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Legislative Priorities for the 114th Congress

Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA):

• Increase fl exibility and authority for local school districts:  Your leadership is needed to infl uence an ESEA 
reauthorization that supports local school board governance and fl exibility for districts to help our public schools 
implement innovation, reform and effective advancements.  Specifi cally, we urge your strong support for passage 
of the Schock-Meehan Amendment or specifi c language similar to Sec. 5531* of H.R. 5, the Student Success 
Act, which was the House-passed ESEA reauthorization in 2013.  This measure affi rms the role of states and 
local school districts in facilitating local innovation & student achievement, without placing undue burdens on 
districts that would adversely impact effective governance, including district budgets, staffi ng and operations, 
and overall student outcomes.

• Maximize Title I resources:  Maximizing Title I grants for disadvantaged students is critical to achieving the 
goals of the new law.  Amplifi ed resources are paramount to support student achievement efforts at roughly 90 
percent of the 14,000 public school districts across the nation that utilize Title I grants. 

* Sec. 5531 of H.R. 5, the Student Success Act
The Secretary shall not:
1. impose any requirements or exercise any governance or authority over school administration, including the 

development and expenditure over school budgets, unless explicitly authorized under this Act;
2. issue any regulations or non-regulatory guidance without fi rst consulting with local stakeholders and fairly 

addressing their concerns; or
3. deny any local educational agency the right to object to any administrative requirement, including actions 

that place additional burdens or cost on the local educational agency.

The National School Boards Association (NSBA) welcomes the 114th Congress and thanks 
you and your staff for meeting with our nation’s local school board members.  NSBA 
believes change is here for K-12 education that will encourage and support local innovation 
and reform for greater student achievement in our public school districts.  Three of our 
key legislative priorities are listed below.  NSBA looks forward to partnering with you to 
accomplish these priorities that are essential to the success of our students and schools. 
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Federal Funding for Education:

• Fully fund the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA):  Increasing the federal share of funding for 
special education is vital, and should be addressed before considering future funding for newly created programs 
that may not have proven results for program effectiveness.  Current federal appropriations provide roughly 16 
percent of the cost to educate students with disabilities.  Many local school districts are struggling to pay for needed 
services under students’ individualized education plans (IEP).  Fully funding the federal share of IDEA will help to 
relieve this burden by supplying the necessary dollars to boost the quality and range of the services available.

• Enact the IDEA Full Funding Act:  This legislation would establish a 10-year glide path for full funding that 
will provide the necessary resources to address the unique learning needs of the more than 6.5 million children 
with disabilities, preschool through age 21.  

Reauthorization of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act:

• Restore local school board governance, provide suffi cient federal funding and address the impact of the current 
law on school district budgets and operations in the reauthorization, including:
 » Indirect cost rules
 » Frequency of compliance reviews
 » National standards for school meals
 » Mandatory standards for competitive foods
 » Paid meal pricing regulation
 » National professional standards for all school food personnel
 » Requirements for local school wellness plans, including marketing restrictions

• Provide local school boards with opportunities to improve the law and administrative policy.

The National School Boards Association (NSBA) is the leading advocate for public education and supports equity and excellence 
in public education through school board leadership. NSBA represents state school boards associations and their more than 

90,000 local school board members throughout the U.S.

National School Boards Association
1680 Duke Street
Alexandria, Virginia 22314
Phone: 703-838-6722
Web: www.nsba.org

Legislative Priorities for the 114th Congress (continued)

ADVOCACY
INSTITUTE

2015
WASHINGTON, DC

2



 

 
NSBA Office of Advocacy 

www.nsba.org  
Phone. 703-838-6722   Fax. 703-548-5613 

1680 Duke Street Alexandria, VA 22314-3493 

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE  
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT 

 
Education leaders in Congress stress publicly they plan to mark up and potentially move legislation to 
reauthorize the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as early as February of this year.  On 
January 12, the U.S. Secretary of Education laid out the Department's vision for the reauthorization of 
ESEA which includes an infusion of $2.7 billion for schools, including those that serve the most 
vulnerable children.  Congress last authorized ESEA in 2002 with the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) 
– the most comprehensive federal law addressing K–12 public education in America.  Originally 
enacted in 1965, ESEA established federal policy and authorized federal funding to assist states and 
local school districts to improve the academic performance of all students enrolled in public schools 
regardless of economic status, race, ethnicity, proficiency in English or disability.  The success of our 
children, schools, workforce and economy depends on changes to this law in its current form. 
 
While states and districts await reauthorization, most are complying with the law through state 
designed conditional waivers provided by the U.S. Department of Education that provide some 
flexibility.  However, such temporary waiver approvals were accompanied by additional federal 
requirements under the auspices of the U.S. Secretary of Education, such as accountability, and 
implementation of federally defined statewide teacher and principal evaluation mandates.  This 
patchwork quilt of waivers and their mandates does not replace the formal reauthorization needed 
through Congress. 
 
NSBA POSITION 
NSBA advocates for a comprehensive, strategic reauthorization of ESEA that provides school districts 
the flexibility and resources they need to respond to the educational challenges in their local 
communities.  In this regard, NSBA seeks to: 
 
• Include in a modernized version of ESEA, specific language similar to Sec. 5531 of H.R. 5, the 

Student Success Act, which was the House-passed ESEA reauthorization in 2013.  This language 
affirms the authority and flexibility that states and local school districts need to facilitate local 
innovation & student achievement, without placing undue burdens on districts that would 
adversely impact effective governance. 

• Ensure that a modernized version of ESEA is fully supported by federal investments in Title I, 
which is the cornerstone of ESEA, and has been woefully underfunded for decades. And, ensure 
Title V (Section 5146 of NCLB) is fully supported by federal investments to advance local 
innovative programs effective in closing achievement gaps.  

• Ensure ESEA going forward includes key requirements for Maintenance of Effort (MOE) that will 
help school districts sustain and improve education services for millions of students. 
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• Eliminate sanctions that erode local mechanisms for student success and impose unintended 
consequences on schools that are trying to improve and advance reform. 

• Prevent the siphoning off of limited federal investments in public education by opposing vouchers, 
school choice provisions and set-asides for supplemental services. 

 
SELECTED TALKING POINTS1

• Local school board members, like members of Congress, are elected officials—both are accountable 
to local constituencies. 

 

• ESEA must contain specific language (e.g., NSBA’s language, Sec. 5531, H.R. 5) that 1) prohibits 
the U.S. Secretary of Education from exercising any governance or authority over school districts, 
2) issuing regulations or non-regulatory guidance without school district approval, and 3) denying 
any local educational agencies (LEA) the right to object to administrative requirements.   

• Congress should not create and fund new programs without fully funding Title I, the cornerstone 
of ESEA. 

• A modernized ESEA should support the use of multiple measures (e.g., growth models) of academic 
achievement that reflect a well-rounded education necessary for success in the 21st Century. 

• A modernized ESEA should reward the use of innovative education programs aimed at providing 
all students the opportunity to reach their full potential. 

• Congress must ensure that equity in education for all children exists in a modern ESEA. 
• The imposition of ineffective and costly sanctions should never interfere with necessary, strategic 

local interventions targeting the most in need. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The Student Success Act, H.R. 5, was voted out of the Education and the Workforce Committee on June 
19, 2013; and, it came to a full House floor vote and passed a month later on July 19th.  Though NSBA 
ultimately supported H.R. 5, as our local governance and flexibility amendment made it into the final 
cut, a few school board concerns remained including the elimination of state MOE and the cap for 
future funding having been set to the Consumer Price Index (CPI), which primarily applies to 
consumer goods and services, rather than human capital. 
 
The Strengthening America’s Schools Act, S 1094, was passed out of the Senate Health, Education, Labor 
and Pensions (HELP) Committee on June 11, 2013, but never ended up making it to the Senate floor 
for a vote.  NSBA ultimately did not support this legislation.  The primary concerns with this bill were 
the expanded federal role it promoted, mandated school improvement models, and a new definition of 
Title I comparability. 
 
The U.S. Department of Education has granted formal, individual waivers to selected states from 
certain requirements of the law such as highly qualified teacher provisions, adequate yearly progress 
(AYP) determinations, and school improvement.  While such waivers have been welcomed by some 
states, NSBA believes strongly that waivers should not be viewed as a substitute for a new law. 
 

 

                                                 
1 Detailed and updated talking points in direct response to anticipated ESEA draft legislative language will be distributed 
at the 2015 Advocacy Institute in advance of the Tuesday, February 3, Hill visits. 

January 2015 
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ESEA Reauthorization – Arguments and Rebuttals 
 
 

ESEA Reauthorization  
 
Focus: Senate majority discussion draft and House bills from the 113th Congress 
 
NSBA Argument 
♦ Chairman Lamar Alexander (R-TN) of the Senate Health, Education Labor and Pensions (HELP) Committee has 

published a discussion draft for legislation that includes several provisions supporting local governance.  Chairman 
John Kline (R-MN) of the House Education and the Workforce Committee, is expected to reintroduce legislation 
similar to H. R. 5 and H. R. 10 to reauthorize ESEA in 2013.  Chairman’s Kline’s bill may include a specific provision 
affirming local school board governance and also includes House-passed legislation on charter schools. 

♦ Thirteen years after the enactment of No Child Left Behind (NCLB), local school districts are faced with even greater 
challenges in complying with the language of the current law.  Unintended consequences have imposed significant 
implementation problems for local school boards.   

♦ Both Congress and the Administration have acknowledged that the current law’s accountability framework has 
proven to be seriously flawed and the mandated sanctions on schools and school districts have been costly with very 
limited impact in improving student or school performance. 

♦ Forty-three states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico have been granted waivers which are only temporary. 
♦ Schools and local school districts should no longer be penalized by a system that is flawed, that has inaccurately 

reflected the quality of effective educational services, and has served to create a negative image of public education.  
 

Specific Issue Argument NSBA Rebuttal 
 

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) 
♦ States should not be required to maintain 

certain funding levels as criteria to 
receive federal funding. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Funding 
♦ Funding levels should be the same for 

programs each fiscal year this will help 
maintain fiscal austerity 

 
 
 
 
  
♦ Chairman Kline’s bill would likely 

propose that any new funding increases 
be contingent upon the Consumer Price 
Index. 

 
♦ Maintenance of fiscal effort of state funds is needed to ensure 

sustainability of education investments.  Our concern is that school 
districts bare the ultimate responsibility ensuring a well-rounded 
high-quality education for students.  Therefore a solid level of 
assurance is needed as funding comes from federal, state and local 
governments.  Sustaining investments will help ensure continuity and 
the level of educational services and prevent significant loses in 
resources (teachers, tutoring, after-school support, instructional 
materials, etc.)  

 
 
 
♦ Alexander’s ESEA discussion draft proposed to freeze funding levels 

for 6 consecutive years despite any new increases in student 
enrollment, any new requirements for reporting or changes in 
curriculum.  Existing programs are underfunded already forcing 
districts to short change programs that will help with reform and 
innovation to advance student achievement.   

 
 

♦ Education investments should not be tied to a guide that measures 
the cost of goods and services.  Investments in education are 
investments in human capital and the future of our nation and 
American’s global competitiveness. 
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ESEA Reauthorization – Arguments and Rebuttals 
 

 
School Choice/Title I Portability 

♦ If a school is failing, parents and 
students should have the right to transfer 
to a better school. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Charter Schools 

♦ Providing school choice options for 
charter schools should be expanded.  
 

♦ Legislative proposals on school choice and portability would erode 
the concentration of funding in schools where reforms are underway. 
In many instances the students who are at risk do not take advantage 
of the choice options and the departure of high-achieving students 
from a reforming school hurts that school’s performance even more.  
Regarding choice options for non-public schools, public funds should 
not be used directly or indirectly for education at a non-public school.  
We urge Congress to maximize resources for our public schools 
which serve all students.  By allowing funding to follow the child, 
portability would exacerbate existing inequities between Title I and 
non-Title I schools. 
 

♦ Charter schools should be authorized by the school boards in their 
local communities.  The school board governance model protects 
student outcomes for the many, not the few and strives to resolve 
inequities in educational delivery and service. Providing school choice 
options to charter schools that are not authorized by local public 
school boards divest investments from traditional public schools into 
structures that are not publically accountable and may not have the 
same success rate as traditional public schools. 
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CHILD NUTRITION REAUTHORIZATION:  
THEN AND NOW 

 
School districts and each of our nation’s schools are on the front lines serving lunch and breakfast to 
30 million children daily, and some/many districts have struggled to meet new standards and other 
requirements since 2010, when the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act (Public Law 111-296) was enacted. 
This law expanded federal regulation far beyond federal school meal programs to school district 
operations throughout the campus and school day.  The FY2015 appropriations bill provided targeted 
flexibility to help school districts implement the child nutrition law, including: 1) an exemption from 
the whole grain content requirement for school districts experiencing hardship, 2) a delay in new 
sodium reduction thresholds, and 3) direction to the U.S. Department of Agriculture to minimize 
unnecessary school district compliance reviews and to prevent unintended consequences of 
forthcoming standards for education and training of school food service personnel.  This targeted relief 
is helpful, however school districts seek additional changes to the law—which expires on September 30, 
2015—to allow them the flexibility they need to properly care for their students. The National School 
Boards Association (NSBA) has been and will continue to be exceedingly vocal on this issue.  
Accordingly, NSBA asks Congress to draft and send to the President for his signature modern 
legislation that supports school districts in providing healthy meals to their students without negatively 
impacting school districts’ many other responsibilities to educate our nation’s children.   
 
NSBA POSITION 
NSBA is deeply committed to fostering a healthy and positive learning environment for children to 
achieve their full potential.  At a time when education is acknowledged as a priority for America’s 
success and competitiveness, it is imperative that federal policy—including child nutrition laws and 
regulations—ensures that educational systems and local governance are supported, not undermined by 
unfunded mandates or under-resourced requirements.  
 
In the 2015 reauthorization, NSBA urges Congress and the U.S. Department of Agriculture to restore 
local governance, provide sufficient federal funding and address the impact of the current law on 
school district budgets and operations in the reauthorization, including: indirect cost rules, national 
standards for school meals, national standards for competitive foods, paid meal pricing regulations, 
national professional standards for all school food service personnel, and requirements for local school 
wellness plans, including marketing restrictions.   
 
NSBA further urges Congress and the U.S. Department of Agriculture to provide local school boards 
with opportunities for meaningful input into emerging law and administrative policy.  No policy 
should result in re-directing state and local funds from instruction to the school food authority or 
impose additional cost on school districts.    
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TALKING POINTS: 
• NSBA conducted a pulse poll of school leaders in September 2014.  Nearly 650 responses from 

at least 36 states provide a snapshot of the current law’s impact:  83.7 percent of school districts 
experienced an increase in plate waste, 81.8 percent had an increase in cost, and 76.5 percent 
saw a decrease in meal participation by students since PL 111-296 went into effect. 

• The two top strategies identified in the Pulse Poll to help school districts provide healthy 
nutrition without negative impact on the school food authority or the district as a whole are: 1) 
increased federal funding (75%) and 2) flexibility for school districts (60%).   

• During reauthorization, Congress should respect local school governance, provide additional 
flexibility, and enact a bill that is cost-neutral to districts by 1) increasing reimbursement levels 
and other federal funds to cover the full cost of compliance and/or 2) enacting a statute that 
makes implementation feasible within available federal resources. 

• Implementation of the child nutrition act by the executive branch should not result in re-
directing state and local funds from instruction to the school food authority or impose 
additional costs on school districts.    
 

BACKGROUND:  
The most recent reauthorization of the Child Nutrition Act – the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act - was 
signed by President Obama in December, 2010 and became Public Law 111-296.  It reauthorizes six 
major nutrition programs—including school breakfast and lunch—for five years. The law is due for 
reauthorization in 2015.  
 
Since 2010, the U.S. Department of Agriculture has issued or proposed numerous policies to 
implement PL 111-296.  Four provisions of the bill already in effect include: 1) national standards for 
school meals, 2) Indirect Cost Guidance to schools and school food authorities (SFA), 3) paid meal 
pricing requirements, and 4) competitive foods standards.   
 
Proposed/pending regulations from the Department include 1) new national professional standards for 
education, training and certification for all school food service personnel and 2) new requirements for 
implementing local school wellness policies, including restrictions on food marketing in schools.   
 
NSBA conducted a pulse poll in September 2014 to document the impact of PL 111-296 on school 
districts.  In addition to increases in costs (82%) and plate waste (84%), school districts reported a 
decrease in student participation in school meals (77%).  Respondents also reported that increased 
costs were not covered by federal reimbursement (62%) and that they lost revenue when competitive 
food standards went into effect (79%).   
 
Last Congress: The 113th Congress provided meaningful flexibility for school districts in the FY2015 
funding bill to help school districts implement the child nutrition law, including: 1) an exemption 
from the whole grain content requirement for school districts experiencing hardship, 2) a delay in new 
sodium reduction thresholds, and 3) direction to the U.S. Department of Agriculture to minimize 
unnecessary school district compliance reviews and to prevent unintended consequences of 
forthcoming standards for education and training of school food service personnel. 

 
 January 2015 
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Child Nutrition – Arguments and Rebuttals 

 

 

NSBA Argument Opponent Argument NSBA Rebuttal 
♦ School districts are vital partners to 

ensure a healthy and positive 
learning environment for children 
to achieve their full potential.  
However, the current child 
nutrition law (the Healthy, Hunger-
Free Kids Act) disregards the 
financial & operational impact of 
the law on instructional and other 
responsibilities of school districts.  
 

 
♦ In the five years since the Healthy, 

Hunger-Free Kids Act passed, 
many school districts have 
experienced great difficulty 
complying with multiple new 
standards and other requirements 
of the law and there have been 
unintended consequences.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

♦ The U. S. Department of 
Agriculture is responsible for 
implementing the law and has 
issued inflexible and at times over-
reaching requirements not 
expressly required by the law. 
Examples include proposed food 
marketing restrictions on school 
campuses, and proposed regulation 
of food not even sold at school, 
such as items brought from home 
by students. 
 

♦ Hundreds of organizations 
supported the 2010 child 
nutrition reauthorization – the 
Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids 
Act – and it passed by a wide 
margin in Congress.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

♦ After a period of adjustment, 
school districts are able to 
successfully comply with the 
requirements of the law. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

♦ The U. S. Department of 
Agriculture has provided 
flexibility from federal school 
meal regulations when 
needed.  
 
 
In addition, the Department 
has ratcheted up technical 
assistance to school districts 
with its Team Up For School 
Nutrition Success Training. 

 

♦ None of the national groups supporting the child 
nutrition bill in 2010 represented school district 
governance organizations.  In fact, NSBA, the 
American Association of School Administrators 
and the Council of Great City Schools jointly 
lobbied Congress to express grave concerns 
about the financial and operational impact of the 
bill on school districts. 
 
 
 
 

♦ NSBA conducted a Pulse Poll in 2014 to 
determine the impact of the Healthy, Hunger-
Free Kids Act.  Nearly 650 responses from 34 
states confirm that national standards for school 
meals and national standards for competitive 
foods increased costs and reduced revenue for 
many school districts.  To fill the federal funding 
gap, schools have diverted other school district 
resources and at times, raised prices for students 
and families. 
 
School districts also reported increased plate 
waste and decreased student participation.  
 
The Pulse Poll found that school districts are 
calling for adequate federal funding and more 
local authority and flexibility  
 
In addition, some standards become more 
stringent each year, presenting new challenges.  
 
Finally, new regulations are expected this year for 
local school wellness plans, and new 
education/training requirements for school food 
personnel, adding to the difficulty of complying 
with the law.  
 

♦ The Department granted narrowly targeted relief 
(protein limits in school lunches and 
requirements for whole grain content in pasta), 
but meaningful relief has required congressional 
action, such as that in the omnibus federal 
funding bill for FY 2015. 
 
The Department’s technical assistance pilot 
program is limited to a few states, and brings no 
new funding or resources to school districts.  In 
light of more stringent requirements for existing 
standards and proposed new standards and 
requirements, technical assistance is woefully 
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Child Nutrition – Arguments and Rebuttals 

 

 
 

♦ In the 2015 reauthorization bill for 
school meal programs, Congress 
should limit the federal role to 
regulating administration of the 
school meals programs, not school 
district operations outside the 
School Food Authority.  The 
reauthorization also should provide 
adequate resources and flexibility 
for school districts to operate child 
nutrition programs successfully.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

♦ Opposition to provisions of 
the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids 
Act is off-track.   The cost to 
our society of child obesity, 
diabetes and other nutrition-
related health factors must be 
addressed - and outweigh any 
costs to school systems. 
 
 
 

inadequate to meet the needs of school districts.  
  

♦ School boards agree that healthy child nutrition 
is an imperative and that school districts can play 
an important role.  However, the current law 
threatens to undermine the school climate it is 
intended to help through inflexible standards and 
other requirements that: 
- Disregard local authority and the instructional 
mission or other responsibilities of school 
districts 
- Are under-funded, and  
- Pass on costs to state and local stakeholders, 
including school districts, students and families.   
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NSBA conducted a pulse poll of school leaders to assess the financial and operational impact of the 
federal child nutrition law called the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act. Nearly 650 responses from at 
least 36 states provide the snapshot below. Almost eighty-four percent (83.7) of school districts saw 
an increase in plate waste, 81.8 percent had an increase in cost, and 76.5 percent saw a decrease in 
participation by students. Improvements could be made by increasing funding and flexibility for 
struggling school districts. The poll was conducted September 4 – October 1, 2014. 

National nutrition standards for school meals - Has your school district experienced any 
of the following since national nutrition standards for school meals went into effect in 
2012?  Please check all that apply.

Response Count

82%

77%

84%

508
475
520
117

Increased costs to the School Food Authority (SFA)

Decreased participation by students

Increased plate waste

Other (please specify)

Answer Options

PULSE POLL ON SCHOOL  
MEAL REQUIREMENTS
OCTOBER 2014
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If your district experienced increased costs to the SFA, was the increase in costs covered 
by federal reimbursement?

What did your school district need to do to fill the federal funding gap? What was 
the tangible impact of compliance with national nutrition standards on school district 
operations (please check all that apply)?

13%

62%

25%

72

334

139

YES

NO: LESS THAN HALF - Federal reimbursement covered less than
 50% of increased costs of complying with national nutrition standards.

NO: MOST - Federal reimbursement covered more than 50% of 
increased costs of complying with national nutrition standards.

Response CountAnswer Options

76%

38%

19%

23%

15%

376

188

94

115

75
110

Response Count
Increased prices for unsubsidized meals, a la carte items, etc.

Redirection of other funds to the school food authority (state funds, 
local funds, general education funds, philanthropic funds, etc.).

Layoffs or delayed hiring of instructional or other staff.

Delay or cancellation of purchases or repairs to school
equipment and facilities, such as books, laboratoryequipment

& supplies, buses & transportation, etc. (please describe)

Other

Other (please specify)

Answer Options

Competitive foods standards—National competitive foods standards similar to school meal 
standards went into effect July 1, 2014 for all foods sold in school throughout the school 
day. Has your district experienced any of the following? (Please check all that apply)

67%

79%

22%

315

374

105

86

Increased costs to the school food authority and/or school district as a 
whole to analyze & document compliance, reconfigure foods available 
in a la carte lines, vending machines & school stores, fundraisers, etc.

Loss of revenue from competitive food sales.

Instituted cost reduction measures such as reducing
impacting personnel and services in the school food

authority and/or school district as a whole

Other (please specify)

Response CountAnswer Options
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Options to improve implementation of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act—What steps 
would help school districts successfully provide healthy nutrition without negative impact 
to the SFA and the school district as a whole? Please check all that apply.

For more information, visit NSBA’s website on child nutrition:
http://www.nsba.org/advocacy/federal-legislative-priorities/child-nutrition

75%

47%

52%

21%

60%

45%

39%

410

255

283

116

330

244

215

121

Increase federal funding for school districts in the National 
School Lunch and School Breakfast programs.

Delay implementation of competitive food standards.

Evaluate and respond to the unique challenges
to rural school districts and provide relief.

Provide more technical assistance from federal
and state agencies responsible for school meals.

Provide flexibility to school districts so they can provide
good nutrition without harm to instruction, personnel

 and other school district operations, such as:

A "No Thank You taste" portion to help students adjust to 
unfamiliar foods without adding to plate waste.

Temporary waivers from certain requirements to provide 
struggling school districts more time and assistance to comply.

Other (please specify)

Response CountAnswer Options
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FEDERAL FUNDING FOR EDUCATION 
 
Federal education investments help foster support needed by our students and school districts to 
advance achievement, college and career readiness, and school performance.  From Title I grants for 
disadvantaged students that help raise proficiency levels in all subjects to the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA) state grant program that helps educate students with disabilities, federal 
investments provide more than $35 billion each year for K-12 programs. 
 
NSBA POSITION 
Increasing the federal share of funding for special education is paramount, and should be addressed 
before considering future funding for newly created programs that may not have proven results for 
program effectiveness.  Specifically, funding for competitive grant programs should be weighed against 
the need to address Congress’ promise to fund the federal share of a 40-year-old mandate (i.e., IDEA) 
that has superseded other local budget priorities for the majority of school districts and communities.  
IDEA must be fully funded—as well as requirements from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA).  Local school districts need capacity-building support for professional and curriculum 
development, course materials and instructional changes to meet federally sponsored standards and 
assessments.  NSBA also opposes general budget reductions by formula, such as the across-the-board 
cuts imposed in Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 by sequestration, which circumvent Congress’ responsibility to 
set funding priorities among government functions.  NSBA’s focus for the FY2016 appropriations bill 
is to maximize funding for foundational programs, such as Title I and IDEA, which benefit millions of 
our students and thousands of our schools. 
 
TALKING POINTS 

• NSBA supports a FY2016 appropriations bill that maximizes the investments in special 
education, Title I, early education, and other K-12 programs that our students need for a strong 
future.  We urge Congress, in its consideration of the FY2016 budget and appropriations 
process, to advance and support measures that will address the shortfall in investments for 
special education and Title I grants for disadvantaged students.  For example, many school 
districts have diverted funds from other education priorities to alleviate the shortfall in federal 
funds for special education for numerous years.  This shifting of funds reduces resources for 
other groups of students. 

• Currently, the federal share of funding for services provided to approximately 6.5 million 
students through IDEA is roughly 16 percent.  When IDEA was first enacted almost 40 years 
ago, Congress promised to pay 40 percent of costs for special education.  The shortfall in 
federal funding for this priority continues to increasingly strain local school district budgets and 
must be addressed.  

• NSBA strongly urges Congress to end the sequester (across-the-board budget cuts) imposed by 
the Budget Control Act of 2011.  This law reduced funding to education programs in FY2013 by 
more than $2.5 billion.  Although the majority of sequester cuts to K-12 programs were 
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reversed in FY2014, a permanent solution is needed to prevent further reductions in FY2016 
and future fiscal years.  The enactment of a law similar to the Bipartisan Budget Act, which 
restored funding resulting from the majority of sequestration cuts, is critical to our students and 
communities.  Accelerating investments for reforms and innovative programs that advance 
student achievement and college and career readiness are key.  Again, NSBA urges Congress to 
rescind sequestration to protect our nation’s education priorities. 

• If sequestration remains in effect until the year 2021, as it is currently legislated in the Budget 
Control Act, the base of funding for education programs would be lowered year after year, 
thereby eroding the federal investments in education and affecting the capacity of our school 
districts to advance student achievement.   

 
BACKGROUND 
As the cornerstone of ESEA, the overall purpose of Title I Part A grants is to ensure that all children 
have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and achieve, at a 
minimum, proficiency on state academic achievement standards and state academic assessments.  The 
major challenge, however, is that Title I grants and related programs have been underfunded by tens of 
billions of dollars since the No Child Left Behind Act was enacted in 2002.  Title I funding is allocated 
primarily by formula grants to states and, in turn, to school districts based on the number of children 
from low-income families and other categories of disadvantaged children residing in these 
jurisdictions.  Children participating in Title I receive primarily reading, language arts, and 
mathematics instruction through school-wide approaches or targeted assistance strategies.  Title I 
funding is currently $14.4 billion in grants to support student achievement efforts at roughly 90 
percent of the 14,000 school districts across the nation.  The unmet funding need for Title I grants 
now exceeds $35 billion. 
 
Under IDEA, which provides the major source of federal funding to help school districts fund 
educational services to students with disabilities, the federal share of funding that Congress promised is 
40 percent of the average per pupil cost for every student served.  However, the 40 percent promise has 
never been fulfilled; and, the federal share of special education funding has declined in recent years.  
Currently, the federal share of funding for services provided to approximately 6.5 million students 
through IDEA is roughly 16 percent ($11.4 billion).  IDEA helps fund early intervening services for 
students, individualized education plans (IEPs), speech-language pathology, psychological services, 
transition services, and related activities.   
 
Both Title I and special education, as well as most federal programs, were affected by sequestration in 
FY2013.  Sequestration resulted in more than a $2.5 billion reduction to education programs in 
FY2013.  The majority of the budget cuts have been restored and program funding sustained in 
FY2014 and 2015 because of the Bipartisan Budget Act that provided a two-year reprieve.  However, a 
permanent solution to stop sequestration is needed for the upcoming fiscal year and beyond.    
 
Looking to FY2016, we urge Congress and the administration to prioritize funding to protect 
education as an investment critical to the future of our country, as well as economic stability and 
American competitiveness. 

 
January 2015 
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Federal Funding for Education – Arguments and Rebuttals 
 

 

Fiscal Year 2016:  Appropriations for Education 
 

♦ As Congress appropriates funding for FY2016, NSBA urges maximum investments for Title I and special 
education (IDEA).  Sustaining funding for these programs, commensurate with the demand of enrollments and 
child counts, will help school districts continue progress and advance reforms to strengthen student achievement, 
as well as teacher effectiveness and accountability. 

Opponent Argument NSBA Rebuttal 

♦ Sequestration:  In 2011, the Budget Control 
Act scheduled cuts to education and other 
domestic programs over the next 10 years. 
Fiscal years 2014 and 2015 were exceptions 
because of the Bipartisan Budget Act, but 
sequestration is scheduled to go into effect 
again for FY 2016.  
 
Therefore we cannot assure full restoration 
or increases for Title I or IDEA in FY2016. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

♦ The newer competitive grant programs are 
needed to promote reform, rather than the 
status quo. 

♦ Local governments and states cannot afford to continue 
absorbing the unfunded federal share for the mandates and 
requirements of programs such as special education and 
Title I grants for disadvantaged students. A permanent 
solution is needed, based on the Bipartisan Budget Act that 
provided a two-year reversal to the across-the-board 
budget cuts that caused more than a $2.5 billion reduction 
to ESEA programs and Head Start. 

 
♦ Reprioritizing the federal budget and appropriations 

process to accommodate investments in Title I and special 
education will be a tremendous resource to academic 
achievement in our schools and will help reduce the fiscal 
pressures school districts are facing.   

 
♦ A sustained federal investment in our students and schools 

is needed now to help prevent further erosion of the 
economy.  Without federal investments in education, the 
federal deficit and national debt will be exacerbated even 
more in the future with continued increases in 
unemployment because of the lack of 21st Century Skills.  
Unemployment data indicates that for workers with little 
or no education and formal training, unemployment is 
worse, thereby impacting economic growth and global 
competitiveness. 

 
♦ Increasing the federal share of funding for special 

education and Title I is paramount, and should be 
addressed before considering future funding for newly 
created programs that do not have a track record of 
demonstrable results for program effectiveness.  The 
school districts that need more support to close 
achievement gaps may not have the staff resources and/or 
public-private partnerships available to successfully 
leverage a competitive grant.  However, the same districts 
would benefit greatly in their efforts to raise student 
achievement if federal commitments to IDEA and Title I 
were fully funded. 
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Federal Funding for Education – Arguments and Rebuttals 
 

 

♦ Funding for competitive grant programs should be 
weighed against the need to address Congress’ promise to 
fund the federal share of the Individuals With Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA), made 40 years ago. The need to 
fulfill this mandate has superseded other local budget 
priorities for the majority of school districts and 
communities.  When IDEA was first enacted, Congress 
promised to pay 40 percent of costs for special education, 
which has not been realized.  
 

♦ Federal IDEA funding covers roughly 16 percent of per 
pupil expenditures for students with disabilities 
(approximately $1,758 per child), leaving school districts 
and states with the remaining 84 percent of costs.  Before 
new programs are created and funded, the priority should 
be funding the federal share of costs for IDEA, especially 
during the upcoming appropriations process.  Further, 
Congress’ passage and subsequent appropriations for the 
IDEA Full Funding Act that would establish a 10-year plan 
to meet the federal promise of 40 percent is urged. 
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THE COMMON CORE STATE STANDARDS 
AND ASSESSMENTS 

 
 
BACKGROUND  
In the spring of 2009, the National Governors Association (NGA) and the Council of Chief State 
School Officers (CCSSO) began work on the Common Core State Standards initiative -- a state-led 
effort to establish a shared set of academic standards for English language arts and mathematics.   
 
The Common Core State Standards were intended to differ from most current standards in several 
ways. First of all, they aspire to define college and career-ready expectations for all students. They 
further attempt to express both rigorous content and how to apply that content; focus on fewer 
concepts; and are internationally-benchmarked so that all students are prepared to succeed in our 
global economy and society.  
 
The final standards were released in 2010 and within two years were adopted by 46 states and the 
District of Columbia (D.C.); Texas, Alaska, Nebraska and Virginia were the four exceptions.1

 

 
“Adoption” means simply that states agree to accept 100 percent of the standards and to assess student 
progress toward meeting them within three years. There is no entity for Common Core enforcement or 
oversight. Some states are having second thoughts; as of this writing, three former Common Core 
states – Indiana, Oklahoma and South Carolina – have repealed their use as state standards.  

While the standards are available to all states, they are not federal. Rather, they were developed by 
associations representing governors and state education leaders, funded with private money, and 
provided free of charge to every state that chooses to participate. No federal dollars or officials were 
involved in the drafting process. It should also be noted that the Common Core State Standards have 
neither been debated nor endorsed by Congress.  
 
However, even though there was no federal involvement in developing the Common Core, the effort 
has been promoted by U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan as part of the over-arching goal to 
produce high school graduates who are both college- and career-ready. The Education Department 
further provided incentives to states for adopting the Common Core in the competition for Race to 
the Top (RTTT) grants and in granting No Child Left Behind waivers.  
 
The federal government has also taken a major role in Common Core implementation by funding five 
national assessment consortia—two for general education, two for alternative assessments for special 

                                                 
1 Minnesota adopted only the English language arts standards, not the math. 
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education students, and one for English language learners.  The consortia are charged with developing 
assessments aligned to the standards. They are supported with $417 million in federal Race to the Top 
grant funds.   
 
The National School Boards Association (NSBA) recognizes the importance of rigorous academic 
standards to ensure that students enrolled in our public schools are competitive in the global society.   
States and school districts likewise see the benefit to students of having rigorous standards, strong 
curricula aligned with those standards, and valid, reliable systems of assessments that fairly and 
accurately reflect the performance of students, schools and school districts. There are different views, 
however, about how to achieve this effectively. Some believe public schools would best be served 
through national standards like the Common Core. At the same time, there are others who believe that 
standards are rightfully left to states to develop individually or collectively by groups of states.   
 
ISSUES RELATED TO IMPLEMENTATION 
Diverse views about the desirability of national standards notwithstanding, the Common Core are a 
reality for the vast majority of school districts. Now comes the hard work: putting the new standards in 
place in local school districts. In most states, the Common Core will be more rigorous than the 
standards they replace.2

 

 Implementing them will, therefore, require a lot of planning, effort and 
resources, including:  

• an extensive professional development plan for local administrators and teachers that includes 
collaboration time for aligning instruction to new standards;  

• communications outreach to students, parents, businesses and the community at large to explain 
why schools are making the shift and what it will mean for students; 

• new assessments, curriculum and instructional materials; 
• supports for students who need extra instruction, especially English language learners and students 

with disabilities; 
• sufficient technology to support computer-administered assessments and state-of-the-art, secure 

student data systems; and  
• upgrades to university teacher preparation programs.  
 
As if aligning all of these pieces wasn’t already a big job, states and districts are operating under a very 
tight deadline. The first Common Core assessments are scheduled to be rolled out in the 2014-15 
school year in most states. Indeed, a few pioneers led by Kentucky and New York have already begun. 
Ultimately, local school districts will be responsible for the standards’ success, but they cannot do the 
job alone. State resources and support, coordinated with the input of local school boards and 
superintendents, will be vitally important for effective Common Core implementation.  
 
COMMON CORE ASSESSMENTS 
As mentioned, the U.S. Department of Education awarded large grants to state consortia to develop 
assessments aligned to the Common Core. Two major consortia have $346 million between them to 
develop “next generation” assessments: the now 21-state SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium 
(SBAC) and the Partnership for the Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) 

                                                 
2 Thomas B. Fordham Institute, The State of State Standards -- and the Common Core -- in 2010.  
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including 12 states and D.C. Other consortia are at work on alternative assessments for special needs 
students: Dynamic Learning Maps, and the National Center and State Collaborative.  The fifth 
consortium, ASSETS, is working on developing an on-line tool for English language learners.   
 
The consortia are charged with designing assessments that will ask students to demonstrate their 
abilities with higher level skills as well as content knowledge. States will be offered both summative 
assessments, or end-of-year tests, as well as formative assessments, which are administered throughout 
the year and used primarily for diagnostic purposes. In addition, the assessments are expected to 
incorporate principles of universal design for learning. Rich assessments like these tend to be more 
costly than typical standardized multiple-choice tests. But it is hoped that economies of scale will lower 
the overall costs for states.   
 
 
 

PARCC and SBAC Common Core assessment consortia: An overview 

 

What do they have in common? 

 

• are intended to assess higher order thinking at grades 3-8 and high school 

• will measure both student growth and proficiency 

• will be administered online in order to provide rapid feedback 

• will include both summative assessments for accountability and formative 
assessments  to monitor student progress 

• will provide aligned resources, for example, model lessons, diagnostic tools 
and professional development modules 

 

 

How do they differ? 

 

• both will be administered by computer; only SBAC will be ‘computer-
adaptive’, meaning the test items will adjust to individual test-takers’ skill 
level 

• SBAC will have a comprehensive high school test; PARCC will provide 
end-of-course high school tests 

• SBAC is budgeted to translate assessments into five languages, one of 
which will be Spanish 

 

 

How are PARCC & SBAC 
collaborating? 

 

• working toward scoring systems allowing for comparisons between the two 

• developing protocols for Artificial Intelligent scoring 

• examining interoperable technology infrastructure 

• working toward same deadlines, 2014-15 
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NSBA POSITION 
NSBA recognizes that the federal government has an important role to play in helping states and 
school districts provide all students with a strong public education. However, the role must be one of 
partnership and support - - not only in terms of funding for those students with the greatest needs, but 
also in serving as a clearinghouse to share and promote ideas and best practices to help educators fulfill 
their mission.   
 
NSBA supports high academic standards, including Common Core standards, that are voluntarily 
adopted by states with local school board input and free from federal direction, federal mandates, 
funding conditions or coercion.  Local school boards are responsible for the implementation of any 
new academic standards such as Common Core standards, which include locally approved instruction 
and materials in a manner that reflects community needs. Therefore, NSBA urges states to provide 
financial and technical support to enable school districts to implement, in an effective and timely 
manner, voluntarily adopted rigorous standards, including the Common Core standards. 
 
 
For further information, contact Patte Barth, director of NSBA’s Center for Public Education, at 703-838-6721 or 
pbarth@nsba.org.  
 
Learn more about the Common Core State Standards at: www.centerforpubliceducation.org/commoncore.  

 
 January 2015 
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PRIVATE SCHOOL VOUCHERS 
 
 
NSBA POSITION 
NSBA opposes private school vouchers and urges Congress to reject using any federal funds for a 
national voucher program, including any special education vouchers for military children and/or 
specific subgroups of students; as well as to oppose any amendments to make vouchers part of a 
reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) or the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA).  The majority of the public rejects private school vouchers (63 percent), 
according to the 2014 Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup poll. Vouchers and tuition tax credits siphon scarce 
resources, time and attention from our nation’s public schools, which educate more than 50 million 
students.  We urge Congress to work with NSBA to improve, not weaken, the nation’s public schools.   
 
TALKING POINTS 
Why are vouchers bad public policy? 
 
 Vouchers abandon public schools and drain away critical dollars—Vouchers divert attention, 
commitment and dollars from public schools to pay private school tuition for a few students, 
including many who already are in private school.  
 Vouchers eliminate public accountability—In stark contrast to the strong requirements faced by 
public schools, private voucher schools do not have to meet ESEA standards including the hiring of 
“highly qualified” teachers, the assessment and accountability requirements, nor do they have to 
accept all students.   
 Vouchers does not raise student achievement for all—Research and evaluations have found 
little or no difference in voucher and public school students’ performance.   
 Vouchers leave behind many students, including those with the greatest needs—Vouchers 
leave behind many disadvantaged students because private schools may not accept them or do not 
offer the special services they need.  Students with disabilities and English language learners are 
underserved in voucher schools.  
 Special education vouchers do not improve education for special education students—
Students with disabilities attending a private school with a voucher would not necessarily receive all 
of the Individualized Education Plan (IEP) services they currently receive in public schools.  Not all 
private schools are bound to follow the same inclusion practices and parents are not entitled to the 
same procedural safeguards as they are under IDEA.   

 
BACKGROUND 
Although the 113th Congress has repeatedly rejected voucher proposals, some lawmakers continue to 
push for allowing tax dollars to be used for private school or tuition tax credits. Four voucher bills 
worth noting were introduced in the 113th Congress. They include:  
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• The Scholarships for Kids Act (S.1968) introduced by Sen. Lamar Alexander (R-TN) and its 
companion House bill (H.R. 4000) introduced by Rep. Luke Messer (R-IN).  These bills would 
turn Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) into a voucher and funnel 
$24 billion in taxpayer money to private schools.  

• The CHOICE Act (S.1909) introduced by Sen. Tim Scott (R-SC) and its companion House bill 
(H.R.4773) introduced by Rep. Todd Rokita (R-IN).  These bills would funnel more than $11 
billion in taxpayer money to private schools.  They would turn the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (special education) into a voucher, reduce Impact Aid funding for school 
districts on military bases and expand the failing D.C. voucher program. 

 
Sponsors of these bills tried unsuccessfully to incorporate them in various legislation.  In 2013 NSBA, 
working in collaboration with the National Coalition for Public Education, a group of more than 60 
education, religious and civil rights groups, lobbied the Senate and House to urge rejection of voucher 
proposals in the ESEA reauthorization.  This collaborative effort successfully defeated a committee 
amendment in June 2013 by Sen. Rand Paul (R-KY) and Sen. Scott that would allow Title I funds to be 
used for private schools.  The proposal was rejected with a bipartisan vote of 8-14.   
 
 
WASHINGTON, D.C. VOUCHERS 
The “D.C. Opportunity Scholarship” is the only federally-funded voucher program.  Although federal 
evaluations have repeatedly revealed no significant differences in academic achievement between 
voucher students and D.C. public school students, and the program has been plagued with many of the 
accountability shortcomings found in other voucher programs, it continues to receive funding. 
 
The Government Accountability Office (GAO) released a scathing report in November 2013 that 
revealed numerous accountability problems in the program’s management by the D.C. Children and 
Youth Investment Trust Corporation.  It found that “the execution of the voucher program has been 
rocky, with inadequate safeguards over the millions of dollars in federal funds, insufficient information 
for parents and a student database that is riddled with incomplete information,” the Washington Post 
reported on November 15, 20131

 

.  Another GAO report in 2007 also found serious accountability 
flaws in the program.  At one point, prior to the reauthorization of D.C. vouchers in April 2011, the 
program only served those children who were currently enrolled with no new students so that they 
would be permitted to continue through until graduation from high school.  The DC voucher program 
later received support in the appropriations process.   

For further information, contact Katherine Shek, Manager of Legislative Content, at 703-535-1627, or by e-mail at 
kshek@nsba.org. 
 

 

                                                 
1 Lyndsey Layton (2013, November 15). D.C. school voucher program lacks oversight, GAO says. The 
Washington Post. Retrieved from www.washingtonpost.com. 
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SCHOOLS AND LIBRARIES PROGRAM OF THE 
UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND (E-RATE) 

 
 
Since 2010, when the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) published Connecting America: the 
National Broadband Plan, NSBA has worked closely with the agency as it moves toward universal 
broadband access.  The FCC has oversight of the E-rate program, which provides Internet access (called 
Category 1 services) and internal connections (called Category 2 services) to high-need schools and 
libraries.   Modernization of the E-rate program accelerated dramatically beginning in 2013 when the 
President announced the ConnectED initiative to ensure that 99% of American students will have 
access to next-generation broadband by 2018.  The FCC subsequently approved two historic actions to 
modernize the E-rate program.  NSBA will continue to play a role as the agency implements these game-
changing updates to prioritize equity and excellence in the E-rate program.     
 
NSBA POSITION 

NSBA believes that the E-rate program is a vital source of assistance for schools in maintaining Internet 
connectivity, internal connections and bringing digital and other new learning opportunities to 
students. With input from NSBA, the FCC made major changes in the E-rate program, the most recent 
being a December 2014 funding boost of $1.5 billion to the $2.45 billion program (a 60% increase, 
and the first since the program’s inception).  NSBA strongly supports this historic increase in funding 
and applauds the FCC action. 
 
Another fundamental change is a shift to direct E-rate toward broadband and away from older 
technologies. In addition to an increase in funding for E-rate, this shift is achieved in part by phasing 
out E-rate support for older technologies such as pagers and telephonic services – but the FCC will 
evaluate the impact of this change after two years to determine whether the phase out should continue.   
 
A second pilot program changes the way funds for internal connections (Category 2) are distributed. 
Instead of disseminating funds based on poverty  (eligibility for free and reduced price lunch) as in 
Category 1, Category 2 funds will be disseminated on a per-pupil basis of about $150 per student.  As a 
result, some schools that have not been able to access E-rate funds in the past for internal connections 
may be eligible, but other schools and districts may receive less funding under the pilot than in the 
past.  The FCC will evaluate per-pupil funding after one full funding cycle (five years) to determine 
whether it should continue.  
 
NSBA has steadfastly urged the FCC to be sensitive to the impact of these changes on school districts, 
and to do no harm during the transition to broadband.   
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TALKING POINTS: 
 

• Support for the permanent funding increase. Although the FCC is authorized to administer 
the E-rate program – including the funding increase – without Congressional approval, it is 
important to let Congress know that the E-rate funding boost is important to school districts.  
Describe how E-rate helps districts achieve technology goals and improve academic 
achievement.   

• Support pre-service training and professional development.  E-rate may not be used for 
teacher training and professional development – both of which are vital to maximize the 
benefits of education technology for academic success and college or career preparedness. 
Congress should support other programs for teachers and school leaders to become digital 
leaders. 

• Maximize local flexibility. NSBA supports the goal of assuring that schools and libraries have 
affordable access to 21st Century learning. In so doing, Congress should maximize local 
flexibility in federal funding streams. Local school boards and other district and school leaders 
are in the best position to understand the needs of their students and harness the commitment 
of educators, students and communities.   
 

BACKGROUND 
The Schools and Libraries Program of the Universal Service Fund, commonly known as “E-rate,” is 
administered by the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) under the direction of the 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC). Authorized by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, E-
rate provides discounts to assist high need schools and libraries in the United States to obtain 
affordable telecommunications and Internet access (called Category 1 services), and internal 
connections and basic maintenance (called Category 2 services).   
 
Since 1998, the first year the E-rate became available, the percent of instructional classrooms with 
Internet access has climbed from 51 percent to well over 90 percent, helped to a great extent by E-rate.   
E-rate is currently funded at approximately $3.9 billion, thanks to a recent infusion of new funds 
approved by the FCC.   Funding for E-rate discounts comes from telecommunications carriers, 
including wireline and wireless companies, and interconnected Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) 
providers, based on an assessment on their interstate and international end-user revenues of the cost of 
eligible services.  Customers often see this as a Universal Service Fee on their bills.   
 
For additional information, please contact Lucy Gettman, deputy associate executive director at the National 
School Boards Association, at 703-838-6763, or by e-mail, lgettman@nsba.org. 
 

 January 2015 
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How to Make Your Voice Heard on  
Capitol Hill Year Round 

 
Members of Congress value clear, concise, and informative communication from education advocates.  
School board members are in a good position to know what federal policies work and don’t work in public 
schools.   
 
Write Your Members of Congress  
Personal, thoughtful letters have a considerable impact on your members of Congress. When writing your 
letters, keep these tips in mind:   

♦ Focus on one issue or bill per letter and identify the bill by name and number. 
♦ Express your point of view and why your legislator should be supportive.  Be brief and courteous. 
♦ Explain the local impact of the legislation. 
♦ Ask for a response from you member of Congress. 
♦ Use your signature and personal letterhead and state that you are a school board member when 

writing an individual letter.  If it is a collective letter written by the board, have the president of the 
board sign it and put it on the board’s letterhead. 

♦ E-mail your members of Congress using NSBA’s Legislative Action Center at 
www.nsba.org/advocacy.  Please e-mail or fax your letters to members of Congress rather than 
mailing a letter to Capitol Hill which can take 4-6 weeks.  

 
Call Your Members of Congress 
Phone calls are an effective and fast way to communicate with your members of Congress, especially when a 
critical vote is expected to occur.  Sometimes you may be able to talk directly with your member of 
Congress or their key education staffers and have a more substantive conversation.  Other times, your calls 
may be tallied by the receptionist who will inform the member of Congress of given counts of constituents 
for and against a particular issue. When phoning your members of Congress, keep the following in mind: 

♦ Ask to speak with the member of Congress or the legislative assistant who handles the issue, 
or briefly state your position to the receptionist. 

♦ Give your name, title, and school district. 
♦ Focus on one issue or bill.  Whenever possible, identify the bill by number and name. 
♦ Briefly state what position you want your member of Congress to take on the issue.  Be 

prepared to give a locally based rationale for your position. 
♦ Ask for your member’s position on the bill. 
♦ If asked, give your address so that you can receive a written response. 

 
Use the Media to Communicate with Congress 
The press can help shape public opinion and can be one of the most influential advocacy tools.  When 
seeking effective media strategies keep the following in mind: 
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♦ Stay local.  Strong articles promoting your local school district and school board leadership on a key 
education issue in your hometown newspaper can create a powerful message.  

♦ Clip and send your good press.  A good article can have a long life.  Make sure to send press 
clippings to your members of Congress. 

♦ Don’t forget your own media outlets.  Take advantage of school district newsletters, publications, 
radio, website, blog, social media, and cable programs to educate and get others involved in your 
advocacy campaigns. 

♦ Give just the facts.  Stick to what you know and never exaggerate.  You can always get back to 
reporters after finding the right answer. 

♦ Don’t just say it – show it.  A demonstration or real-life testimonial goes a long way to illustrate 
your point and make it more colorful. 

♦ Build media relationships.  Get to know your local education reporters and take the time to meet 
with newspapers’ editorial boards. 

♦ Put media relations in your advocacy outreach plan.  Media relations should be a year-round 
function to promote your school district’s state, local, and federal agenda. 

♦ Appoint a press spokesperson for your school board.  This contact person must be fully 
informed about your federal advocacy agenda to know what to tell and what not to tell reporters. 

♦ Take advantage of all the media outlets.  Congressional offices may read newspapers most often, 
but radio, television, online media outlets, local blogs, and social media  have a powerful impact on 
public opinion and should not be overlooked. 

 

Write Letters to the Editor & Opinion Editorials 
Letters to the editor and opinion editorials (called op-eds) written by readers are useful ways to speak out on 
an issue, respond to an article or editorial, or express your position in your own words.  They often are read 
by members of Congress and can be an effective lobbying tool.  When writing a letter to the editor or op-ed, 
keep in mind the following: 

♦ Be brief and focus on one issue.  If the article is too long, the newspaper may edit out some 
important facts.  To get an idea of how long is too long, take a look at your newspaper’s opinions 
page and count the words in the average letter to the editor.  The average op-ed is usually longer 
than a letter-to-the-editor and is between 500 and 750 words. 

♦ For a letter-to-the-editor, refer to a recent event or an article which has appeared in the 
newspaper and include the article’s date and title. 

♦ When applicable, close your letter or op-ed by asking readers to contact their members of 
Congress or other policymakers about the issue. 

♦ Follow the submission instructions of your local media outlet, and include your address, school 
district, title, e-mail address, and phone number so that the newspapers can verify authorship. 

♦ Clip your published letter-to-the-editor or op-ed and e-mail or fax it to your members of 
Congress. 

 
Meet with Editorial Boards 
There is nothing more powerful than a newspaper carrying a positive lead editorial that supports your cause.  
Meeting with editorial boards in advance to explain your views can be the catalyst for a favorable editorial 
that will help address the issue at home as well as on Capitol Hill.  To facilitate a successful meeting, keep 
the following in mind: 

♦ Request a formal meeting by writing a letter to the editorial page editor or by calling the editorial 
office.  Briefly explain the issue you would like to discuss and who will be with you at the meeting. 
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♦ Go to the meeting prepared to lay the facts on the table as well as your background materials.  If 
possible, bring the president of your school board and other leaders from a coalition, if one exists, to 
lend weight to the meeting. 

♦ Although a face-to-face meeting is more effective, you can also call or e-mail the editorial page 
editor, send your background material, and follow-up if you do not hear back. 

♦ When preparing the background material, try to include both the local and broader implications 
of the issue so the editor can see that it hits home and is of wider concern. 

♦ Once you have made contact with members of the editorial board, keep that relationship going.  
Send a thank you note for the meeting and another note if they run a favorable editorial. 

 
Utilize Social Media 
Start the conversation in your community by using social media and engage with your members of Congress 
and local media.  By using social media you can share and promote public education and your advocacy 
agenda.  Follow media outlets, local reporters, and your members of Congress on social media and 
comment on their postings and share their postings when relevant.  On Twitter, engage them by writing 
public messages directly to them. 
 
Successful social media initiatives: 

1. Are focused and have a clear message or requested action; 
2. Are engaging and will encourage others to connect and share;   
3. Stand out from the crowd with a unique, relevant, and powerful message that will draw attention; 
4.  Share your personal story and passion. 

• Consider adding images when posting a message on social media: Photos, graphics, and 
videos help highlight your message. 

• A message posted on social media can be very powerful and can quickly go viral. Just 
think… you have 300 friends and if each of your friends shares your message with their 300 
friends, your message would be viewed by 90,000 individuals within a matter of hours! 

 
Invite Your Members of Congress to a Local Event  
During the year numerous recesses are scheduled so that members of Congress can visit their districts.  Plan 
to take advantage of this opportunity and invite your member to an event in the district/state. 

♦ Plan ahead.  Members of Congress have very busy schedules and their calendars fill up quickly.  
Send your invitation several months in advance of the date for the event.   

♦ Contact the right person.  Call your member’s office to find out the proper procedure for sending 
an invitation.  Most members have executive assistants in their Washington offices who are 
responsible for scheduling requests.  Invitations are generally requested to be in writing.  Send the 
invitation to the attention of the executive assistant who is responsible for the member’s calendar.  
This will expedite the process.  You should also send a copy of the letter to the member’s district 
office.  The Washington and district offices usually coordinate when the member is travelling in the 
state. 

♦ Be flexible.  If at all possible, note in the invitation that you are willing to accommodate the 
member’s schedule. 

♦ One possible event is to invite your members of Congress back home to visit your schools.   
♦ You may want to also speak with the member’s communications director or your own media 

contacts to help get the media to cover the event.  
 
 
For more information, please contact Kathleen Branch, director of national advocacy services, at kbranch@nsba.org or (703) 
838-6735. 
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A Guide for Effective Meetings with  
Members of Congress 
 
 
Overview   
A member of Congress is elected to represent the people in a district or state.  Therefore, it is important that 
school board members meet with their members of Congress to discuss education issues.  Constituents 
should not be intimidated to meet with members and/or their staff.  An important part of the member’s job 
is to listen to constituents and then make informed decisions based on these conversations.  Congress will 
make decisions that will impact your school district for years to come.  As an education leader, you have the 
firsthand understanding of what is needed to ensure the best education for our public schoolchildren.  
Members of Congress listen to people from back home, particularly those who have knowledge in the area 
they are advocating.   
 
Meeting with the member and/or staff   
Members of Congress have very busy schedules and cannot meet with all of the constituents who request a 
meeting on a given day.  Additionally, a constituent meeting that the member planned to attend might be 
interrupted or cancelled by an unscheduled vote.  As a result, members rely heavily upon their staff 
members.  “Staffers” have a great deal of influence and can be instrumental in conveying the significance of 
an issue to the member.  
 
10 Tips for Effective Meetings with Your Members of Congress 
 
Tip 1 Be punctual—Once you have scheduled meetings with your members of Congress and/or staff, 

you should arrive to the meetings on time.  
Tip 2 Select a spokesperson—If you are in a group of people, you should select a spokesperson.  

Although everyone should contribute to the conversation, you should have one person who will begin the 
discussion.  Generally after introductions are made the staff person or the member might ask why 
you are in Washington.  A spokesperson should be prepared to say that the group is in town for 
NSBA’s Advocacy Institute Conference, and then highlight the main issues that the group 
members want to discuss.  Decide in advance who will discuss each issue so that your visit will run 
smoothly.  The group should have reviewed the issues included in this Advocacy Institute 
notebook and be prepared to speak about them. 

Tip 3 Do your research—Research your Congress members’ backgrounds, committee assignments, and 
voting records on education issues. 

Tip 4 Emphasize local concerns—One of your biggest assets is that you understand how things work 
at the local level.  Members and their staffs are always eager to hear how federal programs and 
funding are being implemented at the local level. This is your chance to relay this information.  
Lobbying with real life experiences is your most persuasive tool. 

Tip 5 Ask directly for your Congress members’ support—If your member of Congress is supportive, 
ask him/her to lobby other members of Congress to support your position.  If your member of 
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Congress disagrees with your position, hear him/her out politely, express respectful 
disappointment, and rebut his/her argument if you have the facts to do so.  Be courteous; you’ll 
have other issues to take up in the future. 

Tip 6 Distribute minimal paperwork—NSBA will provide you with concise information to leave with 
the member or staffer. 

Tip 7 Know how to handle a difficult question—If during the meeting you are asked a question and 
you do not know the answer, inform the member or staffer that you will need to look into that 
issue and that you would be happy to get back in touch with the requested information.  Be certain 
to get a business card so that you can contact the person with the information as soon as possible.  
Do not hesitate to contact NSBA’s Federal Advocacy & Public Policy staff for further information 
if necessary.   

Tip 8 Thank your members of Congress—Everyone likes a pat on the back.  Remember to thank 
each of your members of Congress for jobs well-done. 

Tip 9 Invite your members of Congress back home—Invite your members of Congress back home 
to visit your schools.  Ask for the name of the person who handles scheduling requests for the 
member so that you can follow-up with a formal invitation.     

Tip 10 Write a follow-up letter—Send the member and/or staffer a follow-up letter to thank them for 
meeting with you.  This is an excellent opportunity to reiterate the issues that were discussed 
during the meeting.  You may find additional samples of letters on NSBA’s web site at 
www.nsba.org.  You may also want to send copies of the follow-up letter and the invitation for the 
member to visit your schools to the member’s local office. 

 

 
 
 
For more information, please contact Kathleen Branch, director of national advocacy services, at kbranch@nsba.org or (703) 
838-6735. 

Please remember . . .   
 

Before your meetings, you should complete the “Hill Visit Schedule & Issue Worksheet” to help 
you organize your day on Capitol Hill.   
 

After your meetings, please complete the “Congressional Contact Sheet” to highlight the issues that 
were discussed during the meeting and the member’s level of support for the issues.  Please do NOT leave 
this in the congressional office.  Please complete the form and send it to NSBA. 
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How a Bill Becomes Law 
 
 
The following outlines the path that legislation follows on its way to becoming law: 
 
♦ Introduction of Bill—A member of Congress introduces a new piece of legislation or bill.  It can be 

introduced in either the House of Representatives (House) or Senate or both, except that all 
appropriations or funding bills start in the House.  A bill number is assigned (S. 1, for instance, for the 
first Senate bill introduced; or H.R. 50 for the fiftieth bill introduced in the House). 

 
♦ Committee Consideration—The bill then goes to the appropriate committee, based on the issue 

addressed, for consideration.  That committee refers the bill to a specific subcommittee, where a hearing 
is often held and interested parties can testify for and against the bill.  After the hearing, a mark-up 
occurs where amendments are debated and voted on to revise the original bill.  The bill then is voted 
out of the subcommittee to the full committee, where more hearings and another mark-up may take 
place.  The committee votes to decide if the bill will be "reported out” of the committee for 
consideration by the entire legislative body. 

 
♦ Floor Action—Once the bill is reported out of the committee, the process differs somewhat in the 

House and Senate.  In the House, the bill goes to the Rules Committee, where rules are given to the 
legislation that regulate time limits for debate and determine whether all members of the House can 
offer amendments.  In the Senate, the bill moves from committee passage to floor debate. 

 
♦ Debate—The speaker of the house and the senate majority leader hold great power due to their 

responsibility for scheduling floor debate.  A common tactic for “killing” a bill is to delay scheduling of 
the bill so that it may not be voted on.  After the bill is scheduled, floor debate occurs and amendments 
may be offered (if allowed by the rule in the House).  The bill is then voted on for final passage.  If it 
passes, the same process occurs in the other chamber. 

 
♦ Conference—The legislation passed individually by the House and Senate usually differs due to the 

amendments offered in the committees and on the floor.  Each chamber’s version must go to a 
conference committee made up of members from both chambers in order to work out the differences.  
A conference report is issued which contains the bill with all agreed upon compromises.  Both the full 
House and the Senate then must vote on the conference report.  If the conference report passes . . . 

 
♦ The Bill Becomes Law or is Vetoed—The bill is then sent to the president for signature so that the 

bill can become a law.  If the president does not agree with the bill, it can be vetoed and returned to 
Congress.  The bill dies unless the required two-thirds majority in both the House and Senate overrides 
the veto. 
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Appropriations and Authorizations 
All federal programs that involve funding have to go through two distinct processes—authorization and 
appropriation. 

An authorization bill establishes the details of the program, its reporting requirements, its duration, 
and the maximum amount of money that is allowed to be spent on the program.  Typically programs are 
authorized for many years and only need to be reexamined when the authorization expires. 

A separate appropriation bill actually provides the annual funds for a program.  An appropriation 
must be passed every year that a program is authorized.  It is essentially like writing a yearly check for the 
program.  The amount of money appropriated must be within the parameters set out by the authorization.  
For instance, if a program’s authorized level is $2 million, any given year’s appropriation could be between 
$0 and $2 million. 

The House and Senate Appropriations Committees have a difficult task.  When they decide 
appropriations for specific programs, they must take into account the budget parameters for federal 
programs agreed upon by the annual budget resolution that, in recent years, has been designed to lower the 
deficit.  In other words, they do not have unlimited resources and must pick and choose carefully among 
different programs. 

 
 

For more information, please contact Kathleen Branch, director of national advocacy services, at kbranch@nsba.org or (703) 
838-6735. 
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