, DC 20202

June 14, 2012

Honorable Darrell E. Issa

Chairman

Commitfee on Oversight and Government Reform
House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20515

Dear'Mr. Chairinan:

Thank you for your inquiries regarding the Departrerit of Education’s (the Department’s)
conference activity, 1 share your commitment to ensuring that the Department’s conference
N

Since my appointment in 2009, I have made it-a priority to-ensure that we ate responsible
stewards of taxpayer funds and use ot resources effectively and efficiently in all aveas of the
Department’s operations. Not only is this sound governance, but it also.enables us to focus our
resoutces on our mission of helping students achieve better outcomes. With respect to
conference activities, we follow both internal and external guidelines as well-as applicable laws;
including Executive Order 13589, the Federal Acquisition Regulations, and our own internal
directives (i.e., Administrative Communications System (ACS) directives) governing conference
management and comracting.‘

To increase efficiency on cc pending, offices throughout the Department leverage
available technalogy to the extent feasible to communicate with stakcholders and the public.
Such technology includes audio and video calls, Webinars, and online training tools. In doing
s0, we achieve a significant amount of cost savings in terms of travel and other conference .

p For iple, multiple jcal assi workshops that were previcusly conducted
in person are now conducted through Webi which not only eliminates travel costs, but also.
ensures that interested parties, who may have their own budget restrictions, continue to have
access 1o important information, technical assistance, and training. In order to further reduce
costs associated with conferences, we recently issued an internal directive instructing staff to use
available Departrent building space for co nd meetings, if the available space can
accommodate a conference or meeting.”

The primafy foeus of in-person conférences is to offer training and technical assistance to those
who are responsible for the administration and implementation of Department programs. For

' OCF0:3<109: Use of Appropriated Funds for i d at Meetinigs; and Invitational Travel (Oct.
27,2011 -
OM4-11 il Use of th P Auditorivms for ED: & C d D

{Mar. 20, 2012)




117

Page 2 - Honorable Darrell E. Issa

example, the Departinent’s Office of Fedetal Student Aid (FSA) hosts an annual faining
symposium for the approximately 6,000 institutions of higher education participating in the
federal student aid programs.. These institutions are responsible for annually disbursing and
safeguarding about $150 billion in federal student aid to almost 15 million students. Last year,
‘the FSA conference provided important technical assistance and iraining to approximately
7,000 financial aid professionals from over 2,200 institutions responsible for packaging and

“disbursing approximately 73 percent of all aid disbursed under Title IV of the Higher Bducation
Act. Taking into account co! e expenses, the ¢ ost per institution was
approximately $716, This important and increasingly cost-effective investment helps ensure
program integrity and potentially reduce waste, fraud, abuse, and mismanagenient in the federal
student aid programs.

Since 2006, as a cost-savings measure, the Department worked to consolidate conferences.
Specifically, in 2006, FSA consolidated three FSA training conferences held throughout the year
to two, Tn 2009, we further reduced the number of conferences from twa to one. This

consolidation resulted in a total cost savings over the past thiee conferences of $817,381"
(compared to 2008 conference costs). Moreover, FSA schedules its annual conference the week
after Thanksgiving in order to take advantage of low facility and travel rates. These measures
have reduced the cost per attendée by 47 percent since 2007. FSA conference costs have
decreased, while attendance increased last year by more than 50 percerit compared to attendance
02007, We continue to look for ways to advance this trend of spending less money to reacha
wider audience.

We also maximize the impact of Department personniel who attend conferences by generally
requiting them to have'a direct role at the conference, for example; to deliver session

presentations, respoiid 10 significant questions from tf keholders they work with, or to
provide onsite logistics support. Atlast year’s FSA conference, Departinent personnel accounted:
for less than 3 percent.of fotal conference dees but were responsible for ducting a total of
146 training sessions at the fout-day

The Department’s conferences related to other programs also serve important policy

develop p impl ion, and emy training fimcti The Office for Civil
Rights {OCR) management conference and the Office of Inspector General (OIG) management
and training confererice bring together Department staff members who-work in different
locations around the country. These évents are a cost-effective way for the Department to
deliver statutorily mandated, high-quality training for employees. Similarly, the Office of

Special Education P {OSEP) leadershi britigs together professionals from
around the countey who work on issues related to special education to:discuss policy ‘

develop and program impl ion. Collectively, these con offer an effective
means to ensure that Dep t staff and stakeholders receive important and timely information
T ting policy and program administrati

Also, we have sought to realize additional cost savings by conducting certain event service

functions in-house. Since 1994, the Department has relied on the expertise of Department
personnel to, among other things, provide guidance to program offices in the early stages of
event planning about the most appropriate and cost-effective ways to conduct conferences, help
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seléect the most appropriate venues, negotiate vendor conlracts; act as the Dep

contracting officer’s rep ative for conft elated contracts, and provide on-site event

support. These employees also. work closely with event attendees and presenters to ensure that |
events achieve their intended purposes. Currently, the Department employs ten employees, who i
are paid at General Schedule grade levels ranging from 12 to 14, who work on events. Tix

addition to conferences, these employees hielp to plan technical assistance workshops, L
community events, live-streariting videos of specches, and Webinats that allow the Depattment. -4
t6 share information with stakeholders, These employees also perform non-event-related ‘
functions, including managing a communications council that promotes effective and efficient

infeenal communications, providing information technology support to Department stafl beyond

their own office, and handling general editing and proofreading communications work. The

Department’s smployees who work on event services seek to save money by negotiating lower

costs for venues and vendor services, obtaining di on.approved items, and working on

multiple events at once..

In response to your request for information regarding the cost and frequency of Department-
funded overnight conferenices held outside of the Washi D.C. area-and ded by more 14
than 50 employees since Jamuary 1, 2005, the Department has hosted 22 conferences that meet
your criteria, or an avetage of approximately three per year with fewer events during the past i
three years. Enclosed is a list of each.conference and.its dates, location, costs, funding source,. ‘ :
number of Department employees who attended, Web site address wiiere applicable, anda

£t description (Enclostre 1). .

As part of the Committee’s ongoing inquity into agency spending on conferences, you also sent a
. related request regarding the Department’s use of private companies to identify overnight

conference verues since 2005, We found that the Department used companies to identify event
Tocations for ten of the conferences identified in the enclosure (see Bnclosure 1). The
Department’s in-house event staff works with these companies. Typically, internal staff
members develop the theme and content of an event, identify appropriate presenters, and gather

" “information about technical and logistical requirements, while an outside entity identifies an
appropriate event location. You also requested all d or communications referring to or
relating to Location Solvers since January 1,2009. We scarched Department records and did not
find any d ot ¢ ications from Department employees related to. the
witilization Of services provided by Location Solvers. The only communications we found related :
10 Location Solvers were unsolicited marketing materials received by the Department, Enclosed :
are copies of these materials (Enclosure 2).

As previpusly mentioned, Tam comritted to protecting the taxpayer investmont in progrars
admitiistered by the Department. Throughout all aspests.of our wark, my staff and I remain
committed to ing that wé are résponsible stewards of taxpayer funds by ensuring that all
P i ble, ne , and in furth of the Der "5 gore mission to
improve outcomes for the nation’s students. ) ) k o
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If-youhave further questions regarding the information herein, please have your staff contact
Gabriella Gomez, Assistant Secretary, Office of Legislation and Congressional Affairs, at
{202) 401-0020. .

Sincerely;

Arne Dunican

Enclosures

cor H ble Elijah E. C
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From: Jennifer Boyce <jb@locationsolvers.com>

Monday, February 14, 2011 12:01 PM

“Jennifer Boyce'

Happy i Day and 5th Year Anni y-forl ion Salvers

A big Valentine's Day. "Thank You™{o all our clients on Location Solver's 5th Anniversaryl We so appreciate everyone who
has supported Location Solvers since February 14; 20061

We LOVE our jobs and have been delighted to help Associations, Government Agencies, Non-Profit Organizations,
Corporations and Pharmaceutical Groups book tens of thousands of programs over the years!

All of us at Location Solvers hope your day and the rest of the year is filed with love and blessings!t!

Call on mie when you're ready to look for hotel space for your next program and | will streamiine your site selection process
with a 24-28 hour tumaround. As always, our services are 100% complimentary and our recommendations are totally
unbiased.

Yolirs in service,



Sormier
Jerinifer Boyce

SeniorAccount Manager

www. LocationSolvers.com
202-609-7439

o Ed s o
(@8 Facebook
www Facehookcom/LocationSolvery
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From: Jennifer Boyce <jb@locationsolvers.com>

Sent: Monday, February 14, 2011 1:11 PM

To: ‘Jennifer Boyce'

Subject: Happy Valentine's Day and 5th Year Anniversary for Location Solvers:

A big Valenting’s Day " Thank You" to all our clients on Location Solver's 5th Anniversaryl We so-appreciate everyone who
has supported Location Solvers since February 14, 20061

We LOVE our jobs and have bieen delighted to help Associations, Government Agencies, Non-Profit Organizations,
Corporations and Pharmaceutical Groups book tens of thousands of programs over the years!

All of us at Location Solvers hope your day and the rest of the year is filled with love and blessings!i!

Call on'me when you're ready to look for hotel space for your next program and | will streamline your site selection process
with 2 24-28 hour tumaround. As always, our services are 100% complimentary and our recommendations are totally
uribiased.

Yours in service,



j@ﬂmﬁw
Jennifer Boyce

Senior Account Manager

Al

S Findusen.
Facebook

‘aeehog

mi/EocationSolvers
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From: Jennifer Bayce <jb@locationsolvers.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 15,2011 9:44 AM

To: *jennifer Boyce'

Subject: Happy Valentine's Wesk and 5th Year Anniversary for Location Solvers

S . i

Abig Valenting’s Week "Thank You™ o all our clients on Location Solver's 5th Anniversary! We so
appreciate everyone who has supported Location Solvers since February 14, 2008t

We LOVE our jobs and have been delighted to help Associations, Govemment Agencies; Non-Profit Organizations,
Corporations-and Pharmaceutical Groups book tens of thousands of programs over the years!

All'of us at Location Solvers hoge your day and the rest of the year is filked with love and blessings!i

Call on me when you're ready ta look for Hotel space for your next program and | will streamline your site selection
process with a 24-28 hour tumaround. As always, our services are 100% complimentary and-our
recommendations are folally unblased.

Yours in-service,



Jennifer Boyce

Senior Account Manager

cation

ssolvers

B

202-600-7430
ib@locationsolvers.com

gy oo
i Facebook
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From: Jennifer Boyce <jb@locationsolvers.com>

Bent: Wednesday, February 16, 2011 11:33 AM

Tor “Jennifer Boyce'

Subject: Happy Valentine’s Week and 5th Year Anniversary for Location Solvers

= G LA
Abig Valentine's Week "Thank You" o all our clients on Location Solver's 5th Anniversary! We so appreciate everyone
who has supported Location Solvers since February 14, 20061

We LOVE our jobs and have been delighted to help Associations, Governiment Agencies, Non-Profit O
Corporations and Pharmaceutical Groups book tens of thousands of programs over the years!

All'of us at Location Solvers hope your day and the rest of the year is filled with love and blessings!i!

Call on'me when you're ready to look for hotel space for your next program and | will ine your site o process
with a 24-28 hour tumaround.. As always, our services are 100% complimentary and our recommendations are totally
unbiased.

Yours in service,
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“fmﬂgﬁr

Jennifer Boyce

Senior Account Manager

202-609-7439
b@locationsolvers.com

By Peduson
www.Facebeolecom/LocationSolversy
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From: Jennifer Boyce <jb@locationsolvers.com>
Sont: Friday, May 27, 2011 2:34 PM

Tor jo@locationsolvers.com

Subject: Happy Memorial Day

Just wanted to wish you and your family a happy Memorial Day Weekend!

Wrien you get back to the office-and have an Upcoming hotel or meeting space program - | would cerlainly love to assist you
and your staff with finding a location for it.

Working with us is always completely

Yours in setvice,

Jonifer
Jennifer Boyce
Senior Account Manager

Thrilled fo be celsbrating Location Sofvers 5th Anniversary of helping clients find hotel-and meefing space around the
country and around the wortd!

veww. LocationSolvers.com
202-609-7439

1718 M Street NW, Suite 149;
Washington, DC 20036
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{b@locationsolvers.com

www.Facebook.com/Location$olvers
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From: Jennifer Boyce <jb@ilocationsolvers.com>
Sent: Friday, May 27,2011 2119 PM
To: jb@locationsolvers.com

Subject: Happy Memiorial Day

Just wanted to wish you and your family a happy Memorial Day Weekend!

When you get back to the office and have an upcoming hotel or meeting space program = | would certainly love to assist you
and vour staff with finding a lacation for it.

Working with us is always completely complimenitary.

Yours in service,

Jonnifer
 Jenniter Boyce
Senior Account Manager

Thrilled to be celebrating Location Solvers 5th Anniversary of helping clients find hotel and meeting space around ihe
country and around.the world!

202:609-7439
1718 M Street NW, Suite 149;
Washington, DC 20036
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b@locationsolvers.com

¥ Fag 5
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From: Jennifer Boyce <jb@locationsolvers.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2011 3:40 PM

To: jo@locationsolvers.com

Subject: uh oh...Bhort Term Mestings? Location Solvers can help

Do you have short term Fall 2011 or Spring 2012 mestings?

Location Solvers cn help make your meeting happen:

 (short territ is never a problery and we will provide you with results within 24-48hours)
poor (never a charge to work with us)
(our volume of meetings both nationally and intemationally = big savings for vour company directly from

¢ (we don't give you a gales pitch about tfie city or properties you're interested in, we give you

{we can help you with any group from 10 to 1000 slesping rooms and any meeting space
configuration)

Email me your meeting specifications-and I'l provide your results quickiy!

Yours in'service,

Jennifor
Jennifer Boyce
Senior Acsount Manager

Thrilled to be celebrating Location Solvers 5th Anniversary of helping clients find hotel and meeling space around the
country and around the world!
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202-609-7439 -

1718 M Street NW, Suite 149,
Washingion, DC 20036
Ip@locationsolvers.cam

wyiwFacebook.com/LocationSolvers

of Meeting Professionals
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From: Jennifer Boyce <jb@locationsolvers.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2011 3:40 PM
. Tor jb@locationsolvers.com
Subject: b oh...Short Term Meetings? Location Solvers can help

Do you have shart term Fail 2011 or Spring 2012 meetings?

Location Solvers can help make your meeting happen:

+ (short term is never a problem and we will provide you with results within 24-48hours)
st (never a charge to-work with us)
% {ourvolume of meatings both rationally and intemationally = big savinigs for your company directly from

the hotels)

13 (we don't give you a sales pitch about the city or properties you're interasted in, we give you
unbiased facts!) |
5 {we can help you with any group-from 10 to 1000 sleeping rooms and any meeting space
configuration)

Email me your meating specifications and [l provide your results quickiyl

Yours in service;

ﬁgﬂmfm
Jennifer Boyce
Senior Account Manager

Thiilled fo be ceiebratmg Location Solvers 5th Anniversary of helping clients find hotel and mesfing space around the
country and around the world!



www LocationSolvers.com
202-609-7439

1718 M Street NW, Suite 149,
Washington, DC 20036

1 0f Mosting F
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From: Jennifer Boyce <jb@locationsolvers.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2011 8:46 PM -

To! b@locationgolvers.com

Subject: uh oh...Short Term Meetings? Location Solvers.can help

Do you have short term Fall 2011 or Spring 2012 meetings?

Location Solvers can help make your meeting happen:

{short term is never a problem and we will provide you with results within 24-48hours)
¥ Suppsit (never a charge to work with us)
+{our volume of meetings both nationally and intemationally = big savings for your company directly from

the hotels)
‘ = {we don't'give you a sales pitch-about the ¢ify or propérties you're interested in, we give you
unblased

i ! ¢ (we can hielp you with any group from 10 to 1000 sleeping rooms and any meeting space
configuration)
Email me your meeting specifications and I provide your results quickly!

Yours i service,
£wm§ﬁr

Jennifer Boyce

Senior Account Manager

Thrilled to be-celebrating Location Solvers &th Anniversary of helping clients firid hotef and mesting space around the
couniry and around the world!
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www.LocationSolvers.eom
202-609-7439

1718 M Street NW, Suite 148,
‘Washington, DC 20036

{h@bcationsolvers.com
www. Facebeokeom/iocationSslvers

Proud of the iation of Meeting F

[Whereupon, at 12:36 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]

O
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