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A REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF THE USE, IM-
PACT, AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF FED-
ERAL APPROPRIATIONS PROVIDED TO IM-
PROVE THE EDUCATION OF CHILDREN IN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 2009

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES
AND GENERAL GOVERNMENT,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 10:05 a.m., in room SD-192, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Richard J. Durbin (chairman) pre-
siding.

Present: Senators Durbin, Landrieu, Alexander, and Collins.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR RICHARD J. DURBIN

Senator DURBIN. Good morning. I'm pleased to convene this hear-
ing before the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Financial
Services and (General Government, which includes the District of
Columbia. The subcommittee’s jurisdiction spans an array of re-
sponsibilities in Federal departments and agencies, as well as the
Federal payments to the District of Columbia. We're here today to
review the use and impact of Federal appropriations provided to
improve the education of children in the Nation’s capital.

1 welcome my distinguished ranking member, Senator Susan Col-
lins, Senator Alexander, and other colleagues who will join us dur-
ing the course of this hearing.

While past hearings in this subcommittee and other committees
have focused on various other aspects of Federal funds for the Dis-
trict, this may be the first time in the last 6 years that the Senate
has brought together in one forum the key officials of the various
education fund recipients and entities, such as the public schools,
public charter schools, and the private school Opportunity Scholar-
ship Program (OSP). My objective in this hearing is simple: review
and take stock of whether there’s a reliable accountability for the
use of Federal funds, and if the investment of those funds has suc-
ceeded in accomplishing the stated congressional intent, “to im-
prove the quality of education and students’ educational achieve-
ment, as demonstrated by measurable outcomes of initiatives and
programs.”
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Now that Congress has invested close to $350 million in special
Federal payments to support education of District of Columbia chil-
dren over the past 6 years, over and above the Federal grant funds
available to the District, it’s time for an honest appraisal. What dif-
ference have these resources made? How do we measure the dif-
ference? What progress has been made, in terms of the educational
achievement of the children in the District of Columbia? What re-
sults can clearly be pointed to? What's on the horizon?

For decades, the D.C. school system has been plagued with per-
sistent problems, from lagging student academic performance to
the condition of school facilities to dysfunctional management.
These are not problems unique to the District of Columbia. We find
them across America, in many of the cities 1 represent in Illinois.
Sadly, this system has failed many of the children in the District
of Columbia, as other systems fail as well.

Public school students in the District chronically perform well
below national average. By the time they reach the eighth grade,
only 12 percent of D.C. students are proficient in reading, and 8
percent—8 percent—are proficient in math, according to the Na-
tional Assessment of Educational Progress. Only 9 percent of D.C.
students go on to graduate from college within 5 years. That's why
Congress got involved, to try to lend some help to these children.

Beginning with the fiscal year 2004 appropriation, Congress has
provided a stream of funding for a three-sector approach to school
improvement. Congress has provided a total of $272.5 million,
through fiscal year 2009, in directly appropriated Federal funds
designated for school improvement in the District of Columbia.
These funds are apportioned among public schools, public charter
schools, and for the voucher program.

For fiscal year 2010, another %5.4 million is included in the Sen-
ate bill reported from this committee in early July. Of the proposed
funding, $42.2 million is for public schools, $20 million is specified
for charter schools, and $13.2 million is for the voucher schools. Of
this latter amount, $1 million is for administration, and another $1
million is provided to cover costs of administering the D.C. CAS
test to voucher students. These appropriated funds are separate
from, and in addition to, Federal funds provided to the District's
State Education Office.

I believe that Mayor Fenty’s decision to assume control of the
District public schools, 2 years ago, was the right decision. T have
confidence that Chancellor Michelle Rhee is capable of accom-
plishing significant gains. She has an exciting agenda, and set a
goal to make the District the highest performing urban school dis-
trict by 2014. Over the last 2 years, progress has been made to
streamline bureaucracy, recruit new principals, and raise test
scares, but there’s still a long way to go.

I also strongly support high-quality charter schools that provide
parents and students with another option outside the neighborhood
schools. There are currently 57 public charter schools operating on
99 campuses in the District, enrolling more than 28,000. That's
over 35 percent of all District students. Many of these schools are
exemplary, The KIPP Academies in the District perform consist-
ently at a higher level than the average D.C. public school. But,
there are also some charter schools that are not doing well. Any
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charter schools that are not performing at least as well as the aver-
age public school should be improved or closed. Federal funding for
charter schools should support the expansion of high quality char-
ter schools in the District, and the improvement of schools that are
capable of doing better.

Now let me address the D.C. Opportunity Scholarship Program.
Congress established this program as a 5-year pilot in the year
2003. The purpose was to give parents expanded opportunities for
enrolling their children in higher performing schools. I am not op-
posed to the concept, but I want to make sure that children receiv-
ing vouchers are enrolled in schools that are safe, taught by teach-
ers who are qualified, and receive a better education than is avail-
able in public schools.

The Department of Education studied the voucher program, and
I didn't find the results that encouraging. There were no gains for
students in the voucher program in math, no statistically signifi-
cant gains for boys, students who come from failing schools, or for
those who started off scoring poorly on the test. Only modest gains
for students in reading; 3 months of reading gains over 3 years of
the program.

Now, most parents would not give those results high marks. Stu-
dents in the District need and deserve better. I think it’s time to
ask whether investing $13 or $14 million a year for the program
that provides only minimal academic progress for its 1,700 sti-
dents is the best use of funds. The President and Secretary Duncan
have proposed allowing current students to remain in the program.
I agree with that approach, but have asked for a higher level of ac-
countability.

I've suggested that voucher students take the same test as public
school students and charter school students, so we can compare
their progress. This was hotly debated in the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee. There are three other voucher programs in Amer-
ica—in Cleveland, in Milwaukee and in New Orleans. As of this
year, every one of those voucher programs will have their students
taking the same test as the students in public schools. This is not
a radical idea. It’s one that’s been embraced in all of the other com-
munities that have voucher-type programs.

I've also suggested that the schools be subject to review to make
sure that the buildings are safe. Is that too much to ask? When I
offered that amendment initially, it was rejected by the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee. Now it’s part of our appropriation.

And the third request, that the teachers in the voucher schools
have—at least in critical subjects—have college degrees. That was
another amendment I offered that was rejected when the voucher
program was created. It is now part of the law.

And all of those things I've just outlined are part of the voucher
programs in all three of these other communities. Why would the
District of Columbia be any different? It shouldn’t be. We should
hold them to that same high standard,

Tve also suggested the Secretary of Education report to Congress
on the quality of participating schools, so that we can be sure stu-
dents are truly receiving a superior education. It is unacceptable
for my staff to contaet the agency of the D.C. government and ask
for a general report of the names and addresses of voucher schools,
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and the number of students—mnot their names—but the number of
students in each school, and what the tuition is at each school, and
whether each school has teachers with college degrees, whether the
buildings have been inspected to be safe, and to be told by the Dis-
trict of Columbia, “This is confidential information, we’re not going
to share it with you.”

Well, our staff has gone to work on this, and they've gone out
looking for these schools. We sent letters directly to these voucher
schools, and said, “Tell us this information that the D.C. govern-
ment won’t tell us.” We had responses from all but five schools. The
thing that’s curious is, for the last school year there are 389 miss-
ing students. After the schools reported all the students—the
voucher schools reported all the students—it doesn’t reach the
number 1,700. That’s about $3 million worth of D.C. opportunity
scholarships unaccounted for. Are we to guess that there are 389
voucher students in the five schools that didn’t report?

I think there has to be accountability here. There is in every
other State and city where there’s a voucher program. Why
wouldn't we have it in the Nation’s capital?

We continue to send our staff out to take photographs of some
of these so-called schools. I have to tell you, I hope there’s inspec-
tion going on by the District of Columbia, because in some of these
schools the reported number of students in these storefronts is way
beyond what appears to be even the capacity of the building.

These are fundamental and basic questions we shouldnt be
afraid to ask, and this hearing is hopefully going to get into them.
Federal funding has helped improve education in the District of Co-
lumbia. The funding has helped leverage important reforms and
provided many options for parents, but all of these systems need
to have sustained improvement, and I'm optimistic they can.

As for the voucher program, I believe the Department of Edu-
cation study makes it clear that there’s still significant unresolved
issues about the effectiveness of the program, and questions about
its administration, which we’ll discuss.

Before turning to Senator Colling for opening remarks, I note the
subcommittee has received written submissions from several orga-
nizations and individuals. Senator Frank Lautenberg has sub-
mitted a statement, and T ask unanimous consent these statements
be part of the record. Without objection, they will be.

[The statements follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR FRANK R. LAUTENBERG

As members of the Senate Appropriations Committee, we have a responsibility to
ensure that the programs we fund are open, effective, and accountable. Unfortu-
nately, the DC Opportunity Scholarship program has not met any of these stand-
ards.

Since its implementation in 2004, the DC voucher program has been unable to
prove any significant increase in academic achievement by voucher students. Re-
ports conducted by the U.S. Department of Education have repeatedly found that
the program is particularly ineffective for students that come from a “school in need
of improvement.” These voucher students, whom the program is meant to target,
have not shown statistically significant gains in either math or reading achievement
when compared to students in public schools. Furthermore, a 2007 GAQ report de-
tailed several serious problems in some of the participating Opportunity Scholarship
schools, including unsuitable learning environments, teachers without bachelor’s de-
grees, and a lack of occupancy permits.
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The 2007 GAQ report also discussed an alarming lack of accountability in this
program. Not only is the voucher program not accountable to Congress or the tax-
payers, it isn’t even accountable to the parents of the students. Although the Wash-
ington Scholarship Fund compiles an annual directory to help parents select schools,
it did not collect, omitted, or incorrectly reported information that would have
helped parents evaluate the quality of these schools, such as the percentage of
teachers who had a bachelor’s degree. Even more disturbing, the 2007 GAO Report
found that Federal tax dollars were spent on private schools that do not even charge
tuition.

This type of mismanagement is unacceptable. We can no longer justify taking mil-
lions of dollars away from the children of the DC public school system—and the aca-
demic programs they have to do without—in order to fund this ineffective program.
At a time when budgets are tight, our first priority must be improving and strength-
ening public schools, which educate the overwhelming majority of students.

The DC public school system, and its leader Michelle Rhee, has a tough task
ahead of them. The continuation of the DC voucher program is doing nothing to im-
prove education in the District of Columbia, and very well may be harming it in
the long run.

Thank you Mr. Chairman. .

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOE LIEBERMAN

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senator Collins for giving me this opportunity to
testify this morning on the subject of Federal appropriations to improve the edu-
cation of children in the District of Columbia. As %airman of the Senate Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs Committee—which has jurisdiction over the Dis-
trict of Columbia—I am deeply invested in Federal efforts to improve educational
opportunities for all children in our Nation’s Capitol. In this regard, I am particu-
larly interested in the Opportunity Scholarship Program (QSP) and hope to work
with this subcommittee to enact a 5-year reauthorization that will allow current and
new students to continue to benefit from the program. I also hope we can reinstate
the 216 children who were promised a scholarship and had that promise revoked.

Mr. Chairman, for the past several years, this subcommittee has supported a
three-pronged imitiative, first begun under the leadership of Mayor Tony Williams,
to fund education reform in the District of Columbia. Pursuant to this initiative, be-
ginning in 2004 Congress appropriated, in equal amounts, new funds for DC public
schools, DC public charter schools, and the Oppertunity Scholarship Program (OSP),
a program that offers disadvantaged students in the District the opportunity to at-
tend a local private school. Starting last year, fewer dollars were appropriated to
the OSP program than to DC public schools or charter schools.

I believe that this is money well spent—on all three prongs. For years the DC
public school system has been beset with problems. Though the District has
amongst the highest per pupil expenditure in the Nation, students attending its
public schools score at the bottom on national proficiency tests. DC Chancellor
Michelle Rhee, with the backing of Mayor Adrnian Fenty, has moved aggressively to
{:)m-x}l(3 around failing schools in the District. She is getting results, and has my full

acking.

Though our schools face many challenges, we have a very strong public school
charter system in the District. Around 38 percent of students in DC public schools
are attending public charter schools—this fact speaks to the success of the charter
movement in the District. As a strong and lon%'tlme proponent of charter schools,
I continue to support the District’s charter schools.

Let me be clear: Each dollar appropriated to the OSP program is a dollar well
spent. I strongly urge this Subcommittee to provide funds for the program so that
it may continue in full force. I'd like to submit for the record an article written by
Dr. Patrick Wolf, the principal investigator for the Department of Education’s study
on the OSP program, which was published in the a recent issue of Education Nexf.
Dr. Wolf reports that the OSP program resulted in statistically significant improve-
ments in reading. In fact, when compared to all other similarly studied education
innovations, I quote, “the reading impact of the DC voucher program is the largest
achievement impact yet reported.” Again I quote from Dr. Wolf “the DC voucher
prof‘ram has proven to be the most effective education policy evaluated by the Fed-
eral Government’s official education research arm so far.” Dr. Wolfs study, con-
ducted under the auspices of the Department of Education’s Institute of Education
Sciences, also found a high level of parental satisfaction with the OSP program.

Mr. Chairman, to date, there is no education program that has gotten better re-
sults when studied under these rigorous methods. In the OSP authorizing statute
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Congress specifically mandated that an evaluation be conducted “using the strongest
possible research design for determining the effectiveness of the programs funded.”
Let me repeat; we asked for the strongest research design possible, and that is what
we have in the IES study by Dr. Woelf. We ought to pay attention to the results of
that congressionally mandated study.

I will continue to support the reform efforts of Chancellor Rhee, and have every
confidence that she will continue to bring about change to improve the performance
of DC public schools. But this is a slow, multi-year process. In the meantime, many
District schools are still failing our most disadvantaged children. We should use
every means at our disposal to provide the best education possible to all children,
and the OSP program has clearly been successful in helping to fulfill that goal.

Mr. Chairman, and Senator Collins, this subcommittee has included language in
this year's and last year’s appropriations bill, accompanying funding for the OSP
program, to require that any participating schools have a valid certificate of occu-
pancy, and that core subject matter teachers hold 4-year bachelor’s degrees. I sup-
port these provisions and we have included them in the reauthorization bill I re-
cently introduced with Senators Collins, Feinstein, Byrd, Voinovich, Ensi and
Alexander. Our bill, S. 15652, the SOAR Act, also continues the requirement that the
program be evaluated using the strongest possible research design, and requires
that all participating students be given a nationally norm-referenced test.

On the subject of testing, the Chairman has recommended that OSP students take
the same test as students in DC public schools. I note that when the program was
first authorized, the District of CoFu.mbia public schools were using the same nation-
ally norm-referenced test, the SAT-9 test, as was admimistered to students in the
OSP program. Subsequently, DC public schools changed to use a curriculum-based
test, the DC-CAS fest. I know Chairman Durbin still has some concerns on this
issue. In addition, although we have a congressionally mandated ongoing evaluation
of the OSP program, I understand Senator Durbin would also like to evaluate indi-
vidual schools participating in the OSP program. I believe we can work together to
address the Chairman’s concerns in a way that does not encourage some schools to
cherry pick the best students, and does not discourage other schools from partici-
pating in the OSP program. Should Congress continue the OSP program, as I hope
we do, we want to ensure that we don’t enact provisions that would cause some of
the best schools to drop out of the program, or that would result in unintended in-
centives for schools to shy away from those students most in need.

Finally, I would like to work with this subcommittee on the matter of the 216
children who were initially promised a voucher to attend private school this year,
and subsequently had that offer withdrawn. Though the school year has already
started, I know that many of these families still hold out hope that decision will
be reversed so they may seek the educational opportunities they believe will be best.
I might note that 93 percent of the 216 students are now assigned to attend a DC
Public School that is designated as in need of improvement, corrective action, or re-
structuring under No Child Left Behind. They are assigned to schools where on ay-
erage only 36 percent of the students are proficient in reading or math. These stu-
dents had their offer of a voucher revoked at a time when many of the charter
schools had closed their application process and when the out-of-houndary process
was also closed. Hence, their options for educational choice were even more limited
than they would have been had they never applied for the voucher. We must redress
this situation.

In sum, I firmly believe this subcommittee should continue to fund the full Dis-
trict reform effort, including the OSP program. Furthermore, the OSP program
should continue to be open to new students as space permits

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to testify.

[From Education Next, Fall 2009]
LosT OPPORTUNITIES
(By Patrick J. Wolf)

LAWMAKERS THREATEN D.C. SCHOLARSHIPS DESPITE EVIDENCE OF BENEFITS

School choice supporters, including hundreds of private school students in crisp
umforms, filled Washington, D.C’s Freedom Plaza last May to protest a congres-
sional decision to eliminate the city’s federally funded school voucher program after
the next school year. That afternoon, President Obama announced a compromise
proposal to grandfather the more than 1,700 students currently in the District of
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i ortunity Seholarship Program, funding their vouchers through high
gc%g;?b;agsgtmn, bgt’. denying eliltry to additional children. Both progtéar;l ds1ilp:
porters and opponents cite evidence from an ongoing congressionally 'I::‘ilarIl ate g
stitute of Education Sciences (IES) evaluation of the program, for whi 1Rau:n dp;n 1;
cipal investigator, to buttress their fﬁ:sﬁt}ons,lregggzltng I.;t; gvaluatmn a Rerschac
; ’s 1deological position on this fiercely € sue. . .
tesStc{?oro?Ti'eo;;ﬂers ?)]ro\-lge funds to parents to enable them to enroll their cl-_uldreri
in private schools and, as a result, are one of the most contr_oversml edw;;)catmn rﬁ
forms in the United States. Among the many points of contention is whe;,‘ er \kllouc -
er programs in fact improve student achievement. Most evaluations af _sucf proﬁ
grams have found at least some positive ach;evem_ent effects, but ‘not ways 0}" a
types of participants and not always in both reading and math. This pg.ttei_n '01 re}-
sults has so far failed to generate a schf)larly consensus rggardmg the beneficial ef-
fects of school vouchers on st':gdent achievement. The policy and academic commu-

1ti 3 nitive guidance. . .
mt%ise sﬁé‘.ﬂS{ ?é;);;scel?lﬁhe thi?d-year impact evaluation of the Opportunity Schqlgrs:ug
Program (OSP) in April 2009. The results showed that stude_nts who t;}}larmflga i .
in the program performed at significantly higher levels in _readmg than the s Ee 1'er;e_
in an experimental control group. Here are the study findings and my own interp
tation of what they mean.

Opportunity Scholarships ) - .
j:,C'urrentlv, 13 directly funded voucher programs operate in four U.S: cities sjnd i{x
states, serving approximately 65,000 students. Another seven program;:nmrgcdiji
fund private K-12 scholarship organizations through government tax cgz) its o ;]:i -
viduale or corporations. About 100,000 students receive school V('):: efsd omded
through tax credits. All of the directly funded voucher programs are rge-. ethws 0
dents with some educational disadvantage, such as low family income, disability,
a foster child K :

Stall\t!'nil:egzeu of the 20 school voucher programs in the United States are ‘fun%:eck lﬁ
state and local governments. The OSP is the only federal voucher 1§1nat1’ve sd;
lished in 2004 as part of compromise legislation that also mclude_‘ nt%“ E‘.)p;g g
on charter and traditional public schools in the District of Columbia, t PD g v::'?th
means-tested program. Initial eligihlity 13.11m1ted to K-12 students 11-1h i Va i
family incomes at or below 185 percent of the poverty line Congr;sst f;@opls)tu-
priated $14 million annually to the program, enough to support. al mj S S
dents at the maximum voucher amount of $'7,500._ The voucher u:)vei_, tI};me‘G r el
of the costs of tuition, transportation, and educational fees at any Of 2088 8p.C
private schools that have participated in the program. By the-_ spring Drtun = d::‘.chol-
of 5,331 eligible students had applied for the limited number of Opp% Y,Sl y s
arships. Recipients are selected by lottery, with priority given to stu egIN:Ii_pp Y:i e%
to the program from public schools deemed in need of improvement (d th} m;:ent
No Child Left Behind. Scholars and policymakers have since questmxi? e e;c t
to which SINI designations accurately signal school quality because tf ey }?re asil .
on levels of achievement instead of the more informative measure ol ac 1eveme

ains time. ) ) )
ga’i“nheazﬁfrd—year impact evaluation tracl_ied the experiences of two cqh_orts ]gfn gi;\;_
dents. All of the students were attending public schools or were rasmfg:lgz e
gartners at the time of application to the program. Cohort 1 mpﬁ.mtg 2 teS' [1‘1
dents entering grades 6-12 in 2004. Cohort 2 consisted of 1,816 stu ents etn‘ 11;1 gi
grades K-12 in 2005. The 2,308 students in the study gmke it the 1a¥ges tﬁcd{mf
voucher evaluation in the United States to employ the gold standard” method o
random assignment.
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METHODOLOGY NOTES

If one’s purpose is to evaluate the effects of a specific public policy, such as
the District of Columbia Opportunity Scholarship Program ((?SP), then the
comparison of the average outcomes of the treatment and control groups, re-
gardless of what proportion attended which types of school, 1s most appro-
priate. A school voucher program cannot force scholarship recipients to use a
voucher, nor can it prevent control-group students from attending private
schools at their own expense. A voucher program can only offer students schol-
arships that they subsequently may or may not use. N%vertheless, the mere
offer of a scholarship, in and of itself, clearly has no impact on the educational
outcomes of students. A scholarship could only change the future of a student
if it were actually used.

Fortunately, statistical techniques are available that produce reliable esti-
mates of the average effect of using a voucher compared to not bein, offered
one and the average effect of attending private schoel in year 3 of tﬁe study
with or without a voucher compared to not attending private school. All three
effect estimates—treatment vs. control, effect of voucher use, and impact of pri-
vate schooling—are provided in the longer version of this article (see “Sum-
m of the OSP Evaluation” at www.educationnext.org), so that individual

aders can view those outcomes that are most relevant to their considerations.

1 have presented mainly the impacts of scholarship use in this essay. Those
impacts are computed by taking the average difference between the outcomes
of the entire treatment and control groups—the pure experimental impact—
and adjusting for the fact that some treatment students never used an Sppor-
tunity Scholarship. Since nonusers could not have been affected by the vouch-
er, the impact of scholarship use can be computed easily by dividing the pure
experimental impact by the proportion of treatment students who used their
scholarships, effectively rescaling the impact across scholarship users instead
of all treatment students including nonusers. I focus here on scholarship usage
because that specific measure of program impact is easily understoed, is rel-
evant to policymakers, and preserves the control group as the natural rep-
resentation of what would have happened to the treatment group absent the
program, including the fact that some of them would have attended private
school on their own.

Voucher Effects

Researchers over the past decade have focused on evaluating voucher programs
using experimental research designs called randomized control trials (RCTs). Such
experimental designs are widely used to evaluate the efficacy of medical drugs prior
to making such treatments available to the public. With an RCT design, a group
of students who all qualify for a voucher program and whose parents are equally
motivated to exercise private school choice, participate in a lottery. The students
who win the lottery become the “treatment” group. The students who lose the lot-
tery become the “control” group. Since only a voucher offer and mere chance distin-
guish the treatment students from their control group counterparts, any significant
difference in student outcomes for the treatment students can be attributed to the
program. Although not all students offered a voucher will use it to enroll in a pn-
vate school, the data from an RCT can also be used to generate a separate estimate
of the effect of voucher use [see Methodology Notes].

Using an RCT research design, the ongoing IES evaluation found no impacts on
student math performance but a statistically significant positive impact of the schol-
arship program on student reading performance, as measured by the Stanford
‘Achievement Test (SAT 9). The estimated impact of using a scholarship to attend
a private school for any length of time during the 3-year evaluation period was a
gain of 5.3 scale peints in reading. That estimate provides the impact on all those
who ever attended a private school, whether for 1 month, 3 years, or any length
of time in between (see Figure 1). Consequently, the estimate should be interpreted
as a lower-bound estimate of the 3-year impact of attending a private school, be-
cause many students who used a scholarship during the 3-year period did not re-
main in private school throughout the entire period. The data indicate that mem-
bers of the treatment group who were attending private schools in the third year

What do these gains mean for students? They mean th
trol group would need to remain in school an extra 3.7 m
up to the level of reading achievement attained by those who used the sc )
opportunity to attend a private school for any period of time. The catch-up time
would have been around 5 months for those in the control group as compared to

those who were attending a private school in the third year of the evaluation.

Over time, in my opinion, the effects of the program show a trend toward larger
reading gains cumulating for students. Especially when one considers that students
who used their scholarship in year 1 needed to adjust to a new and different school

at the students in the con-
onths on average to catch
holarship

7 ; ; f : environment, the reading impacts of using a scholarship of 1.4 scale score points
of the evaluation gained an average of 7.1 scale score points in reading from the (not signjﬁca’nt) in year 1, 4.0 scale score points (not significant) in year 2, angi 5.3
proprars: scale score points (significant) in year 3 suggest that students are steadily gaining
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in reading performance relative to their peers in the control group the longer they
make use of the scholarship. No trend in program impacts is evident in math

What explains the fact that positive impacts have been observed as a result of
the OSP in reading but not in math? Paul Peterson and Elena Llaudet of Harvard
University, in a nonexperimental evaluation of the effects of school sector on student
achievement, suggest that private schools may boost reading scores more than math
scores for a number of reasons, including a greater content emphasis on reading,
the use of phonics instead of whole-language instruction, and the greater avail-
ability of well-trained education content specialists in reading than in math. Any
or all of these explanations for a voucher advantage in reading but not in math are
plausible and could be behind the patiern of results observed for the D.C Oppor-
tunity Scholarships. The experimental design of the D.C. evaluation, while a meth-
odological strength in many ways, makes it difficult to connect the context of stu-
dents’ educational experiences with specific ontcomes in any reliable way. As a re-
sult, one can only speculate as to why voucher gains are clear in reading but not
observed in math,

Student Characteristics

The OSP serves a highly disadvantaged group of D.C. students. Descriptive infor-
mation from the first two annual reports indicates that more than 90 percent of stu-
dents are African American and 9 percent are Hispanic. Their family incomes aver-
aged less than $20,000 in the year in which they applied for the scholarship.

Overall, participating students were performing well below national norms in
reading and math when they applied to the program. For example, the Cohort 1 stu-
dents had initial reading scores on the SAT-9 that averaged below the 24th Na-
tional Percentile Rank, meaning that 75 percent of students in their respective
grades nationally were performing higher than Chart 1 in reading. In my view,
these descriptive data show how means tests and other provisions to target school
voucher programs to disadvantaged students serve to minimize the threat of cream-
skimming. The OSP reached a population of highly disadvantaged students because
it was designed by policymakers to do so
Did Only Some Students Benefit?

Several commentators have sought to minimize the positive findings of the OSP
evaluation by suggesting that only certain subgroups of participants benefited from
the program. Martin Carnoy states that “the treated students in Cohort 1 were con-
centrated in middle schools and the effect on their reading score was significantly
higher than for treated students in Cohort 2.” Henry Levin likewise asserts that
“the evaluators found that receiving a voucher resulted in no advantage in math or
reading test scores for either [low achievers or students from SINI schools].”

The actual results of the evaluation provide no scientific basis for claims that
some subgroups of students benefited more in reading from the voucher program
than other subgroups. The impact of the program on the reading achievement of Co-
hort 1 students did not differ by a statistically significant amount from the mpact
of the program on the reading achievement of Cohort 2 students, Carnoy’s claim
notwithstanding. Nor did students with low initial levels of achievement and appli-
cants from SINI schools experience significantly different reading gains from the
program than high achievers and non-SINI applicants. The mere fact that statis-
tically significant impacts were observed for a particular subgroup does not mean
that impacts for that group are significantly different from those not in the sub-
group. For example, Group A and Group B may have experienced roughly similar
impacts, but the impact for Group A might have been just large enough for it to
be significantly different from zero (or no impact at all), while Group B’s quite simi-
lar scores fell just below that threshold

From a scientific standpoint, three conclusions are valid about the achievement
results in reading from the year 3 impact evaluation of the OSP:

1. The program improved the reading achievement of the treatment group stu-
dents overall.

2. Overall reading gains from the program were not significantly different across
the various subgroups examined.

3. Three distinet subgroups of students—those who were not from SINT schoals,
students scheduled to enter grades K-8 in the fall after application to the program,
and students in the higher two-thirds of the performance distribution (whose aver-
age reading test scores at baseline were at the 37th percentile nationally)—experi-
enced statistically significant reading impacts from the program when their per-
formance was examined separately. Female students and students in Cohort 1 saw
reading gains that were statistically significant with reservations due to the possi-

11

bility of obtaining false positive results when making comparisons across numerous
subgroups :

Why examine and report achievement impacts at the subgroup level, if the evi-
dence indicates only an overall reading gain for the entire sample? The reasons are
that Congress mandated an analysis of subgroup impacts, at least for SINI and non-
SINI students, and because analyses at the subgroup level might have yielded more
conclusive information about disproportionate impacts for certain types of students.
Expanding Choice .

The OSP facilitates the enrollment of low-income D.C. students in private schools
of their parents’ choosing. It does not guarantee enrollment in a private school, but
the $7,500 voucher should make such enrollments relatively common among the stu-
dents who won the scholarship lottery. The eligible students who lost the scholar-
ship lottery and were assigned to the control group still might attend a private
school but they would have to do so by drawing on resources outside of the OSP.
At the same time, students in both groups have access to a large number of public
charter schools.

The implication is that, for this evaluation of the OSP, winning the lottery does
not necessarily mean private schooling, and losing the lottery does not necessarily
mean education in a traditional public school. Members of both groups attended ail
three types of schools—private, public charter, and traditional public—in year 3 of
the voucher experiment, although the proportions that attended each type differed
markedly based on whether or not they won the scholarship lottery (see Figure 2).
In total, about 81 percent of parents placed their child in a private or public school
of choice three years after winning the scholarship lottery, as did 46 percent of those
who lost the lottery. The desire for an alternative to a neighborhood public school
was strong for the families who applied to the OSP in 2004 and 2005.
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Year 3 enrollment
in
(e ]

33.8

12.3
Lottery Losers

Lottery Winners
2% Traditional Public School Bl Charter B Private

SOURCE: Wolf et el “Evaluation of the D Opportunity Scholacship Program: lpasts
After Three Years,” National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance,
Institute of Edycaiion Sciences, ULS. Department of Bdgcation, 2009, Tebls 2-7

These enrollment patterns highlight the fact that the effects of voucher use re-
ported above do not amount to a comparison between “school choice” and “noe school
choice.” Rather, voucher users are exercising private school choice, while control
group members are exercising a small amount of private school choice and a sub-
stantial amount of public school choice. The positive impacts on reading achieve-
ment observed for voucher users therefore reflect the incremental effect of adding
private school choice through the OSP to the existing schooling options for low-in-
come D.C. families.

Parent Satisfaction

Another key measure of school reform initiatives is the perception among parents,
who see ﬁrst{a.nd the effects of changes in their child’s educational environment.
‘Whenever school choice researchers have asked parents about their satisfaction with
schools, those who have been given the chance to select their child’s school have re-
ported much higher levels of satisfaction. The OSP study findings fit this pattern.
The proportion of parents who assigned a high grade of A or B to their child’s school
was 11 percentile points higher if they were offered a voucher, 12 percentile points
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higher if their child actually used a scholarship, and 21 points higher if their child
was attending a private school in year 3, regardless of whether they were in the
treatment group. Parents whose children use§ an Opportunity Scholarship also ex-
pressed greater confidence in their children’s safety in school than parents in the
control group.

AdditionaFevidence of parental satisfaction with the OSP comes from the series
of focus groups conducted independently of the congressionally mandated evalua-
tion. One parent emphasized the expanded freedom inherent in school choice:

“[The OSP] gives me the choice to, freedom to attend other schools than D.C. pub-
lic schools . . . I just didn’t feel that I wanted to put him in D.C. public school and
1 had the opportunity to take one of the Scholarsll]]ips, so, therefore, I can afford it
and I'm glad that I did do that.” (Cohort 1 Elementary School Parent, Spring 2008)

Another parent with two children in the OSP may have hinted at a reason
achievement impacts were observed specifically in reading:

“They really excel at this program, ‘cause I know for a fact they would never have
received this kind of education at a public school . . . I listen to them when they
talk, and what they are saying, and they articulate better than I do, and I know
it’s because of the school, andn% like that about them, and I'm proud of them.” (Co-
hort 1 Elementary School Parent, Spring 2008)

These parents of OSP students clearly see their families as having benefited from
this program.

Previous Voucher Research

The IES evaluation of the DC OSP adds to a growing body of research on means-
tested school voucher programs in urban districts across the nation. Experimental
evaluations of the achievement impacts of publicly funded voucher and privately
funded K-12 scholarshi{a programs have been conducted in Milwaukee, New York
City, the District of Columbia, Charlotte, North Carolina, and Dayton, Ohio. Dif-
ferent research teams analyzed the data from New York City (three different
teams), Milwaukee (two teams), and Charlotte (two teams). The four studies of Mil-
waukee's and Charlotte's programs reported statistically significant achievement
gains overall for the members of the treatmeni group. The individual studies of the
privately funded K-12 scholarship programs in the District of Columbia and Dayton
reported overall achievement gains onif for the large subgroup of African American
students in the program. The three different evaluators of the New York City pri-
vately funded scholarship program were split in their assessment of achievement
impacts, as two research teams reported no overall test-score effects, but did report
achievement gains for African Americans; the third team claimed there were no sta-
tistically significant test-score impacts overall or for any subgroup of participants.

The speafic patterns of achievement impacts vary across these studies, with some
gains emerging quickly, but others, like those in the OSP evaluation, taking at least
three years to reach a standard level of statistical significance. Earlier experimental
evaluations of voucher programs were somewhat more likely to report achievement
gains from the programs in math than in reading—the opposite of what was ob-
served for the OSP. Despite these differences, the bulk of the available, high-quality
evidence on school voucher programs suggests that they do yleld positive achieve-
ment effects for participating students.

CONCLUSIONS

School voucher inmitiatives such as the District of Columbia Opportunity Scholar-
ship Program will remain politically controversial in spite of rigorous evaluations
such as this one, showing that parents and students benefited in some ways from
the program. Critics will continue to point to the fact that no impacts of the pro-
gram have been observed in math. or that applicants from SINI schools, who were
a service priority, have not demonstrated statistically significant achievement gains
at the subgroup level, as reasons to characterize these findings as disappointing.
Certainly the results would have been even more encouraging if the high-priority
SINI students had shown significant reading gains as a distinct subgroup. Still, in
my opinion, the bottom line is that the OSP lottery paid off for those students who
won it. On average, participating low-income students are performing better in read-
ing because the federal government decided to launch an experimental school choice
program in our nation’s capital.

The achievement results from the D.C. voucher evaluation are also striking when
compared to the results from other experimental evaluations of education policies.
The National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance (NCEE) at
the IES has sponsored and overseen 11 studies that are RCTs, including the OSP
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evaluation. Only 3 of the 11 education interventions tested, when subjected to such

a rigorous evalu:%twn, havg demonstrated statistically significant achievement im-

government’s official education research arm so far.

The experimental evaluation of the District of Columbia Opportunity Scholarship
Program is continuing into its fourth and final year of studying the impacts on stu-
dents and parents, The fina) e\‘1deqce collected from the participants may confirm

Senator DURBIN. Senator Collins,
STATEMENT OF SENATOR SUSAN COLLINS

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, let me first thank you for holding this important
oversight hearing. We do need accountability, transparency, and
oversight. That is the only way we're going to be able to determine
what the impact of the Federal investment that we've made is pro-
ducing. So, 1 completely support your efforts to get as much data
and information as possible. That's absolutely critical.

The key leaders involved in transforming the District of Colum-
bia’s education system are here today to discuss their visions and
their plans for fixing the city’s broken school system. Many, like
Chancellor Michelle Rhee, are working night and day to reform
D.C’s schools, alwavs with a relentless focus on what is best for
the students. And that has to be our concern and our motivation,

There is, as the chairman has indicated, much work to be done.
According to the Federal Department of Education, the District’s
per-pupil expenditures are the third highest in the Nation, but that
large investment is bearing little fruit. The Department of Edu-
cation’s National Assessment of Education Progress ranks the Dis-
trict’s schools dead last in the Nation. That is a disgrace, that in
the capital city of our great Nation we are so failing the students
whe live here.

According to 2007 data, only 14 percent of fourth graders are
reading and calculating at a proficient level. For eighth graders,
only 8 percent are reading at a proficient level, while 12 percent
are proficient at math. D.C.’s students’ SAT scores are some of the
lowest in the Nation. The D.C. graduation rate, as the chairman’s
indicated, is less than 50 percent, compared to a national average
graduation rate of nearly 70 percent. If past is prologue, only 9 per-
cent of D.C. students entering the ninth grade will complete a col-
lege degree.
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These low standings and poor test scores stand in stark contrast
to the amount of per-pupil spending in the District. According to
the information T have, the District spent $15,500 per pupil last
year. That’s far greater than the national average of $9,600. Com-
pared to the rest of the country, the District is spending $6,000
more per student, and getting a fraction of the results.

It’s so troubling to me that one-third of the public schools in the
District have no art or music education programs. Many school fa-
cilities remain open even though they are run down or perhaps
even unsafe. And that’s why I support the chairman’s insistence
that, no matter where these students are going to school, there
should be inspections to make sure they're in safe facilities.

And we've seen the results of these educational failures. It con-
tributes to the very high adult illiteracy rate in the District.

Mr. Chairman, I've cited these grim statistics, not because I
think this is hopeless; I'm not pessimistic about the future, or our
ability to change these schools—but because I want this hearing to
be a clarion call for action. This dire situation demands our urgent
attention, and I know that every one of us here is united toward
the common goal, even if we may disagree about how to get here.

I support the Chancellor’s ambitious plans. 'm eager to hear
more details and what she needs to accomplish her goals.

D.C. charter schools are offering an alternative. It’s very telling
to me that 28,000 students and parents have chosen charter
schools because .they're so dissatisfied with their neighborhood
schools. T think that’s an impressive figure, given that the first
charter school was established in the District only about a dozen
years ago. But, the chairman’s right, those schools should be pro-
viding us with imformation. We need more transparency.

And, as the chairman has indicated, almost 2,000 low-income
D.C. schoolchildren are participating in the federally funded pro-
gram to use scholarships to attend 58 different private schools
throughout the city. Now, I don't think that vouchers are a pan-
atea. And in some areas of the country, they’re not appropriate at
all. But, in this case, they do provide an innovative way to offer
children in the District better educational opportunities, and that
is why I support them.

I've talked to parents who have told me how the opportunity
scholarships have changed the lives of their children and of their
families.

We have had the first evaluation. I view it more favorably than
does my friend and colleague. I think it is significant that there
have been gains in reading, of 3 months. That’s a significant
change. And unlike the voucher programs in many other cities, we
see tangible results. I will also say that it takes awhile, that you
don’t see these results overnight, that the first year is usually a
transition year, where you don’t see the gains.

So, I think all of us have the same goals. Let’s get there together.
When youngsters lose a chance to receive a good education, to re-
ceive even a decent education, we are consigning them to a lifetime
of limited choices and poor opportunities, and I can’t live with that
for the capital city of our country. And that’s why I support the
three-pronged approach. Let’s improve our public schoals, let's sup-
port our charter schools, and let’s give the opportunity for D.C.




16

scholarships to private schools so that we can give a better edu-
cation to more of the students in this city.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DURBIN. Thank you, Senator Collins.

Senator Alexander, do you have an opening statement?

I'm sorry, Senator Landrieu. I didn’t see you come in. I apologize.

Senator LANDRIEU. That'’s perfectly fine, and T do have just a few
comments.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR MARY L. LANDRIEU

Senator LANDRIEU. First, I want to begin by thanking you, Mr.
Chairman and the ranking member, for your excellent opening
statements, Very thoughtful, very passionate, and both very, very
encouraging,

And T know if there’s any subcommittee that can take this on
and structure in a way that can unite us in our common goal to—
as the—both of you just said—to give every child a fighting chance
for a decent education as quickly as we can possibly do it, this sub-
committee can. And the Senators—Senator—no one has taken a
greater interest or spent more time. I happen to sit next to Senator
Durbin in the Appropriations Committee, so I am an expert on this
subject because I hear what he says both on and off the record, and
I know this is of great concern to him, and I so admire his leader-
ship.

s%, I'm going to submit the rest of my statement for the record.
But—TI would like to submit for the record the excellent documenta.
tion presented on behalf of the charter schools in the District of Co-
lumbia that have only second in number to the city of New Orle-
ans, where we're experiencing tremendous gains in opportunities
through choice, Senator Durbin, in public school choice, in terms of
outstanding test scores, parental satisfaction, the ability to repeal
or take back charters if they’re not working, so the accountability
that you spoke about seems to be there, but we could also improve,

But, I am concerned about the building issue, always have been,
for charter schocls, the restriction on public buildings for charter
schools, and their safety, and— et cetera.

So, I'm not going to take more time, because I want to hear the
panel. Tll submit my statement to the record.

But, I just want to thank you both for your attention and your
support.

Senator DURBIN. Without objection, your statement will be in-
cluded. Thank you, Senator Landrieu.

Senator Alexander.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR LAMAR ALEXANDER

Senator ALEXANDER. Thanks, Senator Durbin.

I, too, want to thank you for the hearing. And I know your deep
interest in this, and strong feelings about it. And I think the more
oversight we have, the more accountability we have, the more like-
ly these programs are to succeed. So, [ welcome this. And I think
we should have them regularly. I don’t know how often that is, but
I think this is a very good thing. T thank you for it, and I thank
you for the way you're approaching it.
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And T thank Senator Collins for her statement. And I know of
Se}?atlor Landrieu’s pioneering work in New Orleans on charter
schools.

I would say these things, quickly. On the test, which was the
subject of Senator Durbin and my having a spirited discussion in
the Appropriations Committee, I hope some of you will talk about
the Stanford Achievement Test that the voucher students take—
the cpportunity scholarship takes. As I understand it, it was re-
quired by the U.S. Department of Education at the time this pro-
gram was started, and it was the test the D.C. schools were using
at the time, and then the D.C. schools changed their test. But, let’s
put that to the side for the moment.

I know the charter schools work, because I've seen them work,
and I've been in—I was with Secretary Arne Duncan the other day,
who I—I don’t think President Obama’s made a better appointment
than Arne Duncan, the Secretary of Education. I went with him to
a charter school in Memphis, where I'd visited 5 years ago, and
these were kids who were least likely to succeed. They were taken
from failing schools, all minority kids. I went in there on the
Easter holidays, and they were in school; 8th graders taking 10th
grade AP biology tests. Nobody else in the State was doing that—
taking those courses during Easter weekend. Last week, when Sec-
retary Duncan and I were there—they'’re all graduating this year.
So, they’re great success stories.

So, the question is, Are they working here? That’s what we’re
here to try to find out—not whether they’re good ideas or bad
ic}eas. And I think voucher programs can work, in appropriate
places.

We have our biggest pilot program—it’s something we call Amer-
ican higher education. You know, we spend $18 or $20 billion a
year on what we call—on Pell grants. those are vouchers—and we
have $75 billion in student loans, those are vouchers, and they fol-
low students to Catholie University, American University, Brigham
Young, all sorts of schools. And they not only provide opportunity,
they’ve provided what is inarguably the greatest system of higher
education in the world. So, I've always wondered, if it works so well
in higher ed, why don’t we try it more often in elementary and sec-
ondary education?

So, the question is not whether vouchers are good or bad idea,
but whether the opportunity scholarship is working here.

So, I really do appreciate, Senator Durbin, your having the hear-
ing, and I'm interested in learning as much as I can today.

I thank the witnesses for coming.

Senator DURBIN. Thank you very much.

I welcome the first panel. And T would like, at this point, to in-
troduce Michelle Rhee, the Chancellor of the D.C. public schools. I
understand she has some scheduling challenges, so we are going to
try to move quickly through the panel and direct our questions to
you.

Chancellor, please proceed.
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STATEMENT OF MICHELLE RHEE, CHANCELLOR, DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Ms. RHEE. Good afternoon, Chairman Durbin, Ranking Member
Collins, and members of the subcommittee.

T'm honored to testify today about the use of Federal funds to
support education reform in the District of Columbia public schools.

Beginning in June 2007, with less than 15 percent of students
on grade level in math and reading, and with 70 percent of our
children living in poverty, Mayor Fenty set an ambitious goal for
our Nation's capital, to address poverty through the education of
the city’s children. With a great sense of urgency, and as part of
the city’s larger plans, DCPS aims to create an entire school dis-
trict in which academic achievement matches or exceeds that of the
suburbs.

Data indicates that, despite facing sobering statistics of low per-
formance, individual schools in urban districts have accomplished
proficiency rates of 90 percent or greater, even in the poorest of
neighborhoods and the most challenging of circumstances.

With Federal support, we are moving quickly, but intentionally,
to accomplish this goal on a District-wide scale. Our ambition 1s
backed by more than just a belief in justice in education for all chil-
dren, regardless of race, sociceconomic circumstance, or individual
learning needs. It is backed by the researched best practices that
have narrowed racial achievement gaps in other cities, and we
have begun to do so for the first time in our Nation’s capital.

Also understanding that nobody has yet definitively solved the
problems of urban education, we are adding targeted innovations
to these practices, strategically attacking the most persistent chal-
lenges to student achievement from every viable angle.

DCPS ACHIEVEMENTS

Tederal funds have been well spent in the last 2 years. For the
second year in a row, DCPS students have achieved sigmificant
gains on our annual standardized test, the D.C. Comprehensive As-
sessment System, or the DC-CAS. Such gains are unusual in the
second year of a new administration, especially after significant
first-year gains, so we are pleased that in 2009, continuing the
trend of District-wide achievement in 2008, our principals and
teachers drove growth across all grade levels, and in both reading
and mathematics.

In just 2 years, students have narrowed the achievement gap in
secondary math by 20 percentage points, from a 70-percent gap to
a 50-percent gap. And the gap has also narrowed across all grade
levels and subject areas. In fact, virtually every subgroup of stu-
dents increased proficiency rates this last year, including our stu-
dents with special education needs, English language learners—
ELLs—and economically disadvantaged students. ELL students, in
fact, are outperforming the District as a whole in elementary read-
ing now—elementary math and secondary math, with 20 percent
gains in secondary reading over 2 years.

When Mayor Fenty took over the schools in 2007, only one-third
of our students were on grade level in reading and mathematics.
Today, this ratio has moved to one-half. Of course, the fact that
only one-half of our students are proficient is not cause for celebra-
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tion. But, given where we once were, this is evidence of progress
and cause for hope. :

I would like to highlight just a few priorities that Federal fund-
ing has supported in 2009 with $40 million, and that we have re-
quested for 2010 with $42.2 million. I will be happy to answer any
questions afterward about the more detailed documents previously
submitted. :

In anticipating District needs for 2009, we were cognizant of the
significant front-end support that would be necessary to turn the
District from 15 percent proficiency to 90 percent proficiency in fu-
ture years. Projected in 2007, before a thorough assessment of the
school system was complete, we are pleased that the majority of
the reforms we anticipated for 2009 progressed as planned, some
even ahead of schedule.

JUMP START FUNDING

Our 2009 initial request also included additional Federal support
to jumpstart the system, and we have actualized these plans in a
number of ways.

First, principal recruitment and training. We've replaced 46 prin-
cipals in the 2008-2009 school year, and 20—another 26 in the
2009-2010 school year. That means we've had a turnover of about
one-half of the principals in the system over the course of this last
2 years.

The second is new school programs in high-need areas. We've
added programs and access to early childhood education, adding
Reggio Emilia programs that are similar to Montessori. We've
added the schoolwide application model, or SAM model, to improve
the delivery of special education services. And we also used Federal
funds to hire turnaround partners for failing schools.

After discovering 27 disconnected data systems holding student
information when we arrived in 2007, with 2009 Federal funds, as
planned, we continue to overhaul our student information system
with upgrades that will allow us to engage parents more fully in
their students’ progress.

DCPS REFORM

And also, obviously, one of the cornerstones of the reform, as
we've stated in 2007, is to retain and attract the highest quality
educators in every school, so incenting high achievement amongst
our educators is a top priority.

Once we conducted an accurate data analysis about the state of
the system, we adjusted our spending strategy to advance the pri-
orities we had outlined in our projection, while also addressing re-
lated post-assessment needs. For example, we discovered inequities
in resource allocation to students. This—some came from data, and
some came from students themselves. Elementary school students
in one of our poorest wards politely inquired to me whether it
would be possible for them to have a music teacher, while school
music programs in other more affluent wards flourished.

Obesity rates are highest in our low income neighborhoods, yet
many schools in these neighborhoods did not have physical edu-
cation teachers. Students with mental health challenges were in




20

schools without counselors, but with oversized—but we had an
oversized central office staff.

We addressed these inequities immediately by revising the way
school budgets were constructed, adopting a comprehensive staffin
model to ensure that all students had access to art, music, an
physical education teachers, as well as librarians, counselors, and
full-time nurses.

One grandmother had recently moved her academically strug-
gling grandson from a charter school to Plummer Elementary
School, which received the full comprehensive school model as a
high-need school. Happy about the help her grandson is receiving,
she shared her experience with us. From her quote, “The principal
got the reading specialist to come to our house, the psychologist
came 1(;:{) our house. He got a math tutor. The school makes you feel
wanted.”

Federal funds helped to expand this equity throughout the com-
prehensive school model, and other ways, including theme schools
for more parents when their neighborhood school is failing, and in-
creasing instructional time to address the 70 percent achievement
gap we discovered in some schools and subject areas.

We are grateful for the Federal funds that have been brought to
us at this point, and now, beginning the 2009-2010 school year, we
are entering an exciting new phase in which the hard work of the
past 2 years is now hitting schools and classroom instruction,
where our focus belongs.

I know I'm running out of time, and we want to get to the ques-
tions, so I just want to highlight a few things that the 2010 money
will be used for.

PROPOSED USE OF REQUESTED FUNDING

First, there’s a lot of discussion these days about how—what the
right way to evaluate teachers is. And we really believe in holding
teachers accountable, and using student achievement gains and
test scores as one part of the way that a teacher should be evalu-
ated. But, it should not be the only lens through which we look at
teacher effectiveness. So, we're putting in place, this year, an in-
credibly comprehensive and new model for the evaluation of teach-
ers, which will include a value-added assessment of how much
gains in academic achievement a certain teacher sees in a given
academic year, taking into account where their specific students
started when they got them at the beginning of the year, and
where they ended up when they left them at the end of the vear.

We also are adding what we call master educators to the system.,
and these will be federally funded, as well. The way that this
works is, we had teachers who were coming to us and saying that
they didn’t trust the way the principals were evaluating them.
They either had personal issues with the principal, or some people
would say, “Look, I—my principal was a high school gym teacher,
and I teach pre-K autistic kids.” You know, “My principal isn’t able
to evaluate my practice particularly well.”

So, our master educators are 36 educators that we have recruited
from across the country. They will be going into every single class-
room of every single teacher across the ecity. There will be grade-
level and subject-area experts, who are external from the school,
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who will be able to do a {)eer evaluation of the teachers. So, that’s
something that we're really proud of.

DCPS INITIATIVES

A number of the other initiatives in 2010 will be turning around
failing schools; using data to drive decisions in instructions; cre-
ating innovative incentives for students to excel in school; pro-
viding one-on-one support to students who need academic interven-
tion; ensuring equity so that students in all wards have the re-
sources they need; expand and improve early childhood education;
and attract and reward strong principals and teachers.

I have put the rest of my testimony on record, so I'm happy to
take any questions.

Senator DURBIN. And it will be part of the permanent record.
Thank you very much.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHELLE RHEE

Good afternoon, Chairman Durbin, Ranking Member Collins, and members of the
Committee. I am honored to testify today about the use of Federal funds to support
education reform in the District of Columbia Public Schools.

Beginning in June, 2007 with less than 15 percent of students on grade level in
math and reading! and with 70 percent of our children Living in poverty, Mayor
Fenty set an ambitious goal for our Nation's capital: To address poverty through the
education of our city’s children.

With a great sense of urgency and as part of the city’s larger plans, DCPS aims
to create an entire school district in which academic achievement matches or ex.
ceeds that of the suburbs. Data indicates that despite facing sobering statistics of
low performance, individual schools in urban districts have accomplished proficiency
rates of 90 percent or greater, even in the poorest of neighborhoods and the most
challenging of circumstances.

With Federal support we are moving quickly but intentionally to accomplish this
goal on a district-wide scale. Qur ambition is backed by more than a belief in Jjustice
in education for all children, regardless of race, socioeconomic circumstance or indi-
vidual learning needs. It is hacked by the researched best practices that have nar-
rowed racial achievement gaps in other cities and have begun to do so for the first
time in our Nation’s capital.

Also understanding that nobody has yet definitively salved the problems of urban
‘education, we are adding targeted mmnovations to these practices, strategically at-
tacking the most persistent challenges to student achievement from every viable
angle.

POSITIVE SIGNS

Federal funds have been well spent in the past 2 years. For the second year in
a row, DCPS students have achieved significant gains on our annual standardized
test, the D.C. Comprehensive Assessment System, or D.C. CAS. Such gains are un-
usual in the second year of a new admuinistration, especially after significant first-
year gains. So we are pleased that in 2009, continuing the trend of district-wide
achievement in 2008, our principals and teachers drove growth across all grade lev-
els and in both reading and math.

GAINS AMONG NCLB SUBGROUPS

In just 2 years, students have narrowed the achievement gap in secondary math
by 20 percentage points, from 70 percent to 50 percent, and the gap has narrowed
across all grade levels and subject areas. In fact, virtually every subgroup of stu-
dents increased proficiency rates this year, including our students with special edu-
cation needs, English Language Learners (ELLs), and Economically Disadvantaged
students. ELL students are outperforming the district as a whole in elementary
reading, elementary math, and secondary math, with 20 percent gains in secondary
reading over 2 years.

! National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2007.
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When Mayor Fenty took over the schools in 2007, only one-third of our students
were on grade level in reading and math. Today, this ratic has moved to one-half.
Of course, the fact that only half our students are proficient is not cause for celebra-
tion; but given where we once were, this is evidence of progress and a cause for

hope.

I would like to highlight just a few priorities that Federal funding has supported
in 2009 with $40 million, and that we have requested for 2010 with $42.2 million,
I will also be happy to answer any questions afterward about the more detailed doc-
uments previously submitted.

USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS IN 2009

In anticipating district needs for 2009 we were cognizant of the significant front-
end support that would be necessary to turn a distriet from under 15 percent pro-
ficiency to over 90 percent proficiency in future years. Projected in 2007 before a
thorough assessment of the school system was complete, we are pleased that the
majority of the reforms we anticipated for 2009 Frogressed as planned, some even
ahead of schedule (such as right-sizing the school district by closing under-enrolled
schools). Our 2009 initial request also included additional Federal support to jump
start the system, and we have actualized these plans in a number of ways:

—Principal Recruitment and Training.—After a nationwide aggressive principal
recruitment campaign and competitive selection process that included commu-
nity panels of the top candidates, we replaced 46 principals for the 2008—2009
school year and 26 in 2009-2010. We revamped our new principal orientations
to better reflect adult learning and launched the Principals Academy to provide
regular professional development support as well as the sharing of best prac-
tices among principals.

—New School Progroms in High Need Areas—We added a variety of programs
backed by researched best-practices in 2008—-2009 and 2009-2010, We expanded
access to Early Childhood Education adding Reggio Emilia programs (similar to
Montessori), added the Schoolwide Applications Model, or SAM, to improve the
delivery of special education services. We also used Federal funds to turn
around failing schools through partnerships with organizations that have suc-
cessfully accomplished this in other districts.

—Improved Data Reporting.—After discovering 27 disconnected data systems
holding student information—systems that did not communicate with one an.
other—we found severe problems with DCPS data integrity, one of the most sig-
nificant and unnecessary challenges we face. With 2009 Federal funds, as
planned we continued to overhaul our student information system with up-
grades that will allow us to engage parents more fully in students’ Progress.

We also began the process of creating a School Scorecard “a school report
card” which we look forward to releasing in 2010. The Scorecard will contain
the school performance data that parents and families prioritized in an exten-
sive engagement process. This is a large step we have taken to increase trans-
parency, accountability and parent enfgagement in reforms.

—Incenting High Achievement.—One of the cornerstones of reform we stated in
2007 is to retain and attract the highest quality educators to every school. In
part this means providing competitive salaries, as well as rewards for results
in student achievement gains. Our negotiations with the Washington Teachers
Union continue in 2009, and we remain hopeful that we will achieve the goals
projected in 2007 regarding teacher compensation. As we do, we can reward our
hardworking and successful teachers and exit those from the system who, de-
spite significant support, are either unable or unwilling to achieve student
growth.

Increasing Equity in Distribution of Resources in 2009

Of course, once we conducted an accurate data assessment about the state of the
system, we adjusted our spending strategy to advance the priorities we had outlined
in our projection while also addressing related post-assessment needs. For example,
we discovered inequities in resource allocation to students. Some came from data,
and some from students themselves. Elementary school students in one of our poor-
est wards politely inguired whether it would be possible to have a music teacher
while school music programs flourished in more affluent wards, Obesity rates are
highest in our lowest-income neighborhoods, yet many schools in these neighbor-
hoods did not have PE teachers. Students with mental health challenges were in
schools without counselors but with oversized central office staff.

We addressed these inequities immediately by revising the way school budgets
were constructed, adopting a Comprehensive Staffing Model (CSM) to ensure that
all students had access to art, music, and PE teachers, as well as librarians, coun-
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selors and nurses, One grandmother had recently moved her academically strug-
gling grandson from a charter school to Plummer Elementary School, which received
the full CSM model as a high-need school. Happy about the help her grandson is
receiving, she shared her experience with us. “The principal got the reading spe-
cialist to come to our house. The psychologist came to our house. He got a math
tutor. The school makes you feel wanted ”

. Federal funds helped to expand equity through the CSM and other ways, includ-
ing themed schools for more parents when their neighborhood school was failing,
and mcreasing instructional time to address the 70 percent achievement gap we dis-
covered in some schools and subject areas.

We are grateful for the Federal funds that have brought us to this peint. Now
at the_begm_mng of the 2009—2010 school year, we are entering an exciting new
phase in which the hard work of the past 2 years is now hitting schools and class-
room instruction, where our focus belongs. k

PLANS FOR REQUESTED FEDERAL FUNDS FOR 2010

As submitted to this body in June of this year, plans for 2010 Federal spending
will fuel programs and strategies to continue expanding education e uity, tailor the
best practices that are effective in other districts to the needs of DCPS, and apply
innovative solutions to the most stubborn challenges in urban education.

Teacher quality support represents the greatest funding request in 2010 of the
$42.2 million in 2010,

Federal Funds To Improve Teacher Quality

Children have been capable of doing their jobs through decades of systemic failure

educate them according to their rights and eapabilities. The data is indisputable:
Children from every background and circumstance have faced heartbreaking reali-
ties in the District of Columbia, and despite them they have learned to read, write,
and do arithmetic.

They have not done it, however, without excellent teachers. The most important
reforms we can make are those that retain, support and attract the people who
move children from potential to achievement The more teachers we have who are
empowered to achieve these results, the faster DCPS will become a system that
exits children with the skills they need to graduate from college, find employment,
and move the next generations beyond poverty in the District of Columbia.

Without high quality educators the achievement gap will not close and DCPS chil-
dren will not be educated according to the rights this Nation provides them. We
must support a cadre of teachers that is singularly focused on student achievement,
give them clear direction about what good teaching looks like, and reward them
when they accomplish the gains we are asking them to reach with students.

Compensation (810 Million)

The school systems that most desperately need our Nation’s highest performers
often have the most difficulty retaining, attracting and supporting such profes-
sionals through compensation that drives results. But with Federal support, a public
school system could soon be able to compete with the private sector for attracting
and retaining the best. In 2010, $10 million of Federal dellars can support the first
overhaul of human capital strategy with the use of incentive pay.

This is part of 4 wider strategic reform landing in schools this fall, which includes
a new Teaching and Learning Framework aligned to a new performance assess-
ment. Together they set clear expectations about what good teaching looks like and
empower teachers to meet those expectations. The Framework and assessment are
supported with a federally backed 400 percent increase in professional development,
as well as a new master educator model to implement them both.

Master Educators (§2.8 Million)

Assessing high-quality teaching effectively is one of the most challenging pursuits
in education, and we sought input from teachers to create their new assessment as
well as the master educator c})usition Through this process teachers expressed their
concern about being assessed by only one person, as they felt that principals could
use factors unrelated to performance to evaluate them unfairly, They wanted:

—An unbiased third party, separate from school politics and other factors, to as-
sess their work.

—Regular observat;mns of classroom practice, rather than assessments based on
a single observation, which has occurred in the past.




24

We have incorporated these priorities in the master educator role, recruiting con-
tent area experts who have faced and overcome teachings toughest obstacles. As a
result, teachers are beginning to share their confidence that their work will be as-
sessed through a fair and transparent process.

No public school district has yet accomplished this kind of overhaul in the way
it attracts, recognizes and rewards its educators, who are the most powerful hope
we have to address poverty through education in this country. With Federal sup-
port, our Nation’s capital can be the first.

Other 2010 Initiatives

In addition to Federal funding to support teacher quality in 2010, we have
prioritized a number of other critical initiatives to:

—turn arcund failing schools;

—use data to drive decisions and instruction;

—ecreate innovative incentives for students to excel in school;

—provide one-on-one support to students;

—ensure equity so that students in all wards have the resources they need;

—expand and improve early childhood education; and

—attract and reward strong principals.

VISION MOVING FORWARD

The mayor and I both look back at the past 2 years of reform with gratitude for
the hard work from tireless people across the city, work that has resulted in sigmfi-
cant growth even before the deepest reforms have hit the system. With the shared
effort of students, parents, teachers, principals, counselors, librarians and other
school staff, concerned citizens and volunteers, business leaders willing to donate
their funds and services, employees of city and Federal Government and agencies,
and the members of this committee, we have begun to move what had not been
moved for decades. We will continue to need this investment, whether of funding
or of labor, of this dedicated community of people.

In order to continue on this promising but challenging path in 2010 and beyond,
we must continue to believe in the potential of all children in D.C. to achieve at
the same levels we expect from students in the suburbs, and we must continue to
embrace our shared responsibility as adults to make it happen

With a renewed respect for our students and what they can achieve, 1 look for-
ward to continuing on this challenging path with confidence and hope. Thank you
for hearing my testimony today. I welcome your questions.

Senator DURBIN. Josephine Baker is the executive director with

the District of Columbia Public Charter School Board.
Thank you very much for joining us. Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPHINE BAKER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL BOARD

Ms. BAKER. Good morning, Chairman Durbin and members of
the subcommittee.

I'm Josephine Baker, executive director of the District of Colum-
bia Public Charter School Board. I'm pleased to come before you
today to discuss the use and impact of Federal appropriations pro-
vided to improve the education of children in the District of Colum-
bia. We appreciate the support. of the Federal Government in help-
ing charter schools contribute to the reform of public education in
the District of Columbia.

The D.C. Public Charter School Board was created in 1997, and
is currently the only authorizer of public charter schools in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. The board began authorizing schools in 1998,
and has since developed a comprehensive accountability system
and oversight process that has become a model for authorizers
throughout the United States. It provides important feedback for
schools as they strive to meet the diverse needs of their students,
and it informs parents and policymakers about how effectively stu-
dents are being served in each school.
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The Public Charter School Board’s performance and account-
ability standards and measurements are used to ensure high qual-
ity charter schools and eliminate nonperforming schools.

Starting this month, we are taking charter school accountability
one step further with the implementation of our performance man-
agement framework (PMF). The PMF, supported by a newly devel-
oped information technology infrastructure, will facilitate the eval-
uation of charter school performance based on common measures
across all schools. The PMF will improve the public charter schools’
ability to define high-, medium-, and low-performing and at-risk
schools, and to clearly communicate the expectations, rewards, and
consequences to schools, families, and communities. The key objec-
tive is to drive high-achieving schools to full potential, mediocre
sc]ﬁoo%s to high-achieving levels, and to eliminate low-performing
schools.

The Public Charter School Board is the first authorizer to imple-
ment this model for charter school accountability, and it was devel-
oped with funding from the Dell and Gates Foundation. The new
developed technology structure is being implemented with funds
from the Walton Foundation.

In school year 2009-2010, D.C. public charter schools expect to
serve about 38 percent of all public school children in the District
of Columbia. Since 2004 we have seen significant growth in the
number of charter schools, from 22 schools to 57 schools today, on
99 campuses, offering an array of programs and specialties. During
this time, the student population has grown from 10,019 to ap-
proximately 28,000 for this current school year: You will see a
growth chart in your packet.

[The information follows:]

TABULATED GROWTH DATA

Year ZDM_ 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010F
+# of Schools ..., 22 26 34 37 56 60 57
# of Campuses .. 29 35 43 57 82 94 98
Student Population 10,019 11,439 12,915 14,580 21,866 25,568 28,043
# of Employees .. 8 11 12 14 19 23 24
Students/Emp .. 1,252 1,040 1,076 1,041 1,151 1,112 1,168
Schools/Emp . t 28 24 28 28 29 26 24
Campuses/Emp ............. 36 32 3.6 4.1 4.3 4.1 4.1

ANNUALIZED PERCENTAGE INCREASE
[In percent]

Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 20106
# of Schools /A 18 31 9 51 7 -5
# of Campuses .. N/A 21 23 33 44 15 4
# of Students ... N/A 14 13 13 50 17 10
# of Employees ... ... N/& 38 9 I 17 36 21 4




27

26

ueLty |

000'000'02 000'000°02 1e0)
000'G¢ 000055 000°529 o uajensiuiwpe wesdoid |ejo)
‘spuny pue sweidoid 3r0qe au Buigasiarn pue JupBiSIILIPE UM PajRIo0sSE SJS00 AL} o)
000'621 * 853d | 000'521 3550 Uiy Hoddng pue Buioueuly 00435 JBURYS JIIGng JO 301440 U} O} PaJEID|[E B [|IM SPUT) BSAY] ‘S]S07) LORESIUIWPY 8STd
"spuny pue sweioid aroqe ay) 3uiasssana pue BupRjSILILIPE Y pajeioosse $1S00 al} o)
(000'08! 000°085 " 3850 | 000'00§ 3550 uryym oddng pue Suisueuly j004ag J3/RY] ANIGNG 4O SAI40 UL 0} PaYed0]|e Bq [|IM SPUR} 353U 53S0 UORBASILILIPY 35S0
wuonensiuiupe weifold
(000'sL1) 000'052'1 000'540'T Spaau Jawun [e30]
“SBAINeIYIU| BPIM-ANISIO Ul
/00Y3s Japey3 J uotjediorued pue ssaualeme pasealaul dojaaap 0} pue ‘jSIXa SadRMALS BI3UM S3UN0SAI PapUN-JLISIQ $Sa00R
(000'2) 000052 000522 4} 8)E $1 J0J08S (00495 JBYD ALY 1R} AINSUB 0} SLOYA PUBdYd puE PIIS 0] PISN AY |[iM SPUN) 85U SUoHeIFE 00YIS JaHEY]
‘[9h3] WORISSEYD Ay} 18 pajjeld
siesodoid uo paseq (000'1$-0624) Swwesd anyiadwos jjews apinoxd 0} pasn aq 0s|e AEW SPUR) 3sAYL "sasn panoidde-aid Jo
(000'08) 000°05¢ 000'00E nuaw e woi yaid o) Jueid | Spuny ajqixaly,, 4oud & PanBDa) Jou aAey Jey) sasndwed o) papinaid ag |M sjuesd asay] :spuny ejqikald
*5301)9e4d T13 PU UOWEINPA [RI3BdS BAJBADUUI UD Y24E3SAl JUBLIND 10j BSnOLBULIERJD B JO JUSWAD[AAD pUE 'SIBpinId 8JIMaS
JUBI3UIY Paleys Jo UONBYIE) 'SIBPIADIG pue Ssawas pajeja) Fuieuew ‘sajepuew (eiapay pue [ed0] Yum Buikidwos of payul
000°001) 000059 000'056 10U Jng Buipnjour ‘sjooyds 0} Juawdojanap [BUISS3j0id pUB BIUE)SISSE |edluyaa) apianid 0] AAAG pue aaueljdwio) spaay |ewads
B EETRETTI]
(000'006T) 000°002'9 000008 £yjenb (ooyds sapeya [eyo) {
wewageuew SjueIf pue S|0iu0d (lajul jo juawdoanep ‘ssaatid Buiuueyd (eioueuly W3} BUo| ‘sainyipuadxa pue SanusAsl
{BN}0R IDNUOW YUM S{O0YIS B} JSISSE 0} PAUIEIGO BQ PINOM ‘D3 ‘SJUBI|NSUDD [BIOURUY ‘4] 'SIONPNE o $BINIAS BY| 'S|DOLIS
000001 " @53d | 000'001 JapBYd PaYaEs Jo sajaeded [euajeiedo UIRYRD JO Jusuiancidwl Gyl uj Ple 0} Pasn 3q [ spunj ‘oddng swalskg |ef
“S|e0d pue UOISIA §,|0043S B BA3Yde 0] Paul| ase BuiiEpng pue ‘juawssasse ‘3ulueld MOy uo SN20j PIM YaIYM
Auissasnsd 138png pue Bununodsy aq pnom doysyiom jsaj ay) ‘uiaping pue SJUBWSIEIs |BIoUBLY paypNe SSRippe of paje
-810 30 pinom doySYIOM [2UOIIPPE Aug “yoogpLURY £21j0d [e3sl) GSOd BYY J0 UONIPA BOOZ AINT AYY Ul paLno eualL JudlaFelew
000'621 . * g59d | oo0'szl [Bas1y @l 2y} sSUppe o) Sdoysyiom (eIl () Any Se AuEw e daAap 0} pasn ag [|M Spunj :uLinjield—sdoysyioy [iueuly
i
" '
" T . - i  yomalel{ Juawadeuey alueulioliag Ay} 40 YNl Jad sjooyds Sunusiopad ydy fof samjuBdU]
000°00% mmmn_ 000"00F *puE 'pauLIoJuILm ‘1s]
~jeasun Fuisodul noypm 20URWIDJAY 00435 10} SPIEPUELS AU Jutypew 0} yoeoidde anisuayRIdWOI PUB PAIUBEEQ B UM SI00U0S
sapeya apiaoid o paudisap i anjenul ay) “s|EpoLL juswadruew Paseq-joayls waws|dwi KaAas} o} sjpoyds Japeyd jo Kyoed
-9 1) 95EAIUI PUB (GION AT PEUNED 5) JUBWEADIILNE U1 500436 0 JUINU 34} 20NR3: o} are joeloid ay} Jo 5jeod ayp |o0yds
Japeyd oljgRd Uik Wioja duwaishs Joj ssaooud e ajellioe) pue ajowo:d 0] (saiaijod Buunjanisal pue uolje aAIN0BL0D 1} at
Y =1 4504 aoo_cmv -_on yim ‘“mg pne pue smamal ) mmu_uumi 450d EEvaE o} st anneu m:EE.._ siul jo asodind 8l] BIUBSISSY |euY3e] 81N i
%c_om__ . . = gend | 000'0ET & e e yuadajasap Jo/pue Buiyoead diysianesl 9 noid 0] Pasn aq || SPUNg ‘diysiapeat
DS.QE & 9504 | 000'S¥T b Caies saanaeid aoueuianod gty Hujaoiduly A $IDOYIS JSISSE 0} PaSN &G (1M SpUn ‘B0URLIBAOY 1
000°5¥T “SaUBIPALIIANL uoISaAUL YEN0IL) SIUBLISaA
-uy Jo/pue ‘sjuesd dn-peys weidosd ‘eyden yword Suipinoad £q 103085 Japieyd JIsIQ ALY aju} pue :_r_“__z puedse o} mmém:._:m
e — ‘0cs’ \o1jeanpa [eunauaidanua pue suorenuedl) juawadeueyy Japey] Burisie aonput 0} st puny SiY) 40 50 ind ayf :puny uaijedljday
1000'062'8) 000'000°% 3850 | 000'0SLT jeanpa [ek 4 |UBLIRAAIIRIUAEN]S BSERIOUI ([ Jey) aujded Fuisiwoid 1o ‘wesd 1
X X -0d | - dWi00 APIACI [[IM PUNJ SILL “pUNJ BAU2IL| SATBADUL| !
i i 000009 oid ‘jopow paseq-aauapina Ue Juawajdwuo Jdope 0} Sj0yas 0} SJUBLE e 4 .
o 3 “80UBLIAAOR (00Y3S PAAGIIII PuE 'SANIAOR JUBLIAADIILI [00LIS S100) ) pad “sant ._z_nmmﬁ_:msé
. . ’ anjeaoul :y3naiy sjooyas Suilsixa pue mau o Kyjenb au) Aaueyua |1 Jeyi sesn poddns [ spunj asay] sjuely Hoddng J0jag
000004 3850 | 000°008 I yanoy sjooy i J AyjEn 10y3s e
000°000°Z 000'000°21 On0°000'%L SaIE [BI0L
{00405
- — o Loy ayand ) pasea Saae; oyqnd BuNeA0SS) Jo SISC0 2L JeAoa D} PApIACI aq i SPURY eSaUL “poddns juesy flloed 2140
(0000057 000°005°€ : www.mwmm B0 QAT O gosed) 52 el . e JURDUNY SAI0R) BI0jsal djay 0} UoIIL Cf
000'000°G ‘gj001as 0} oddns [ealuyaa) aaup apiaoid o} Wiy paiyijenb o} Jo/pue "UB{JoNIISU0d
-31d pue Suluuejd puny 0} SyUeld |[WS Jo Wi} a1 Ul papwaid aq few uoddng ‘aoueul) sjelse Jeal pue Juwwerd posfosd Ayaey
——— . s ' M3 Jo Seale ay) ul Woddns Yy sjooyds JBUeyd aignd apiaosd | wesdoid siyL H(de]-{) Weidolg BuRISISSY [BAILYDA) SaniIey
000'05L 3850 | 000'05¢ L i “spooysoqyBiau 9q paiedie uf se
-jiaey jooyds Japeya ongnd Aienb jo Juswdojanap ey} Hoddns oy Sjuesd apiaoid {jis SpUn) asay] ‘SAUAWIWOY 3Q ualpauans 0y
SjuapIsal LIBJaI pug Joee 0} S1 ping fp9 Jo (208 ajewnyn ay) “spooiagydisu Ji8ajens 0] $301042 ooyas Ayyjend Auipiaoid m_:
iy 1ot - ‘e SaUNWLIOY SUONS PING 0} SWE 1YY BMJRLIL| UOIEINPA pu UOHEZIEIIAS! pooyJogydrau Yol € st ping ALY ssaneniu; ping A1
(000'006T8) | 000'052'¢ 350 | 0000527 Iy S P 4 “WOBAQURI PUB SUDIISINDIE SOLN[I9R)
'00G" 005" d Jd 0] pasn aq (| Spunj asay) ‘puny ueo] ang un|onsy
000'005'7$ 3550 | 000'005'r$ YIM Wy JSisse O} SUBD] JSaiajul Moj YIA S[00Y3S iapeya djqnd apineid 6 p q ||1# Spun} asey] *puny i
uoijez
sauguey mccm._u”wx__”umm -|uedso dudeuey JNOUE PUTA

[kio3aien Ag ueyd Fupuads]

NY1d ONIONI4S 0350d0¥d SI00HIS H31HYHD DI18Nd ¥04 INIWAY 1743034 0102 MYAA WOSIH—0Quv0d T00HDS Y3LYYHD AN8Nnd 20



29

28

21,888

~e—PCSE
-+ BOE
~e—Total

/ 14,580

8412

25000

15000

01 {1 11 £l £l £l £e § 01 Fi 66 (1uz013d) ypmoid pazjenuuy
5iv'e 0L 022 1922 950'7 59/'7 6967 15 916 516 994'c () ymosd pazijenuuy
EP0'82 89552 998'1% 79961 $6E'LT e’ 151 ' Lot 5656 086'9 VIS eoL
| 780's £8y'y £05'€ 865°¢ 8’ 0887 {483 105 185'1
B96'62 598'12 08571 §16'21 6E'TT 61001 192'8 1662 4] ELr'y L8'
010g 6002 8002 1002 9002 G002 yooz £002 2002 0oz 0002 6661 Jeaf |easiy
01-6002 602002 80-100¢ L3002 90-5002 G0~H002 Y0-€002 E0~2002 20-1002 10-0002 Q0-6661 6661-8R6T Jeaf jooyog

§3d SN INIWTIOUNT Q3LIaNY G3ZIIYNNNY

(60026661 s/2ak [23514)

{
i
i
i

e s

o




PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS CLOSED SINCE FISCAL YEAR 2004
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ing from mismanagement funds to insutficient cash balances).

60 percent of PCS closed since 2004 where closed for financial reasons (ran

reasons.

40 percent of PCS closed since 2004 where closed for academic/programmatic
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Ms. BAKER. We have seen a remarkable difference in the pro-
ficiency of students who have stayed in charter schools longer than
those who are new to charter schools. For example, D.C. Prep
eighth grade students outperform their peers on the DC-CAS city-
wide. Many charter schools receive students who are several years
below grade level and, in a short time, have brought these students
to grade level. .

DC Prep Students Outperform their DC Peers
guthe M9 DCCAD.

Perrent Seartng Froficient or Adtansed
53
g

Erading (Y=

BAUDC Socmdary Hiadets WAL Prop hliddie Crmpias Sistlenta 91C Prop Sh-Cewdery

Use of Federal funds, of course, is very important to the charter
community. The majority of the Federal appropriation is directed
to schools through the D.C. office of the State superintendent. The
Public Charter School Board oversees how schools spend these
funds appropriately. Since 2004, D.C. public charter schools have
used their Federal appropriations on facilities financing, Federal
grants that were designated for unmet needs, and school quality
and program administration.

[The information follows:]
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Ms. BakeR. D.C. charter schools have used most of the appro-
priations on facilities, because the limited funds they have received
from the city have been insufficient to allow schools to find afford-
able buildings in D.C.’s real estate market. Schools have made good
use of the unmet-needs designation of Federal grants for a variety
of initiatives, including special-needs compliance, school improve-
ment, college access and college prep programs, truancy, data col-
lection, and technical assistance and professional development to
school leaders for compliance with local and Federal mandates.
We've seen significant results over the past 5 years—students’
progress on standardized tests, improved student outcomes for
graduation rates—88 percent in 2008—and college acceptance of 80
percent in 2009. I would also say that the college attendance rate
is extremely high, and—in the 80s, as well.

Enhanced and improved facilities with state—with the state-of-
the-art technologies and green space labs are also part of the im-
provement, )

Improved responsibilities for stewardship of Federal dollars. The
oversight process that we use clearly does follow how schools do
spend their money. For 2010, Federal charter school funding will
be spent in four areas: facilities, charter school quality, unmet
needs, and program administration. Again, a spending plan is in-
cluded in our packet.

As in the past the plan is for a majority of the request be used
by OSSE to provide facilities financing, including low-interest loans
to assist schools with facilities and renovation.

1 see my time is about out. I would just say that we do appre-
ciate your support, with—which indeed helps charter schools in
continuing to be pacesetters, inspiring a collective rise in the qual-
ity of all public schools so that D.C. students and families will have
difficulty choosing between many great school options.

Thank you for the opportunity in sharing this testimony, and I'll
be happy to take your questions.

Senator DURBIN. Thank you, Ms. Baker.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOSEPHINE BAKER

Good Morning Chairman Durbin and members of the subcomn-_littee. I am Jose-
phine Baker, executive director of the District of Columbia Public Charter School
Board (PCSB). I am pleased to come before you today to disnus?' the use and impact
of Federal appropriations provided to improve the education of children in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. We appreciate the support of the Federal Government in helping
the charter schools contribute to the reform of public education in the District of
Columbia.

ROLE OF PCSB AND GROWTH OF CHARTER SCHOOLS

The D.C. Public Charter School Board was created in 1997 and is currently the
only authorizer of public charter schools in the District of Columbhia. The board
began authorizing schools in 1998, and has since developed a comprehensive ac-
countability system and oversight process that has become a model for authorizers
throughout the United States. It provides important feedback for schools as they
strive to serve the diverse needs of their students, and it informs parents and policy
makers about how effectively students are being served in each schoal. The board's
current accountability system includes:

—Self-study reviews for first-year schools; program development reviews for

schools after the first year; special education quality reviews, compliance re-
views and financial management reviews for all schools; high school transcript
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reviews; and preliminary charter reviews for schools entering the fifth year of
operations.

—>Standardized test score analysis and NCLB report cards.

—Quarterly charter school leaders’ meetings, and communications with school
leaders, as needed, on local and Federal policy updates.

—Omngoing review of performance outcomes dictates board actions, which could in-
clude approval to expand, or sanctions leading to charter revocation.

OVERSIGHT AND ACCOUNTABILITY

The Public Charter School Board’s performance and accountability standards and
measurements are used to ensure high quality charter schools and eliminate non-
performing schools. Starting this month, we are taking charter school accountability
one step her, with the implementation of our new Performance Management
Framework (PMF). The PMF, supported by newly developed information technology .
infrastructure, will facilitate the evaluation of charter sc ool performance, based on
common measures across all schools. These measures include absolute student
achievement as well as student growth performance measures and indicators of
readiness for high school and college, and non-academic measures, including govern-
ance, compliance with local and Federal laws, and financial management. Agdition-
ally, the framework measures achievement of mission-specific goals at each school,

The PMF will improve the PCSB’s ability to define high, medium, low-performing
and at-risk schools and to clearly communicate the expectations, rewards and con-
sequences to schools, families and communities. This framework will allow the
board to make clear judgments about school performance and better manage the
portfolio of public charter school offerings, The key objective is to drive high-achiev-
ing schools to full potential, mediocre schools to high-achieving levels, and to elimi-
nate low-performing schools. In addition, the PCSB will provide struggling schools
with targeted support and allow high performing schools more freedom. The PCSB’s
previous accountability system was comprehensive but more focused on individual-
ized evaluations of each charter school’s annual performance.

Results of the review will be publicly availabge in fall 2010 and will provide the
community with a comprehensive view of public charter schools’ academic, fiscal,
and governance performance. The Public Cﬁarter School Board is the first author-
izer to implement this model for charter school accountability and it was developed
with funding from the Dell and Gates foundations. The newly developed technology
structure is being implemented with funds from the Walton Foundation.

GROWTH OF CHARTER SCHOOLS

D.C. public charter schools expect to serve 38 percent of all public school children
in the District of Columbia. Since 2004 we have seen significant growth in the num-
ber of charter schools from 22 schools to 57 schools today on 99 campuses offering
an array of programs and specialties. During this time, the student population has
grown fram 10,019 to approximately 28,043 for the current school year. We will
have audited enrollment figures in January 2010. (See attached growth data and
audited enrollment charts—Attachments A and B.)

The oldest of the charter schools has completed 12 years of operation, Many have
made remarkable progress over time. Schools with unique missions such as Latin,
bilingual, public policy, performing arts, and math, science and technology, are
showing their value as students move on to other charter schools and college. We
have also seen a remarkable difference in the proficiency of students who have
stayed in charter schools longer between those that are new to charter schools.
Many charter schools accept students who are several years below grade level and
in a short time have brought the students to grade level. Others have struggled to
progress in their start-up years, and must make significant progress in a short pe-
riod of time in order to keep their charters. Several others have had their charters
revoked, or closed voluntarily, because of poor academic and or financial perform-
ance.

USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS SINCE 2004

The majority of the Federal appropriation is directed to schools through the D.C.
Office of the State Superintendent (OSSE). The PCSB oversees how schools spend
those funds appropriately. Since 2004, D.C. public charter schools have used their
Federal appropriations on facilities financing, Federal grants designated for unmet
needs and school quality and program administration. (See the attached chart de-
tailing the allocation—Attachment D.) D.C. charter schools have used most of their
appropriations on facilities because the limited funds they receive from the city has
been insufficient to allow schools to find affordable buildings in D.C.’s real estate
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market. Schools have made good use of the unmet needs designations of Federal
grants for a variety of initiatives including special needs compliance, school im-
provement, college access and college prep programs, truancy, data collection, and
technical assistance and professional development to school leaders for compliance
with local and Federal mandates.

RESULTS

We have seen significant results over the past 5 years.

—>Student progress on standardized tests. In 2009, 79 percent of secondary schools
showed reading gains of up to 26 points and 71 percent of secondary schools
improved math scores by as much as 39 points. Sixty-one percent of elementary
schools had reading gains of up to 29 points, while 57 percent of elementary
schools had math gains of up to 33 points.

—Improved student outeomes on graduation rates (88 percent in 2008) and college
acceptance (80 percent in 2009).

—Expansion of high performing schools to allow more children to attend.

—Enhanced and improved facilities with state-of-the-art technologies, green space
and labs. A number of schools have built beautiful buildings in the middle of
areas targeted for revitalization.

—Improved delivery of special education services

—Improved responsible stewardship of Federal dollars.

—More effective information management which impacts operations and instruc-
tional efficiencies.

—Since 2004, 10 charter schools have closed for either poor academic performance
or poor financial management and operations. Sixty percent of those schools
closed for financial reasons ranging from mismanagement of funds to insuffi-
cient cash balances. The other 40 percent were closed because of low academic
performance. (See attached list of charter school closed—Attachment E.) A total
of 20 schools have closed since charter schools were first created in the District
of Columbia.

PLANS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010 FUNDS

In fiscal year 2010, Federal charter school funding will be spent in four areas: fa-
cilities, charter school quality, unmet needs and program administration. (See at-
tached proposed spending plan—Attachment F.) As in the past, the plan 1s for a ma-
jority of the request to be used by OSSE to provide facilities financing including low
Interest loans to assist schools with facilities acquisitions and renovation A portion
of the facilities financing will be spent on a City Build Initiative, a joint neighbor-
hood revitalization and education initiative that builds strong communities that will
support quality school choices in targeted neighborhonds. Additionally, some of the
facilities funding will be made available through grants to cover the costs of ren-
ovating public facilities leased to public charter schools.

The funds allocated to charter school guality will support enhancement of new
and existing schools through teacher quality initiatives and to enhance leadership
of school principals, performance measurement tools, school improvement activities,
and improved school governance. Seme of the funds will provide competitive grants
to schools to adopt or implement an evidence-based model program that will in-
crease student achievement. There are funds set aside for replication of high achiew-
ing schools by providing growth capital and program start-up grants. In addition,
a portion of the funding will be allocated to No Child Left Behind technical assist.
ance to help reduce the number of schools in improvement and increase the capacity
of schools to implement school-based management models.

The funds set aside for unmet needs will cover special needs compliance and serv-
ice including complying with local and Federal mandates. Tt will also create a flexi-
ble funds grant that will provide small competitive grants based on proposals craft-
ed at the classroom level. These funds will allow for more charter school integration
and ensure that the charter school sector is able to access District-funded resources
where shortages exit.

Lastly, a small amount is set aside at both the State and authorizer level for pro-
gram administration to oversee and administer these programs.

We appreciate your support which helps charter schools in continuing to be pace
setters, inspiring a collective rise in the quality of all public schools, so that D.C.
students and families will have difficulty choosing between many great school op-
tions, Thank you for the opportunity to share this testimony and I am happy to take
your questions.
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ATTACHMENT A

TABULATED GROWTH DATA

Year 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2009 2010E
# of Schoals ... 22 26 34 37 56 60 57
# of Campuses 29 35 43 57 82 94 98
Student Popuiation 10,018 | 11,438 12915 | 14580 | 21,866 | 25568 | 28,043
# of Empl 8 1 12 14 19 23 24
Students/Emp 1,252 1,040 1,076 1,041 1,151 1,112 1,168
Schnan.’ErnP .‘ 28 24 238 26 29 26 24
p Emp i6 3.2 36 41 43 41 41

ANNUALIZED PERCENTAGE INCREASE
[In percent]

Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010E
# of Schools ... N/A 18 31 9 51 7 =
# of Campuses N/A 21 23 33 44 15 4
# of Students . /A 14 13 13 50 17 10
# of Empioyees ... /A 38 9 17 36 21 4




