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MR. JUPP:  I want to thank you all for your continued diligence and attendance as we get started with the last lap of this race.


We have a terrific panel again on what I think is ultimately going to prove to be one of the most challenging of the topics, one I think that's going to raise some of the questions that were raised in the previous two sessions, not only the questions that we were asking Jim Liebman and Chris Dolameski and Eric Smith about school supervision, but also the questions that we were asking, that Garth Harries in particular raised with Mitchell Chester and Karla Baehr about hands‑on touch to the schools.


We are going to be talking now about differentiated incentives and supports for schools, schools that are identified as reward schools, focus schools, and priority schools, but also how we create the ability to look coherently and comprehensively at all schools.


What I'm going to ask ourselves to do today is to let the panelists introduce themselves.  We will start with Ben and Rich.  Then we'll go to the discussants, just a quick sentence or two about themselves.  Then I'm going to run through the process one more time, frame some questions, and we'll begin.


This is the end of an incredibly long 24‑hour day that you all have had, and I really appreciate your willingness to keep things moving through the last hour and a half or so of this final conversation.


Ideally, if we do this right, we have a good thoughtful conversation, you complete the evaluation forms that are on your table, which are your ticket out of this place, I'll give you some instruction about how to use them in that way before you leave, and then we perhaps may get out 15 or 20 minutes earlier than the last minute on the agenda, which is never a bad thing.


Let's begin with introductions by asking Ben just to say a sentence or two about himself, introduce himself and tell us a sentence or two about himself and then give the mic to Rich.


MR. LEVIN:  Well, I am a professor at the University of Toronto, but that's not why I am here.  I am here, I think, because I spent about half my career in government, including 3 years as the Deputy Minister of Education in Ontario, which is essentially the equivalent to a Chief State School Officer for Ontario, where we have had a pretty significant program of education improvement over the last few years.


MR. WENNING:  I am Richard Wenning.  I was Associate Commissioner of Education in Colorado.


Greetings, Colorado Team.


I served in that position for about 4 years and led our work in policy and performance and overhauling our accountability system with the amazing team that is here from the State today and spent many years in Washington, D.C., working for the legislative branch before I moved to Colorado.


MR. JUPP:  Kati?


MS. HAYCOCK:  And I'm still Kati Haycock from the Ed Trust.


DR. SMITH:  And I'm still Eric Smith, past Commissioner from the State of Florida.


MR. JUPP:  But wait, that's not Martha Thurlow.  That's ‑‑


[Laughter.]


MS. POMPA:  How about that?  I am Delia Pompa.  I am Vice President at the National Council of La Raza.


MR. JUPP:  Very good.


As we go forward today, what we are going to be doing again, as I said, is looking at differentiated supports and interventions for priority schools, focus schools, and reward schools.


The questions I think that you all are going to want to focus on, as you go forward not only through this presentation but also as you do your work, are how will States identify reward, priority, and focus schools.


I have to say I think that we came close but never actually touched hard on that in the first presentation.  I thought we would come a little closer.  So how would we actually identify them, how will you differentiate supports and incentives to avoid a one‑size‑fits‑all set of responses, I think that's a critical question for the expectations of the Department.  What types of incentive structures should States put in place?  What supports can States offer schools and districts?  What's within what the State can do, and what's not within their grasp?  How can States use incentives and supports to set ambitious performance expectations for all schools?  What's the State role?  What's the district's role?  And what systems can be established to diagnose and understand the root causes of poor performance in the priority and focus schools, so that interventions and supports can be differentiated and tailored?  And then, of course, finally, how will you be measuring and validating success in the course of implementation?


What I'm going to do now is I am going to turn it over to Ben to get the ball rolling, and then he'll have about 12, maybe 15 minutes to get through his remarks.  We will give 12 to 15 minutes to Rich, and we will begin the familiar routine, some clarifying questions, some probing questions, and then we'll turn it open to you all for about 30 minutes of discussion.  We will give Ben and Rich 5 minutes to wrap up after the discussion has gone on, and our colleagues from Ohio have been generous enough to volunteer to be the final State respondent in the course of this session, so we'll hear at the very end of this from Ohio before we bid you farewell.


Ben, why don't you get us started.


MR. LEVIN:  Great.  Well, one of the great things about being a university professor is you don't actually have to pay any attention to the instructions that anyone gives you.  You just go and do what you like anyway.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  Is it time to take away your air program?


[Laughter.]


MR. LEVIN:  Let me say how daunting it is to come from another country to the U.S. and try and give you advice on your education system, but I have been thinking, as I've been sitting here, what a huge opportunity this actually is for the education system in the U.S., as the Secretary said at lunch, a huge opportunity to really take the ball and run with it in directions that you think are good for your kids and your system.


I had the opportunity to attend the Summit on the Future of Teaching that Secretary Duncan convened in New York last March where there were people from about 17 countries, and I want to start by saying that if you look at successful countries around the world, they do not focus on external rewards and sanctions.  They focus on creating a culture of high expectations, excellence, and support for all schools.


Interestingly enough, in the lunch session, we also didn't hear about a system of reward, sanctions, and competition in which we are going to rank all the States on how good their proposals are.  We want every State to be successful, and I think one of my guiding principles is we want every district and every school to be improving.


So I start with that, and what I want to say about rewards and sanctions is that this is all about motivation.  This is all about getting people on site with wanting to do the work, and whatever systems you design, have to be taken into account, is this going to be motivating for most folks or de-motivating for most folks.  It is like grading on a curve.  If only 4 percent of the kids can get an A, then 96 percent of the kids are already lowering their effort, because they can't get to where they want to go, so that's the important thing you need to say about rewards and sanctions that I'll come back to.


Let me start with this quote from Dee Hock, who was the guy who started VISA.  I will let you read that.


Now, having spent half my career in government, I spent half my career doing the opposite of that, which is giving people complex rules that led to stupid behavior, because that's a lot of what government does.


I think this is a kind of a point we want to keep in mind in everything we do at whatever level we are operating.  Are we setting rules that help people do the right things and help them think and use their judgment to do the right things?  That is a huge challenge, because we do have to have a system of rules, but we always want to be thinking about whether the rules are encouraging the right behavior.


I had the opportunity years ago to hear a terrific talk on classroom management in primary grades by a guy named Walter Doyle, a professor in Texas.  He said, "If you are teaching little kids, what you got to remember is, until you've told them where to put their coats, where to put their lunch, and where the toilets are, they don't hear anything else you say," and you know what, adults aren't any different.


[Laughter.]


MR. LEVIN:  We're not any different.  It is the same thing.  So it's about thinking about what's the reaction we're going to get from the folks we are working with around the systems and processes and incentives we're putting in place that's going to create the right movement.


So accountability only works if it's coupled with support.  Accountability by itself does not create improvement unless you believe that the reason people aren't doing well is because they actually could but they can't be bothered.  If that's your theory of action, then accountability might do it.  If your theory of action is not that, then accountability by itself, although it is one important element that you have to have, isn't going to be enough.


So, if accountability is not linked to real steps to help people get better at their work, it won't work.  And this is about formative and summative improvement.  What do we know in education?  You need summative improvement, but you get much more bang in performance from formative improvement, so we want to apply that same principle to the way we are thinking about our support systems.  We want to be thinking about what's the formative part that helps people improve, not just the summative part that gives them a rating.


One of the things that was said this morning, I thought absolutely rightly, is every accountability system has serious flaws.  Every accountability system has serious flaws, and although I completely agree you can make it better, you will never have one that doesn't have weaknesses in it.  It's like a funding formula.  You can spend all your life on funding formula.  You won't get a funding formula that folks don't think has some serious problems with it.


So you need to think about whether your incentive system is pushing people to do the things we want them to do or whether it is primarily giving them a temptation to try to game the system, and I am going to come back at the end to talk about pathologies.


Improving schools require sustained effort and infrastructure, and I have seen a lot of ministries of education around the world.  I'll tell you that you hardly see any that know anything about helping schools improve.  What ministries are set up to do and what many State departments are set up to do is give out money, make rules, and solve administrative problems.  It's important work, but it's not the same work as helping people improve.


And in Ontario when we got into school improvement, what we realized is we didn't have anybody who knew anything about it, so we actually had to build a whole infrastructure to do this, because here's the other thing.  You are not going to get improvement by sending people a new curriculum and giving them 2 days of workshops.  We know that.  We have 50 years that tells us that, so you have to build a system and an infrastructure of support that actually has the potential to touch hundreds and thousands of teachers in ways that change the way they do their work.  And that is a hard thing to do, and every school has to be doing it.


You want to do that in a way that builds positive energy by engaging people, many of the things we heard this morning about building in feedback mechanisms, giving people the sense that this belongs to them, hearing what they say, responding to complaints.  You would be amazed as how much credit you get for fixing a mistake.  You actually get more credit for fixing a mistake than you get for doing it right in the first place.


If I didn't think I would make enough mistakes without trying, I would actually put some in deliberately, just so I could fix them and get the credit, but it turns out that I don't have to try.  I make plenty anyway.


[Laughter.]


MR. LEVIN:  And using research, because we actually know a lot ‑‑ and I've just given a couple examples; for example, around formative assessment.  There is a lot we know about how you help people perform better, and one of the things we know, by the way, is external rewards and external sanctions are actually not very good tools to improve performance.  This is not just an education literature.  This is a literature in management and social psychology.  So we want to be thinking about what are the things that generate performance.


Let me say a little bit about Ontario.  Ontario has got 13 million people.  It is roughly the size of Illinois.  Since 2004, we have had big improvements in every student outcome.  Our high school graduation rate has gone from 68 percent to 81 percent.  A proportion of kids reaching our approved level in literacy and numeracy, which would be like the NAEP proficiency ‑‑ it's quite a high level ‑‑ has gone from 55 to 70 percent.  We have reduced dramatically the gaps between ESL kids and the mainstream population.  We have reduced somewhat the gap between special ed kids.  We have cut dramatically.  We have fewer than 5 percent of our kids now who are below basic level of competence in reading.  We have cut the number of low‑performing schools by 75 percent.  We have almost no low‑performing schools, even though we have actually raised the bar of what counts as low performance. 


And we've done all that at the same time as we've improved teacher morale and cut by more than half the number of young teachers who leave the profession in their first 5 years.


So it's, I would say, a pretty good record and one I'm very proud of.  I've written a book about it.  There's a lot to say about it, but I want to say a couple of things.


Comprehensive strategy to do this, you have to do lots of things at the same time.  The central focus ‑‑ and Michael Fullan, my friend and colleague Michael Fullan had a lot to do with shaping this in Ontario ‑‑ helping people get better, starting with the idea that every teacher actually wants to be successful, every principal actually wants to be a good leader, and our job is to help them learn to do that.  Lots of system work and lots of ways to do that, I could talk about that at length, but I won't.


No punishments, no lists of failing schools, no reconstitutions, no charter schools, but no place for any school to hide from improvement.  Everybody was in the improvement business, every single school and district in the province, and making this the normal way of doing business for everybody.


So what States need to do, well, obviously the first thing is do you have the capacity to help schools and districts get better at their work.  If you don't, where is that capacity going to come from?  Are you going to develop it?  Is someone else going to develop it?  And this requires credible experience to educators.  That's what we did in Ontario.  We hired away a hundred of the best literacy people we could find from around the province, and we turned them into a secretary to work with our districts and schools around improvement.


Tailoring an approach to each setting, whether that's a district or a school; working with your districts or your schools or networks of districts around what does it take to get better in your setting, what do you need, and how are we going to do that.  And that is also part of the "no place to hide," right?  So we helped people to death, as it were.  It was all positive, but there was no way to not be in that business.


Building on success.  A lot of what we did was taking stuff that people were already doing, and that was mentioned this morning, that was effective and trying to get way more people to do it, because actually we already know most of what we need to know.  It is a matter of getting that done in more places, and when you recognize great that are happening in your system, you build morale in the system as opposed to behaving as if people didn't know what they were doing.


Work with your stars and your champions.  You can't just work with them, but you want to use the people in your system who already want to do this work.  You want to harness them and turn them into your fans, your supporters, and your proponents.


Policy alignment.  This was partly mentioned by the question about administrative requirements, but you have to line up in the State, because you can have improvement over there, but if you're financing folks, don't understand the improvement plan, then you've got a big problem, because the districts are going to pay a lot more attention to the financing part, right?  They live and die by that.


If your transportation folks are out there giving people endless stuff on transportation that's not lined up with improvement, that's a problem.  So creating that alignment inside the State agencies is a big, big task.


Building networks across districts.  The Secretary talked about that across States, too.  Across schools and across districts, so people get the chance to learn from each other and build that sense of common purpose that you want to have.


And then endless, endless, endless positive communication, "Look how well we're doing, and we can do better still, because we are really good and really talented," the same thing that good teachers do with kids about building motivation in kids by teaching kids that your brain is a muscle, and if you use it more, it actually gets better.  And it's the same thing we're trying to do with the folks in the system, and listening as well as talking, that was already talked about this morning.


I want to end by talking about pathologies.  I didn't do a slide on this, but i should have.  So I want to mention four things, that if these things are happening, you've got a problem and you need to adjust your course.


If schools and districts are more concerned about how they get a score than about how they are teaching, that's a problem.  If people are more concerned with their score than the learning, that's a problem.  That's the first one.


If people are spending time prepping for tests instead of teaching kids curriculum, that is a problem.  You don't want that.


If the SEA is spending more time defending its ranking system than actually helping schools and districts to get A's, that is a problem.


And the last one is this.  It's about data, because we got a lot of data, but often we don't do a very good job of using the data we got, and we don't do a very good job of helping folks in the schools make sense of it.  We collect oodles of it, and then we use 1 percent of the potential in that data.  So, if we're spending more time collecting the data than we are doing anything with it once we collect it, that's a problem.


Those are the four pathologies.  I'll stop.


MR. JUPP:  Very good.


Rich?


MR. WENNING:  Thanks, Ben.


So let's get beyond good luck, which I may have to just change, just end on as well. 


I am going to try and balance some things on vision, theory, and some pragmatics on setting up a differentiated accountability and support system, but, wow, we've got a lot of accountability complexity, students, teachers, schools, districts, State, Federal, each with their own nuances.  And I think we can all agree that it is going to be better if these things we build are aligned to support the basic business we're in.


From my perspective ‑‑ and I think this is very much what we talk about in Colorado ‑‑ the business is this idea of maximizing student progress towards an attainment of college and career readiness, and that suggests a bright line for every kid, readiness by exit.  And that is our north star, and it really helps clarify the kind of system of measurement that you then create around accomplishing that goal.


We are talking about next‑generation accountability systems.  Well, what's the next‑generation performance goal that we have?  And the Secretary spoke to this a little bit.  We are trying to build systems to achieve dramatic improvements.  Right now in our country, in our State, most kids that start behind stay behind.  We have gotten a little better on some things, but that reality remains. 


The system we want is where most kids start behind, catch up.  In fact, we are still talking about equality of result, all kids reaching a destination, and that is a big order of magnitude of improvement.  So, when we are thinking about a 2.0 system and a next‑gen system, we ought to be looking towards that kind of tension and pressure on our education system to produce that kind of improvement.  That puts a high premium on the kind of information that our accountability systems generate, and that's where I think Ben and I are very much in agreement and focusing on what kind of actions are motivated by that information that comes out of an accountability system.


What would be a next‑gen accountability system, how might we characterize that, what is Accountability 2.0, it is the idea of a coherent system that's focused on learning, building the capacity of each actor to manage performance effectively, maximizing that local ownership of information.


And of course, we have a waiver process in front of us now that is going to give us that opportunity to create 2.0 or perhaps just reinvent 1.0, which clearly the Secretary is not interested in.


Henry Braun would agree very much with what Ben just talked about in terms of consequential validity, namely what kinds of behaviors are we motivating with the information, and making sure that that's a clear set of criteria for us in design work.


Christopher Edley reminds us of something else in terms of designing accountability systems, and that's there is a difference between retrospectively casting blame and marshalling a consensus for change, and this puts a premium on the kind of information we generate from our accountability systems as well.


Let's talk a little bit about what a coherent system might be.  This is probably the theory side, but we basically have these two basic purposes of external purposes for external accountability and internal improvement efforts within schools, and then we have two sources of information, information that really comes from inquiry‑based purposes where we're inviting educators and the public to inquire in their own practice, and we have evaluations as well, these summative judgments.  And that sets up a four‑quadrant chart, essentially, that really represents four different kinds of interrelated feedback looks that we've got to design.


An coherent system, as we talk about multi‑measures in a few minutes, ought to present feedback looks, design for each of these specific purposes.  In the top left‑hand quadrant, this external judgment, we've spent a lot of time in NCLB on.  That has been the main focus.


External inquiry are examples of the kinds of engaging reporting systems that we can construct that invite the public to inquire with us into the performance information that we're sharing with educators.


But perhaps the most important issue ‑‑ and this really has gotten to what Ben was talking about as well ‑‑ is what happens within schools, within classrooms, and making sure that the feedback from our accountability systems is useful, both for internal inquiry among practitioners but also useful for those internal evaluations and summative judgments made within schools.  And I firmly believe it is possible to design systems that do align those, if we consider those four different kinds of feedback loops, and I'm sure there are many more.


So if we get into some of the components ‑‑ and I am not going to go through all of these today, but the kind of framework we construct, the kind of engaging reporting that we construct, and the planning process we construct is what helps create alignment in that coherent system, and those are the things that wrap around our entire effort here.


So I am going to just tackle these components in three big buckets, the performance, the multi‑measure framework and performance indicators, the other in the planning process and how it informs service delivery, and then our evaluation and roll‑out strategy.


First, we have talked about these big buckets of ideas.  In this case, we can call them "key performance indicators."  In Colorado, we have four, not unlike New York City and what Jim Liebman presented before, but these are the big buckets of activities.  We do have to reach a consensus about States.


Now, the waiver guidance clearly articulates growth, status, and gap in college and career readiness as concepts.  Now, those big concepts, though, need to be fleshed out.


We have talked in the earlier session a little bit about a multi‑measure framework, but the basic idea here is that we need to create measures, metrics which actually have calculations about these measures, and a set of targets that say what good enough is.  And the idea is to create that kind of a framework to provide the kind of feedback to identify our schools for reward, focus, priority, and other State categories that we construct.  And it was heartening to hear from the Department that the labels, they can be flexible on, but it's the ideas that we're trying to capture.


This framework ‑‑ and again, think about New York City, or you can look at Colorado that have a summative judgment that rolls out across a set of key indicators, with a whole set of measures that are just aggregated by subject ‑‑ someone asked before how many.  Boy, if you've got four indicators, that still generates about a hundred different metrics, once you just aggregate and go by every subject.


A key consideration here is how we balance normative and criterion‑referenced evidence in a performance framework like this, and that goes for both growth and status measures.  And they can be calibrated.


One thing to consider is that we might consider different normative and criterion‑referenced weightings at different levels, teachers perhaps more normative.  Ruling up to principals, we start bringing more of the adequacy conversation, and certainly, for superintendents and commissioners of education, the attainment objectives become more and more important.  Whereas, for a single teacher, I'm very interested in our kids making at least a year's growth.  It may not be enough, but are we normatively good?  It's hard for a teacher to change things like the length of the year or the length of the day, but principals and superintendents and commissioners absolutely can change those, those factors.


So that's another artifact for those of you who are looking at your State assessments is to consider where  your cut points are by subject.  If we are considering the adequacy of growth and we actually have a very, very high cut point in one subject and a low on in the other and we're not the only State with that, it starts to distort issues about proficiency and adequacy of progress, so those are important matters for you to consider.


And of course, from the past slide about the coherence, we've got improvement and accountability purposes that both need to be met, but that improvement function is absolutely essential if we want to see changes.


I'm going to skip on incentives for change for a moment, and we can come back in the questions, so I can stay in my time.


The planning process that Keith Owen talked about in his remarks earlier is probably the linchpin.  In Colorado, we created a planning process that brought together State and Federal requirements, prepopulated with the evidence from the school performance frameworks, and that becomes the basis of a statewide‑focused inquiry into root causes, using a common body of evidence.


That work probably, in terms of feedback, has worked the best.  It is what unifies the different purposes, and it unifies the evidence into what become very owned conversations at the local level that are facilitated by the State.


The service mix that you are going to consider as States is going to go across these tiers of schools.  We have got some Federal tiers that we are considering within the waiver guidance, and you are going to have to decide what the right service mix is that you provide at the State level, but again, that service mix can be informed by the planning process that emerges.  If you think it is more of like a consulting practice where you are going to do a diagnostic and then we're going to develop a plan with a school, we are going to provide different levels of support for different tiers of schools, reserving the most intensive for the most intensive in need, but that is the place where we really need to tie together our service choice with our planning and the evidence from the framework.


An important consideration here is what we are going to do for the intervention mix for gap schools.  I want to make one reference back to the measurement issue.  Depending on how you consider and measure gaps, you will choose different schools to intervene with, and this is where some of the normative evidence and adequacy evidence is very useful.


Some districts, like Denver Public Schools, have really turned an important chapter in that their low‑income students are now growing faster than non‑low‑income kids statewide.  That is a really important accomplishment, because we can't close an achievement gap unless we actually reverse a growth gap.  Kids need to move faster if they are starting behind.  We have heard that before.


Denver's growth is still not good enough, but I am going to intervene with them differently than a district where growth rates for low‑income kids are really, really low compared to others, and so balancing our normative evidence and our criterion‑referenced evidence, particularly as we examine gaps, is going to be essential if we are going to pick the right schools and intervene with them in the right way.


When you consider your service delivery strategy, we have talked about how hard it is to change State agencies.  McKinsey did a nice piece on the future of SEAs and talks about the shaping role, which we're doing today in this work in setting expectations, a servicing role and a safeguarding role.


The servicing role is a real challenge in part because we are delivering across Federal program silos, and the question before, what about Title III, well, we still have Title III separate.  How do we deploy services within an SEA across departments, so that the customer at a district or a school level actually feels, also feels coherent from the State?  It is not different Federal compliance goals, but rather a service strategy and a service delivery strategy that is focused on the broader needs and then can work across those Federal programs.  That is a challenge.  It's a cultural change.


One thing we found in Colorado was that the planning process helped.  When all of a sudden, it became time to review hundreds of plans, it was an all‑call for the entire department, and we worked across our silos in order to accomplish that goal, so that was helpful.


In addition, the role of your regional delivery system, your educational service agencies, and the role of your third‑party consultants, EMOs, CMOs, et cetera, the role of States in figuring out which providers to work with is absolutely essential, but those are three basic roles that you are going to have to consider in constructing a service delivery strategy.


Evaluation.  A benefit is that the framework that one constructs, this multi‑measure framework to identify schools in the different tiers, basically provides you an immediate feedback into how well you are doing.  So, when we think about internal evaluation, if we can see schools improving based on their performance frameworks, we can get immediate feedback on whether an intervention is taking hold.


The plans, if they include good implementation benchmarks and budgets in terms of what schools and districts are working on, we can monitor those, too, and see if they are hitting those types of implementation benchmarks.  So we can build an internal evaluation process as well.


The other thing we can do is something that Chris Dolameski put up on a charge before, is we can see if the system is getting better in terms of what kinds of growth rates are buying you different attainment.  So, if a year's growth each year only gets you half of the way to proficiency, if you start way behind, and in a few years, that average growth becomes good enough, we see the system improving as a whole.  And that is an important construct, and so our performance framework, if designed well, will give us feedback that is useful to the evaluation, but it is no substitute to having good third‑party evaluation as well as we move this forward.


The last thing I'll just touch on is on the roll‑out strategy and your training and your communications.  This can't be underestimated, and it's absolutely essential that folks buy into this, again, because of that idea of consequential validity.  We are trying to cross breakthrough performance, not just a new system, and we are going to have to have folks really own this idea of breakthrough results.


This idea of moving from equality of opportunity to equality of result is a huge hurdle for folks, and it is one that can be informed by evidence, but there is going to need to be some time for folks to process some of the brutal facts that they're going to be seeing in this data.


So one thing you might all consider is as you roll this out ‑‑ and this will be up to the Department as well in terms of phase‑in of these waivers ‑‑ is do you have time for a sequence of implementation that starts with no stakes, it's reported, it's provided, and it starts structuring conversations about how to assemble a multi‑measure framework and then move to low stakes and then move to high stakes.


The challenge we all face right now, many States, is you are trying to do educator effectiveness at the same time you're doing institutional accountability, and that's a challenge.  If the fear of the consequences drives the conversation and what we are trying to avoid is litigation as opposed to creating really useful and engaging information for folks to act on, we have got some challenges.


So, as you all think about your own timeline, think about stakeholder engagement, not just as a box you've got to check, but that you are trying to create local owners for what you are building, so that you can have that structured statewide inquiry about results through this system.


And of course, the sequence of statewide, local communications in training, think about it purposefully.  I presented you a linear list here.  None of these things have to happen in order.  They can all be designing these all at the same time.  And then, no matter how much training you are going to do, it is never going to be enough, so think about ever kind of delivery mechanism that you can do that, in person, online, video, tutorials.  And importantly, what we are trying to cultivate is social collaboration around these ideas, so that it is owned locally, and don't underestimate the power of social collaboration software in bringing and fostering conversations about evidence.


So I am going to stop there, but I guess I am very optimistic, undaunted by what we are facing.  But we have an amazing opportunity to design a truly coherent system that brings about very different results.

MR. JUPP:  So we are going to begin with a short round of clarifying questions.  I am going to turn it over to my colleagues, the discussants, in just a second, but the clarifying question I want to ask the two presenters to start off with is, I actually think we're going to need to ground some of your conversation that you started with in sort of material examples of practice.


I think it was helpful advice, and I think the altitude at which you flew when you gave us the advice was necessary in part because there are not a lot of practical examples of State systems that we're trying to talk about now, and I think we have to begin by admitting that, okay?


But I'm going to start with something I think that we didn't talk a whole lot about, and I am going to ask Ben to weigh in on this first and Rich to do so second and do this in a way that is not probing.  I am going to

ask you to list.


We are talking about differentiated incentives and supports.  I would like you to make a short list to five incentives that would be useful for driving school performance in the ways that you've described and in the systems that you've described.


Ben, do you want to take a whack at it first?


MR. LEVIN:  Sure.  Using examples that we used?


MR. JUPP:  Sure.


MR. LEVIN:  Yeah.


So one thing is we gave people an opportunity to get more help.  We had a turnaround school program at one point in Ontario.  We merged it into something we called the "Ontario Focused Intervention Program," but essentially, we identified schools that we thought weren't performing well enough, and we provided additional support to them.


And I would not underestimate at all the incentive power of saying to teachers, "We are going to help you do better work."  This is very motivating for teachers when they see it happen.


So this was a matter of sending in experts.  Usually, there were teams of people.  We would send in reading specialists, experienced principals, coaches, and provide some money to the school for PD and materials.  And that had a big, big effect on moving teacher practice.


We had a system called "Statistical Neighbors," which we used to assess school performance relative to other similar schools on demographics, and by the way, one thing I would say about that, that I didn't earlier, is we never assessed a school based on 1 year of data.  We always used an average of 3 years of data, because the reliability of 1 year is too small for small schools, and that's why you get the bounces that were talked about this morning.


So we had a system to do that, and as was suggested this morning, that was a system that we built through interaction with the field.  So, when people saw their assessment, they actually knew that that had a reliability and validity to it.


We gave people a lot of recognition.  We declared Lighthouse Schools, and we gave Lighthouse Schools money, so other people could come and visit them, so that they had some release time and so on.  So we did a lot of here's a school that does really well at this, here is the district that does really well at that, it's not a ranking system, but we want other people to learn from you.  And people loved that.


So those are a few.


MR. JUPP:  Good.  Rich?


MR. WENNING:  I will throw out four.


One, consistent with what you just said, is recognition, but also financial incentives for high‑growing schools, schools that are getting it done, as well as incentives to replicate schools that are doing great as well, another there.


Incentives are both sanctions and rewards, from my perspective, so I feel strongly that having State authority to close schools is important, that districts and schools know there is an end game at a point, and that shows that one is serious.


Another incentive is how you shine light on what's working.  So, by having really engaging information available for the public, where you can highlight schools, basically, you can create a system ‑‑ we've done this in Colorado ‑‑ where anyone can benchmark schools on the Web and understand performance of schools with different kinds of achievement and demographics to see what the best look like.  So it becomes very easy to find out who the best is.  That shines light on them.


One thing we ought to do that we are not yet doing is then not just showing the performance, but really being able to document the adult practices going on in those buildings and making it available in a manner that's just not ‑‑ doesn't require you to actually go visit the school, but that we can document and share digitally the adult practices that are going in those places, so those are a few I would throw out as incentives and sanctions for innovations.


MR. JUPP:  Great.  Some clarifying questions for you all, it looks like Delia has got on, so, Delia, jump in.


MS. POMPA:  My head is full of probing questions, but I will try and make them clarifying questions.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  I appreciate that.  That's discipline.


MS. POMPA:  From everything you've said ‑‑ and I respect and admire the schools that are doing the short lists that you all just talked about.  However, it seems to me from everything you said, it is an issue of capacity, and perhaps this is a question for the Department.  I'm not sure.


We're talking about waivers that are going to roll out, if you look at the timeline, over 3 years.  So I guess my simple question would be, can you give us an example of where capacity has been built in that period of time and then turned into a systematic response for an entire district?


MR. LEVIN:  Yeah, I can in not just the district, but in fact, I would say across the whole province.


In 2004 in Ontario, we had 20 percent of our elementary schools where one‑third or fewer of the kids were meeting our performance standard, right, so 20 percent of the schools.


Now the performing standard is not one‑third.  It is 50 percent, and we got 6 percent of our schools under 50 percent.  So there has been a huge improvement in performance at the bottom, and we did that by providing supports to those schools, sharing practices, networking them, networking their principals, networking the teachers, providing those skilled teams in those schools, and those ideas have been very widely taken up.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Can I follow that up?


So I am sitting here listening to you, and I am a chief in a State that's got horrible budget issues right now.  What of what you learned ‑‑ what would you do if you were in that circumstance?  As you look back on the infrastructure you've built and what made the biggest different and what didn't and you were doing this in a horrible budget time, what would you do first?


MR. LEVIN:  Well, the reality is that we did spend quite a bit of money, and I am going to put the money into two buckets.


Most of the money was spent on kind of keeping the system going, so collective agreement issues, right?  That is where most of the money went, and building, we spent a lot of money on fixing buildings.


The cost of driving improvement was about 1 percent.  That is what the cost of creating the infrastructure that really drove the improvement, but I want to say that if teachers are all pissed off about their salary and working conditions, the 1 percent won't drive the improvement.


MS. HAYCOCK:  The 1 percent, you are talking about spent at the province level, or this is 1 percent at the local and province?


MR. LEVIN:  Both.  Both, because we have a system that is 100‑percent provincially funded, which gives us another big lever, of course, but that 1 percent, a lot of that money went to districts to do things related to strategy.


Rich's point about strategy, I am completely on side with that.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Got it.


MR. JUPP:  Rich, do you have a response to Delia's question?


MR. WENNING:  Just Kati's.  Two examples.  One, at the State level, budget cuts, you have got capacity challenges.  Philanthropically supported change agents can be very important.  Colorado uses them quite a bit, so don't underestimate your philanthropic community to help you out.


At the same time, tap what you have more effectively.  Kati asked me a question before.  I gave an example of a rural district in Colorado.  They did an amazing job of improving their performance through their RTI process, the focused inquiry through the planning process, and then the most important mechanical thing they did was cross‑grade‑span planning, so they could plan the transitions more effectively.  And that's something that we can manage across our feeder patterns right now.  It doesn't take more money necessarily, but it takes a different use of our time and how we interact across schools, and so there are ways to tap capacity that you're not really utilizing very well right now through the way you engage professionals in this work.


MR. LEVIN:  Can I give one more example on that point about the money?


One of the biggest wastes of money in the whole system now is how much money we spend in high schools on kids repeating years.  In Ontario, we had 30 percent of our kids not completing in ‑‑ this is not in 4 years ‑‑ in 5 years, 40 percent not completing in 4 years.  That's 40 percent, is 50,000 kids a year coming back to do a fifth year of high school at 10,000 bucks a pop, $500 million for those kids to come back and do an extra year.  One‑third of them completed in that extra year, so $350 million in the toilet.


If we had taken that money, as we have now, by improving our graduation rate, we can spend less money and have more kids graduate by providing the support, so that they don't fail the bloody courses in the first place.  Big efficiency, Kati.


MR. JUPP:  Eric, do you want to come in after that?


DR. SMITH:  Oh, yeah, sure.  And I see a lot of droopy eyes out here after lunch, so we got to fire this thing up a little, this conversation, I think, and get it going.


These States, our States have been at accountability in some form or another for a fair amount of time.  You kind of blew through the pathologies at the very end without a slide.  You had to actually write the words down, but it range so true.  Teaching to the test.  Well, have we ever heard that before, gang?


I used to call in Florida ‑‑ I'd go to meetings, and the superintendents would be more concerned about me being the referee and defining the rules of the game rather than how the team is going to play the game and couldn't get them to talk about instruction.  They would talk about the grading system and the percentages.  It drove me crazy.


So, if you're in a State, you say, okay, over the weekend, I am going to dream up these objectives, and I am going to figure out the formula and present it to my governor on Monday, and then we're going to get rolling on it, but you are doing that in a culture of school districts that have already learned how to do accountability.  And they probably have learned well the pathologies.


So what suggestions ‑‑ is this a clarifying, or is this a ‑‑


MR. JUPP:  It is not a clarifying.


[Laughter.]


DR. SMITH:  So what suggestions would either of you give to ‑‑ because there is another page to this thing about how aas commissioner or State chief, how am I going to approach the pathologies that already exist, and through smart design of a new system, move the conversation to where it ought to be, about kids and learning.


MR. WENNING:  I'll take a stab, and this chart is probably useful for this.


As we are going through this design of the feedback loops, we can anticipate the ‑‑ they don't need to be unintended consequences.  We can anticipate where the gaming will be.  Just what we did with AYP, there was a clear disconnect in terms of what we were trying to accomplish, and kids getting there, the disincentive immediately became focusing on bubble kids.


So, when we construct these multi‑measure frameworks, which is just a feedback loop to the public, signal setting, we need to choose to mitigate unintended consequences and anticipate them.


That is one of the reasons I personally feel very strongly about focusing on growth.  It is hard to game growth, and then if you can get credit along the achievement spectrum with your growth, it becomes harder for folks to pick certain kids versus others.  That's just one example.


Another is to bring in other evidence and to make sure you are balancing this normative, this criterion‑referenced evidence.  We are focused on college and career readiness.


One area that we have gotten some traction with is on graduation rate, and our framework now in Colorado, we calculate a 4‑year, 5‑year, and 6‑year on‑time rate.  You get credit for whichever is better.  We have too many kids that are showing up at the destination that aren't ready with getting diplomas.  We would rather folks take the time to actually get them there.  But if we focus all the consequence on a 4‑year on‑time, we would be creating an incentive for schools to move kids out.  We don't.  We want to keep them in and re‑attract them.


So I think as we go through each measure and we think about its value for promoting inquiry as well as judgment, we can consider what might be unintended consequences and then design smartly to balance a set of measures to mitigate those.  You want to eliminate them, but we can do a pretty good job of mitigating them.


The other aspect is to enter qualitative review into the work, which we haven't touched on much, to supplement the quantitative, and that's another way to get a much better perspective.  Great Britain, of course, and other nations do a lot more time on the qualitative side and less on the quantitative.


MR. JUPP:  Ben, do you want to respond to that question?


MR. LEVIN:  I agree completely with that.


I think what I'd say is that in the two experiences that I have had doing this, where you are trying to turn a system which has been used to one set of rules to a different set of rules, you got to recognize that even when people like the new rules better, they are really used to playing the old game, and they can't switch games that easily.  So you have to have a process of helping people learn that now we are going to do things in a new way, and you can't expect them all ‑‑ like new governments do, you know, we're the good guys, everyone is going to love us?  No.  They are going to treat you the same way they treated the other guys who you thought were the bad guys until you teach them to do something differently.


So there has to be a process here, and I think this is implied in what Rich has just been talking about, of helping people get off that way of thinking and into that way of thinking, and that has be to be deliberately built into your communications and the way you work with people.


MR. WENNING:  I had one, just a quicky on this.


Keith mentioned this before, and that's the Request to Reconsideration, which is a tough name, but we didn't want to call it an "appeal."


Districts were really interested to see what kind of posture we were going to take.  This serves two purposes.  One, it is saying we might not have gotten it right, present other evidence to us, and so if we are creating some unintended consequences, tell us about it, and present another case to us that we can evaluate.  And that can be a cumbersome process, but it also serves another purpose, and that is inquiry into evidence.


Now districts are saying, "Well, what does our evidence tell us?" and that step, again, helps mitigate some of the hard edges maybe on a framework, and it allows local evidence to be incorporated.  But it's also useful, because it causes that internal inquiry that we wanted to have happen anyway, so we make a messier process, but it probably produces a better outcome, because we are engaging folks in the examination of that evidence.


MR. LEVIN:  It goes back to that Dee Hock quote I showed at the beginning.


MR. WENNING:  Right, exactly.


MR. JUPP:  So we are clearly in the rome of probing questions.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  I am not going to hold you back, Delia.  I think my discussants actually lost the discipline for those questions, so let's let them do what they want.


MS. POMPA:  I think there is going to be a natural tendency ‑‑ I hope I'm wrong ‑‑ for a while to focus on the 5 percent lowest and the 10 percent gap, because of that capacity that isn't there yet.


How do we connect the interventions in that group of schools with all the other schools to show that there could be a prevention aspect to this?


MR. WENNING:  Shall I take that?


I think in order to accomplish that, we need a consistent approach to planning, and how do you make improvement planning actually meaningful as opposed to a compliance activity?


As long as that plan has consequence to it, I think we can motivate that, but the plan is the same in that respect, so that all schools and all districts in a State ‑‑ and when we're creating an accountability system for all schools and districts, not just Title I but for the entire State, a single‑State system, the planning cuts across every tier of schools.  The variant really is the support you all are providing at the State level versus the support they might be getting themselves or through their own networks, but again, a consistent body of evidence, a consistent planning process, a categorization of all schools, including those bellwether schools and your lowest performing ‑‑ and essentially, what an accountability system is, it's an RTI model, where we are trying to figure out where we are going to support and pay attention, and we are going to adjust that over time.


Ultimately, you run into a capacity limitation in terms of how much you can do from the State, so you are going to focus it on places where you hopefully are going to get the most bang for the buck.


Some folks might say we ought to be focusing more on the middle because we might have better success with them.  I think we have to be somewhat patient but also a little urgent on those bottom 5 percent in terms of how much we want to mess around trying to fix those schools versus considering phase‑in/phase‑out strategies, particularly at the high school level.


But I think the system has to feel that all schools are subject to it.  We in Colorado made sure all these plans were public, so everyone got to see them.  Whether the State reviewed them or not, they become a body of evidence that all can inquire into.  I'm not sure if that's getting at it, but I think that's got to be part of their plan.


MR. JUPP:  Rich, good.


Ben, your whole speech began with how important it was to address all schools.


MR. LEVIN:  Yep.


MR. JUPP:  Delia's question is about how do address all schools, so let's talk about how it happened as a material.


MR. LEVIN:  Sure.  Well, that's the first thing I'd say.


One other thing I want to say about this is we were very clear in our communication that we're not interested in great teachers and bad schools.  We're not interested in great schools and bad districts, and we're not interested in great districts and a bad provincial system.  We want every school to be at least good, every teacher to be good, and so everyone was responsible for everyone else.  And we didn't want anyone to feel proud, because even though the rest of the district sucked, my school did really good, that is not something we wanted anybody to be proud of.


At the Summit in New York, one of the powerful things that was said by a couple of countries, Singapore and China particularly, was that when a teacher or principal is asked to go from a high‑performing school to a really low‑performing school, this is regarded as a huge compliment.  You only get asked to do that because people think you're really good.  That's the kind of view we want to have of system‑ness.


We worked with our districts, essentially.  I mean, to Rich's point about capacity, no matter how much infrastructure you build at a State level ‑‑ and we built a lot ‑‑ you can't reach everybody, so you have to have the districts as active partners, and we relied on districts to do that work of creating a feeling in the district that it's not just about those six schools.  It's like everybody in this district is committed to improvement for every kid.


MR. WENNING:  I will throw one other quick one out.


As you think about what you are going to do for all schools, each of you will need to decide what are those couple things we do great from a universal support perspective.


My bias on that goes to being really great at building performance management capacity and providing those feedback loops.  That is something States are really in the unique position of, because States have all that data.  So, by being much better about using that data and turning it into really actionable information, feeding it back, that is something you can do for every school in your State, and it becomes very challenging for those good schools to ignore that evidence, when their parents are talking about it, teachers are talking about it.  And by the way, that's actually easier support to give from a State level than actually trying to go in and fix a school.  So thinking about what foundational elements ought to be part of your universal support that you can provide at scale is an important step to making all schools feel part of this.


MR. LEVIN:  England has had a lot of success by twinning schools, high‑ and low‑performing schools, and creating a mutual responsibility across those schools.  That is another strategy that can work well.


DR. SMITH:  I think it is important not to miss a point.  The State looks at differentiation of accountability, because I think every State is really challenged with capacity on two respects.  One, they don't have enough.  Second, the people that do have are not trained to do the kind of work, the waivers asking to be done in most cases, so got double challenges at the State level.


The point of contact, if I heard you correctly, is really informed about the local school problems, but it is really at the district level.  Otherwise, you are going to really run out of capacity at the State.


MR. LEVIN:  Yeah.  When we started with working with 100 turnaround schools, which was a holdover from the previous government, but we could see we couldn't get anywhere near the scale.


We had to have the districts mobilized, absolutely.


DR. SMITH:  Right, which is a totally different strategy for a State to think about how they are going to do that rather than I am going to send a bunch of people out there to work in schools and classrooms.


MR. LEVIN:  Yeah.  And also, because the districts control so much of what happens in the schools, so you do some work with the school, and the next thing you know, the principal has been bobbed off somewhere else, right?


So it has to be what Michael Fullan calls "tri‑level."  You have got to be aligned.


MR. JUPP:  Eric, I want you to actually elaborate on the work that you have just described, because the way you said it too easily goes without saying.


There is a temptation for the State to get into the hands‑on work of turning schools around, when in fact that is probably not going to be effective at scale.  You are used to thinking about things on the enormous scale of Florida, which is actually much, much larger than Ontario.


How did you actually set up systems, and what work did State office people do when they addressed underperforming schools, and how did districts actually work to get those underperforming schools to turn around?


DR. SMITH:  When I first went to Florida, we had ‑‑ I call them a "system of checkers," and they'd go out and check on Title I money being spent correctly, and they would usually check the day of graduation to make sure all the things were going correction.  And they were totally worthless.


I went to Miami one time, and I saw my checkers in shorts, getting ready to fly back to Tallahassee after diligent work in the south part of the State, and I said they are going to be fired on Monday.  And we did.  We got rid of all of them.


We turned around and hired people that really knew the business well, which is impossible for State agencies to do because you can't pay good enough, well enough to do that.  You can't compete with district salaries.  So, to beat that, we actually hired on loan staff from districts to come with us.  We pay their freight, but it would be a contract with the districts, so it didn't show upon my books.


This is on tape, too, isn't it?  Uh‑oh.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  You're not working there anymore, though.  What happened in Florida stays in Florida.


[Laughter.]


DR. SMITH:  Then we could keep a salary structure and a benefit system for these folks that were coming in at a principal level, assistant superintendent level, to be regional executive directors and then really strong people in reading and mathematics.


The trick for us at least was that the regional person, I personally told them they were to know what was going on in the failing schools, the struggling schools, but their point of contact wasn't with central office and an assistant superintendent or whatever.  It was with the superintendent of schools, and their job was to report to the superintendent of schools on a weekly basis, the work that they are observing and seeing, the challenges they are seeing, more breaking down.


Because particularly in large urbans, quite often we see that the problem was not with the school, but with that distance between the school and the superintendent's office, and the superintendent really wasn't aware of the challenges that were being ‑‑ the books weren't unpacked for 2 weeks after the school year started.  The principal didn't have a clue.


But it isn't the tendency.  Even if you make the shift in talented people to do the work in buildings, the tendency is to roll up your shirt sleeves and start telling the teacher what to do.  The important thing is to tell the superintendent to tell the supervisor to work with the teacher in the district.  It ends up not being just about the 150 schools you got to worry about.  It ends up being with all schools within the district, and it all becomes one huge culture change at the district level, a huge culture change at the State level.  It's hard work.


MR. WENNING:  May I ask one thing?


This topic, as Eric just said, it is a cultural shift in roles, and it's a profound opportunity we have with this waiver package to get the roles kind of back in sync.


The metaphor I like to use is one of portfolio management.  If Arne is portfolio manager of State, State is portfolio manager of districts, the districts are portfolio manager of schools, the school is portfolio managers of kids and teachers.  All those roles are incredibly important, and as we construct these waiver plans and consider the different role in evidence and who is making summative judgments, we do have an opportunity to build capacity at each of those levels to play those roles, as messy as they are in our country, but those are the roles that are a fact in our country.  And I think respecting them and making sure that we help districts help their schools is absolutely an essential aspect of this.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Ben, I want to draw you out, if I can, on sort of the differences between our two contexts.


When you entered, you didn't enter after a regime of a particular kind of accountability system.


MR. LEVIN:  Yeah.  Actually, we did.


MS. HAYCOCK:  But not like ours, right?


MR. LEVIN:  No.


MS. HAYCOCK:  So the question here is, it is a challenge, as Mitch said and others have said today, that 80 percent of schools in some of the States are labeled with a label that makes them all seem the same.  But it will also be a problem if only 15 percent of our schools feel like they need to improve.  So the question is, given our recent history and given what you think you know, how is it that States display sufficient seriousness of intent, so that a new regime of accountability is not regarded by the many people who have fought against educating all kids well?  So what do you need to do to demonstrate a seriousness of intent to make sure that those who have only reluctantly come to this party stay at it?


MR. LEVIN:  Right.


Well, I think in the Ontario circumstance, we had had 10 years of not very good times for education, budget cuts, a lot of teacher bashing, lot of negativity, lot of people moving their kids out of the public system into the private system.  That was the context when the government changed in 2003.


I would say several things happened.  One thing is they did some quite high‑profile reversals that signaled it's a different direction, and those were things that maybe didn't have a lot of impact, but they were very, very prominent signals that said to people, "Okay.  We're going to go a different way."


But we were very relentless on the messages about what the central goals were, about improving outcomes and reducing gaps and outcomes.  We had three:  improve the outcomes, reduce the gaps, increase public confidence in public schools.  Those were the three goals, and those were talked about endlessly.


The political leadership in Ontario played a huge rule in this, and our premier and then the three ministers that I worked with over 3 years, they were out there a lot talking about this, and they were very serious about it.


I remember a conversation between my minister and a group of high school leaders who were talking about the challenges of all these kids and all the problems that kids brought to school.  He looked at them.  There were about a hundred of them.  He said, "You're telling me you don't want the kids?  Because if you don't want them, I'll find someone who does."


[Laughter.]


MR. LEVIN:  I can tell you, that was the end of that conversation, right?


So there was a lot of that.  That was very clear, but the whole system supported that, too.


So the literacy/numeracy sector there, which was run by this fantastic woman named Avis Glaze, I mean, Avis was in people's offices, our superintendents and our assistant superintendents, all the time about, "You know you sent me this plan.  I mean, this isn't a plan to get better.  You can't be serious that this is your plan.  Let's talk about a plan that's real in terms of ambition here.  Achievable, yes, but ambitious."


I would say we were very friendly to our districts, but I like to say there was nowhere to hide or for any school.


MR. JUPP:  Delia.


MS. POMPA:  There are some groups of students for whom we haven't done a very good job, even compared to other students.  We haven't done a good job for English language learners, students with disabilities, and the list goes on, immigrant students.  For those groups, we really even haven't built the pieces of the infrastructure that are so important, like the assessments, how they fit into accountability, those kinds of things.


So I guess my question, if I'm sticking to the topic about incentives, is how do you create layers of incentive for those kids, for schools to do well with those kids, rather than saying one size fits all, here are the incentives for all kids, or saying you have a different set of incentives for those kids?


MR. WENNING:  I think I am going to rephrase your question just slightly.  On the incentive part, let me see if I am answering the question.  I am not sure where the incentive comes in.


MS. POMPA:  Well, that's a question.  If it is going to be incentive‑driven, how does the incentive come in?


MR. WENNING:  Well, this is where, on the one hand, how you weight the measurement system to focus on students that you are describing is a really important part of this, and so how prominently do gaps exist.


In Colorado, we chose really to focus a great deal on that issue of the rate of progress kids are making, and of course, that is all disaggregated by each group as well, and that evidence becomes very important.  Of course, the waiver guidance is making it very clear that we want to pay attention.  So the issue of identification is one step, and weighting it in your framework to say we value this issue, so therefore we're weighting it a great deal.


But then the issue is of the quality of the information you are providing, and this gets into our idea of achievement gaps and growth gaps. 


I know an important validator for folks to feel that the framework we built in Colorado was fair was that the students they were interested in had information about them that could be used by parents and other educators, and folks were surprised that some groups of kids, like English language learners, our problem actually as a State wasn't that they weren't making much progress on our assessment and turned out actually English language learners were outgrowing native language peers frequently, but it was close to enough.


And in our frameworks, we always make sure we focus on what would be enough as well, so no one is ever going to rest on their laurels that maybe they are just doing as well as other students that have disabilities or other students that are further behind.


So I think you signal it in the weighting, and then you back it up with the information you are providing, and then how you organize your plan to make sure everyone is paying attention to that, forcing that root‑cause analysis into the challenges faced by those students, doing that systematically, doing it that scale creates something of an incentive system because of what we are paying attention to and what we are valuing.


MR. JUPP:  So, Ben, you talked about how in Ontario, there were gap closings between the English language learner population and the native language population.


MR. LEVIN:  Yep.


MR. JUPP:  What systems of incentives did you put in place?  What supports did you put in place?


MR. LEVIN:  Well, it was really consistently not so much incentives but supports.


And I want to say Ontario is a place with a huge diversity.  Twenty‑seven percent of the kids in our system are born outside the country, and in Toronto, it's 50 percent.  So we have a huge diversity in our schools, especially in our urban schools.


In ESL, the things that we did were, the first thing is building what Rich said.  You shine a light on it, and you say, "Hello.  We actually care about those people.  What is the data telling us, and where are we?" and then you start getting people to say, "What could we do to get better?"  And it turned out that once we started to examine the challenges, they were we hadn't given our boards, our districts any advice on how to organize ESL effectively.  We give them money and say figure it out.


There is actually a lot we know about that.  I happen to have a colleague who is one of the world's top experts on it, who nobody had asked.  We asked him, and then we started to say to districts, "If you got very few kids, organize it this way.  If you got lots of kids, organize it this way."  What do we know about self‑contained classes, about second language instruction, about first language instruction?  Tell people, and then put in place the structures and the processes, so this becomes a regular part of what people talk about at the provincial level and at the district level.


And when you do that, you use data.  I think this is exactly what you were saying in some different words.  You use data.  You get people to pay attention.  You build on the expertise.  You provide some policy frameworks.  Stuff starts to happen, because educators want to do a good job.


MR. WENNING:  Let me add one other thing to this.


MS. POMPA:  Good answers so far.


[Laughter.]


MR. WENNING:  And that's you've got at least three mechanisms to accomplish this.


We talked about the multi‑measure framework, which hopefully is as parsimonious as possible, so it is not overly complicated.  That can weight and signal.


We also have our recognition approach.  Do we want to create a statewide award to highlight?  And then we've got our reporting.  We have an entire reporting arsenal that should be consistent with our multi‑measure framework, but we can report and highlight a great deal more that's not part of a consequential accountability system, but it's actually part of our disclosure to the public.  And that's that public inquiry side.


If we highlight and allow inquiry by the entire public and educators on schools that are doing the job for students that we want to succeed and do much better, that's another approach that's not just part of our reward sanction accountability aspect, so we've got a number of levers to accomplish that.


MR. JUPP:  We have time for probably our discussants to do one more round of questions.  I want to put the warning out that we are going to sit here for the entire 30 minutes while you guys come up with questions, so start coming up with questions, okay?  We are not going to let you out early just because you are quiet.  The incentive is to be talkative, not to try and sneak out.


MR. LEVIN:  How can you tell he was a junior high school teacher?


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  But while you're preparing and while Delia and Kati are beginning to reload as well, I want Eric to talk a little bit about his experience working with the English language acquisition population in Florida.  Florida made noteworthy gains, and I think that I want to hear a little bit about the way the States differentiated accountability system, the way the States incentives and supports for schools that were struggling helped build that momentum in Florida.


DR. SMITH:  It made huge gains in Florida, and I think a lot of it is attributed to the way the accountability structure was established, the objectives, and the way the formula was written.


For example, at the high school level, we had points for high schools for increasing their graduation rate.  We had an equal number of points eligible for a high school that moved their bottom quartile in graduation rates.  So the very clear focus of the school wasn't just to move the bubble kids, as you would say, to get those kids that you think you might be able to hang on to and get them through graduation, but those that are academically in the bottom quartile to graduate.  We find that throughout other measures, middle school, elementary school, and so forth, in the system.  So that helped a great deal, I think, in moving the whole system.


The last 4 years, our graduation rate increased by 10 percent, and the largest percent increases were with African American and Hispanic and Latino, so they are the ones that really showed the great progress.  I think part of it has to do with the nuance around how you structure the policy.


On top of that, I think the issue of applying, getting away from people, just focusing on the formula at that school and district level and focusing on best practices, and I think we have developed some pretty good strategies on how to really drive a different kind of instruction for non‑English speakers and so forth.  That helped us a great deal.


But it is found throughout the formula.  At the high school level, we expanded beyond issues required by No Child Left Behind.  We went to AP and IB and dual enrollment and entry certification.  All those areas showed just incredible growth in minority populations, non‑English speaking populations, low‑income children, special needs kids, where there is the greatest strength.


So a lot of it deals with the macro, how you make your overall design to make sure that, again, there's not holes in the boat where you lose huge populations of kids to the process.


MR. JUPP:  Kati, do you want to go next?


MS. HAYCOCK:  Sure.


Ben,I want to draw you out a little bit more on the peer school network think.  That, as you probably know, is something that we've had a little bit of experience but very limited here in the U.S., some in the charter world, a few in other places, but not much.


In fact, many States have organized even their comparison school data systems in a way that actually don't create real groups.  You get one school.  It has a unique peer group, which essentially cuts against this issue to put people together.


So tell us what you have learned about the circumstances under which peer school networks work best as opposed to one can imagine easily the way they might just reinforce bad practices.


MR. LEVIN:  Right.  And I completely agree with that.  This is one of the big problems about professional learning communities.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Yeah.


MR. LEVIN:  In my view, they're not a goal; they're only a means.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Mm‑hmm.


MR. LEVIN:  They're only worthwhile if they get to better outcomes. 


MS. HAYCOCK:  Mm‑hmm.


MR. LEVIN:  Everything is about that.


Well, we did a bunch of things around that.  In this case, like in every case, we actually borrowed stuff that people were already doing.  We had some districts who were ahead of us on everything we were trying to do, and we used ‑‑ you know, shamelessly used what we could learn from them about what was working well.


So districts that worked with their principals in very collaborative ways, districts that work with teams of schools in which it was understood that the whole team was looking after the whole team, and everyone was applauding everyone else's success, what Michael Fullan calls "positive competition," in which your getting better is just a spur for me to get better.  And I'm happy if you improve, and I want to improve even more.  So, building those networks of people, which was not about competition in the sense of the worse you are, the happier I am, but actually the better you are, the happier I am, but also doing that not just inside the districts but beyond the districts.


Now, we are the size of Illinois in population, but we got 72 districts, not 900.  So the district challenge is very different in Canada than in the U.S. because of the gigantic number of districts you have in many States, and I don't underestimate the importance of that.


And that's another reason that with small districts, why you've got to try and connect people across districts and get people outside those zones.  So we did a lot of things.  We had a network of principals called "Leading Student Achievement," which we built with the principal associations.  So these were triads of principals from very different kinds of schools, with very different levels of performance, that met regularly as groups of three to talk about what they were doing to improve performance from three different districts, and then we bring groups of the threes together.


We did that with superintendents.  Avis Glaze set up this network.  She invited our 10 lowest‑performing districts, the superintendents, to join a group with 5 of our highest‑performing districts.  They all agreed to come.  It was voluntary.  Everyone came, the 10 and the 5.  They met every month for several months around what are you guys doing that works in your district that we could copy, but it was all about in the context of we've got these goals about where we are trying to get to with achievement, and if it's not helping us get there, let's stop doing it.


MR. JUPP:  Time for one more question.


MS. POMPA:  My question is actually a comment on Jim's comments earlier and the qualitative review system and how well that's working there and has worked in other States actually.


It's an expensive process, though, and for many States in here, I don't know that they are going to have the resources to do that immediately.  What are some qualitative ‑‑ what are some measures that you can get qualitatively from that kind of review that you can build into an accountability system in a more simple way?


MR. WENNING:  The purpose of the qualitative review is one aspect.  Is it a diagnostic?  Is it a summative judgment?  In the charter community, for example, renewal inspections are different than what you would do for a qualitative inspection.


So the question is, is the qualitative review part and parcel of the accountability system, is it high stakes or is it lower stakes.  I'd probably lean towards making sure we have lower stakes ones that are for diagnostic purposes that would be followed up after the quantitative evidence is returned and schools are now categorized.


Before we decide to spend millions of dollars on a school, we ought to understand what is going on in it.


I am reminded of Michael Barber who told me that.  Great Britain has to do three qualitative reviews during a year of a turnaround school to really understand what is going on.


Costs?  These can be of different costs.  I know frequently, they might be in the 25‑ to $30,000 range for several days. 


I just talked with Tom Boasberg in Denver who is doing shorter views with one of the outsourced providers at about $8,000 per school.


I don't think we can underestimate the value of good qualitative inquiry into the practices of a building when we're spending a lot of Federal money on their repair, and so whether you do something much shorter term and the folks ‑‑ Jim from New York City can talk about the kind of expedited reviews that Joel Klein did, which were pretty tight and short, versus ones that might be multi‑day.  And I think you can decide what you want to focus on if your budget is small, but the key is going to be aligning that evidence with the evidence that's in the framework, making sure that people are not confused by conflicting signals and bringing that alignment, so a few ideas there.

MR. JUPP:  I want to turn the mic now to the audience, and that means we need our microphone walkers in their positions.  I need a late afternoon audience to begin to lean in on this conversation, and I think our pal from Rhode Island is going to get the ball started.


MR. ABBOTT:  Well, seeing as I'm not a morning person, I should hang in there in the afternoon.


[Laughter.]


MR. ABBOTT:  I think there is an inherent tension.  When we start talking about capacity and when you talk about building capacity at the district level ‑‑ and Eric was very articulate about that ‑‑ versus let's build all this expert capacity at the State level, because in our experience, there's a direct conflict between those two things, the more technical expertise you are even able to bring from the State, the more it sends the message to the district that they don't need or have the capacity to do it themselves.


At best, you are running on parallel tracks, and at worst, you are giving, whoever you are giving advice to directly, contrary information.


The second part of that is, as hard as it is to find people who have experience turning around a school, that does not translate into being able to help other people turn around schools.  And we all know people who were incredible principals and became fairly lousy superintendents, and probably, their skill set was just better being a principal.  And being a good principal doesn't mean that you're a good adult learning instructor.


Is there a secret road map through this kind of dichotomy?  I think we are all struggling with it, and the one thing that is not going to happen is that all these States looking for these experts, they are not suddenly going to appear.


I think there needs to be some collective approach and some agreement.  What does capacity building mean?  What does the research say about where that capacity has to be to have the most impact?


MR. JUPP:  So secret road map to Ontario first and then secret road map to Colorado second.  We'll then get some highlights maybe from Delia and Kati, and then finally, we will ask for a secret road map to Florida.


MR. LEVIN:  Okay.  Well, on your first point about district versus State, that wouldn't have been our experience, because the people we had operating at the provincial level work with the districts, and a big part of what they did was mobilize people in the districts.  They didn't work directly with the schools.  They only worked through the districts, and so it was very much kind of a partnership.


Where districts had capacity, we didn't do very much with them, except kind of check in once in a while to say how are you guys doing and is there something we can do to help.  Where districts didn't have capacity, we needed to help the build it, but it was ‑‑ and I think one of the striking things, we have a lot of people who come to Ontario to look at what we have done, and one of the things people take away that I hear over and over from visitors is, one of the things that is striking is we talked to teachers, we talked to principals, we talked to superintendents, we talked to boards, we talked to the ministry, we get the same story, everybody tells us the same story about what's going on.  Not everybody agrees on everything, but basically, everyone has the same picture.  So I think we did get to be pretty lined up.


On the issue of experts, you are absolutely right.  There is never enough expertise to go around.  I am waiting to run into the organization that says, "My problem is we've got too much talent, and I don't know what to do with it."  I haven't met that yet.


So this is a matter of training people and helping people learn to do it, just the same as it is at every level.  If we don't have enough people who know how to provide good technical assistance, we can teach people that.  That is a step that has to happen.


So you take your people who are your great principals, and one reason they didn't become great superintendents is because the skill set wasn't matched, but another reason may be there was nobody actually to help them learn how to transfer from this level to that level and take on the new challenges that they had to take on.  I think we have to help people learn to do that.  So, yes, we've got to build the technical assistance capacity, too.


MR. WENNING:  A couple of thoughts.  David, I think you've talked about a collective strategy of some sort, and I think that's important.  The Secretary talked about it a little bit on the waiver package.  In Colorado, when we created the Colorado Growth Model, we immediately began working with other States to kind of just share things and learn.


But inside our organizations ‑‑ and, Ben, you talked a little bit about this, about creating these peer groups among districts and schools ‑‑ many of us have regional systems of educational service agencies.  Different panels talked about them being untapped in their State.  They're certainly untapped in our State, and we've got to find ways to bring leaders together in our States.


In the design side, we have probably done a good job of that in Colorado.  Everything we have designed, we've done very collaboratively, because we have needed the help of our high‑capacity districts to be partners with us, and they wanted this design, so we designed together and spent a lot of time in stakeholder conversations, actually, substantively with sleeves rolled up, running simulations of evidence and having folks comment on it, and that creates buy‑in, but it also created a much better product.


Likewise, as we are going through planning processes, we bring folks from the field in to review the plans of other districts, and now we have superintendents asking, "Well, couldn't I put my own peer group together to review this plan?"  Of course, that's a wonderful thing to do.  It is a great request.


Now, we followed through on that.  In States, it's challenging to get ourselves out of that compliance mode and to say, "No, what we're really doing is we're in a coaching role.  We are trying to create connective tissue through our State, through our schools and our districts, and find great leaders to work together."


Another is on career paths of your teachers.  How can we expand the reach of great principals and teachers, so that they can reach more practitioners?  And there are a number of ideas around the country about how we can expand the reach of our great practitioners, but that bumps right into some old structures that we've got about teacher, principal, superintendent roles.


This is a place where we are going to have to think differently, but that idea of collective strategy and shared value among districts, we have an awful lot of capacity we're not tapping right now very effectively in our States.


MR. JUPP:  Delia, Kati, comments?


MS. POMPA:  I just want to say very quickly that I certainly don't face the same challenge you do, but our organization has a network of 120 schools spread cross 23 States, and we face a similar challenge.


And we've just found that one small step that has helped us is communities of learners but adding the digital techniques.  There are so many new techniques that principals are finding very helpful to them, beyond just online courses.


MR. JUPP:  Eric from Florida's perspective, how would you answer Dave's question?


DR. SMITH:  We didn't have a hard time hiring talent at the regional level, and we would go directly to principals that were able to produce the kind of gains that are required to move a school.  They had to have moved a school significantly, before we even interview them.


Our biggest problem was keeping them.  We put them on the stage for a year, and they would be gone as an assistant superintendent or superintendent, but I dreamt of the day when I'd have all my trained people out there and leading all the districts, and I would be home, free.  I could just pick up the phone and call, "Remember when I made you?  Get after it."


[Laughter.]


DR. SMITH:  Anyway, the problem we had was with keeping the talent.


One of the ideas here ‑‑ and this is why these kind of meetings are so important, that if I could replay the tape, what I would have done ‑‑ the point of engagement really has to be the district.  Just flat out, there is no way a State has the capacity to work with schools.  So it has to be the district level.


If you could play with the idea of looking at gain scores for subgroups, for example, ELL, and rank your districts, those that are having the poorest gains in language learners or the poorest gains in African American reading and try to do your differentiation and district engagement where you have got to really focus in on some conversation, is there a language issue, reading issue district‑wide, or what's the problem, but where you can engage in the conversation with a superintendent over the data an don't make it one of arguing about who is right and who is wrong, but really make it more of a data‑driven conversation, I think would be helpful.  And keep them in the room.  Make them work through it.


MR. JUPP:  This is really about the State as performance manager, and it really comes down to some of the things that Rich has been talking about, about having measures that are street credible and about being able to have the kind of differentiated understanding of the districts and the districts' capacity, so that the conversation is not one that they walk away from because you don't know what's going on, but rather a conversation that they have to stay with because you know that you are going to get better as the result of it.  And I think that it's an important distinction for us to take up as we look at this.


Another question from the floor?  Yes, from the Colorado table over here.


MR. BONK:  Thank you.


Ben, I would like to hear your reaction to two of the ideas that are being implemented across the United States that we have heard about a bit in the last 2 days, the letter grades for schools and the educator valuation systems, the educator effective evaluations that have a large growth component to them.


MR. LEVIN:  Well, I said already I'm not a big fan of kind of summative rankings as a way of motivating performance.


If we look at the literature on grading kids in schools, I think that research is pretty clear that when you give kids A's, B's, and C's, what you give them is an incentive to get an A, and if they can do without learning anything, a lot of them will be very happy with that.


So I do think we need lots of feedback on performance from schools, because you can't get better if you don't know where they are, so I am completely okay with that.


And I understand the public accountability pressures as well.  They are real, and your political context is different from mine as well, but in general, I would not want to be ranking people as A schools or people as being A, B, C, D.  I want to be focusing on everybody's potential to get better.


One of the things that I think we've learned is that every person and every organization has a lot more upside potential than either we think or they think they do, and when we kind of summarized performance, what we are saying to people is this is what you are capable of, and I never want to be saying that.  I always want to say maybe this is where you are, but we think you can be better.


And in a system where there is only a certain number of A's and B's, that, I think is really counter‑productive to quality improvement.  It is like being the Toronto Blue Jays in the American League East.  You've got Boston and New York in front of you.  You're never going to win, no matter how good you are.  It's very depressing, I can tell you.


[Laughter.]


DR. SMITH:  If I could, a little bit of a difference of opinion, so you guys can figure it out as you write your waiver.


Four years in Florida, I have never seen anything as powerful as the grading system in Florida to drive profound improvement in schools, individual student achievement, to drive the increase in the graduation rate, to drive the increase in the college‑readiness rate.  It, hands down, has been the single most powerful motivator for the adults in charge of these school settings, to go from a C to a B, to go from a B to an A.  And we don't have any limit on how many A's you can have.


Matter of fact, we are in the process of developing a State board policy that would be automatic triggers, and we had too many A's, like 80 percent A's and whatever.  We would flip into a higher expectation and so forth.


The progress you've seen in Florida with the NAEP, with the achievement of minority groups, of non‑English speakers, the move in graduation rate, I don't think any of that would have been possible without two things.  One, the clarity around the school grading and the motivation around it; the other piece of it is the clarity of communication of what all this means to mom and dad, who are ultimately the ones really responsible and accountable for the education of their child.  And the clarity and understanding of what that means in terms of parents that entrust their kids with us every day is huge.


MR. JUPP:  Kati, do you want to land in between this?


MS. HAYCOCK:  No.


MR. JUPP:  Okay.


I am always surprised when Kati is quiet for this long.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  Rich, did you want to say something?


MR. WENNING:  Just one point as you're all grappling with your choice on the letter grading, I don't know what the right way is.


We want folks to understand the evidence, so that they can actually use it.  That, I think we can agree on.  It's that letter grades are something else.


For us in Colorado, we went with something else, and a lot of folks don't like our labels.  We still have all the cuts in terms of the categories, but in the end, creating softer, more friendly labels was worth it to get the deal on being able to have State authority to close schools.


So once you're putting legislation together with your stakeholders, you might want to give on one thing in order to get something else, and in the end, whether letter grades are important or not, I don't know, but they better understand the evidence on which they are being graded.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Ben, the thing you haven't been clear about is ‑‑ you have been clear that you don't grade your schools.  Do schools get goals for improvement?


MR. LEVIN:  Yes.  We have provincial targets.  Districts have targets.  Schools have targets.  And those are public, and performance is public.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Okay.


MR. LEVIN:  I am completely with Eric on this, that it is all about getting the performance levels up, and if you're not doing that, you are not doing anything worthwhile.  That, we do agree on.


DR. SMITH:  We're together.


MR. JUPP:  Amy?


MS. McINTOSH:  Amy McIntosh from New York.


I think that it was you who made the comment about the international forum where ‑‑ I don't know what country it was, where if a teacher were to be asked to come to a lower‑performing school, it was a huge compliment.


So I am looking to anyone on the stage for what would it take.  What do we need here to have that be a much more universal feeling for either teachers or principals?


My reading of most of the experiments in trying to encourage transfers and to lower‑performing schools is it's not an especially scalable or not viewed as an especially high compliment to the teacher or the principal.  What do we need to do to make that different?


MR. JUPP:  I would love to hear what ‑‑ yeah, go ahead, Kati.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Well, for those of you who have not looked at what Charlotte has done ‑‑ we dismissed Charlotte because it was just Charlotte, but the steps that Pete Gorman and his team carried out up front to change the status hierarchy in the district, so that the coolest thing you could be asked to do as principal or a teacher was to go to the type of schools, that's a playbook as far as I'm concerned.


Everybody dismisses the idea that money matters, that bonuses matter, that this matters, that that, but they are the only place to my knowledge that has really taken on the up‑front work around status.


Hamilton County did a little bit of it earlier, but those of you who have not yet looked at Charlotte and what they did step by step, it is a fabulous example.


MS. McINTOSH:  What was the plan?  What do you think really made that difference?


MS. HAYCOCK:  Literally, 6 to 9 months spent on building a community‑wide understanding that this was the most important work the district had to do, and that if you were called to do it, you got more status, more everything.  It was what you did for your city, for your State, for the country.


And when you read the actual interviews with the principals about sort of what they said when they got called to this honor, when you look at ‑‑ you get e‑mails from teachers in Charlotte.  It will be so‑and‑so, eighth grade English teacher, nationally board‑certified teacher.  The next thing you see is strategically staffed teacher.  it is a mouthful, but it says that that's a prestigious thing that I am going to put on my e‑mail signature because it's cool to be one of those in Charlotte.


MR. LEVIN:  You know, another point I would make about this, a lot of the discussion has been about pay incentives, but I actually think working condition issues are more important than the pay incentives in this.


So we are asking teachers or principals to go and do jobs that are tougher jobs, and my colleague Ken Leithwood wrote a terrific little book about teacher working conditions that matter, in which he was talking about the intersection between the working conditions teachers care about and the things we know are good for school improvement.  And he said there's a huge overlap.  They don't completely overlap, but they very largely overlap.


And what are some of those?  One of them is strong leadership.  Teachers want to work in schools with great principals who know how to support them and encourage them and build a team.  Teachers want to work with other really good teachers who support them.  They want to work in a team setting where if I'm having a down day ‑‑ and in some of those schools, you are going to have a lot of them ‑‑ I got colleagues who are going to pick me up, right?  They want to work in a setting where they can learn and get better.  They want to work in a setting where they have some autonomy about how they go about their work, and they are not free, but they are not all that expensive to do.


If the toughest schools are the places where the teachers are actually learning the most, working with the best colleagues, have the best leadership, you are going to have a lot easier time getting good people to go there, because that's what good teachers want to do.


MS. HAYCOCK:  All of which Charlotte did.


MR. JUPP:  We have a question over here from our colleague from Michigan, and while the mic is walking, what I want to do is to weigh in from an experiential basis on what Ben and actually others have said on this matter, Amy.


We were never able to systematize it in Denver, but if we looked at the schools that did close gaps and if we looked at the schools that didn't, the difference that they had was that they attracted their staff with a value proposition anchored around a leader, anchored around what were basically completable tasks that you could actually feel like you could succeed in it, and then ultimately, there were these smaller incentives that really played small roles in getting people to stay there that were money‑driven.  It made you more reluctant to leave, that there was a $5,000 incentive to go there and maybe a $5,000 incentive that recognized a school's performance that year.


But what we saw that made McMeen School of Beech Court School different than Garden Place School or Colfax School in Denver was that they constructed these value propositions.


And incidently, you can walk those very same factors across from our charter portfolio to our bargaining unit portfolio.  The two schools that I cited initially were bargaining unit schools.  The school that I now cite, West Denver Prep, which is another great gap‑closing school, is a charter school, but they have the exact same attributes.  And with it comes greater retention of staff.  With it comes a whole lot of other things.


From our pal in Michigan?


MR. RADTKE:  Thank you very much.  Mike Radtke again.


This kind of leads me right into my question.  I have a district of 600 kids, 1,500 kids, 20,000 kids, and a big one, all with the same characteristics:  dysfunctionality at the district level.  They can't put out an RFP to get a coach, which we give them a list of coaches for, and get the coach in place in 9 months.  Then it takes them 6 months to start paying him.


We have districts that district responsibility is a curriculum for the district, that have unaligned curriculum instruction assessment.  We have districts that bargain away teacher assignments.  We had one that had bumping for 6 months.


So, with dysfunctional districts, what can you do about ‑‑ because the school will never succeed in a dysfunctional district.  Help me with this one.


MR. JUPP:  I am sure that Ben and Rich have things to say about this, but I am sure that Dr. Smith has things to say about this, too.


Do you want to take a whack at this first?


DR. SMITH:  Yes.  It is a major problem.  All the things you say are true in all 50 States, I would imagine.  That there are places that just gave away the farm for some reason, and children didn't seem to register on what they were really passionate about.


I think, again, that is where accountability and the clarity around that school grading in my view is important.  The authority to either school close or come darn close to it or force their hand to get into that political mess, but those are districts that are not going to serve children well until you leverage a different way of doing business within that district, and it requires in my view a totally different playbook, if you will, of playing hardball.


You have got to get people's attention, and again, I think that's where the school grading piece and all that really, really ‑‑ on that end of the scale can really, really make a difference.


MR. JUPP:  Well, using Richard's diagram, it creates the external factors that are necessary to see that there is a problem.


I would love to have Ben and Rich weigh in on this, because really what Dr. Smith has pointed out is this is ‑‑


DR. SMITH:  And I would say that a lot of States have constitutional problems with that.  They say their constitution doesn't ‑‑ I mean, for Florida, I couldn't close a school.  I didn't have the constitutional authority to intervene that way, so we had to find a way to work around that little legal issue to get at the same end point.


MR. JUPP:  In taking what Dr. Smith has put on the table, I want to frame the problem as one of either extraordinary non‑compliance or outright defiance.  Both Rich and Ben have worked at the State level, and what I want to do is to have them both talk about their experience with either extraordinary non‑compliance or extraordinary defiance.


MR. LEVIN:  Well, we did take over several districts in Ontario.


At the time, we only had one grounds for doing it in the legislation, which was fiscal, but we actually took over management of several districts that were in a mess.


Of course, like many places, taking over is one thing, and fixing it and getting out of it is quite a different thing, but we did get out of them all and reverted back to district management.


Since then, the government has actually changed the legislation to give the province the right to intervene for reasons other than fiscal; that is, student performance.  So we now have that in legislation, although it hasn't been used, and it's unlikely to be used.  And you don't want it to be used much.


But I want to say one more things about districts apropos the point.  One or the other, I had the opportunity to work with ‑‑ and I'm sure my colleagues did, too ‑‑ some fantastic people in the team I have in Ontario, and the assistant deputy minister I had for finance, a woman named Nancy Naylor, a very brilliant woman, one of the great things is the finance side was completely lined up with student achievement side.


So, if you asked her what her first job was as head of finance, it was support better student achievement, and, boy, you don't get that in a lot of organizations.


She came up with the idea of helping our districts do better on their back office, because we only got 72, but we have some ‑‑ like you, we got 250,000 kids and 600 kids in our districts, and what we discovered is that our districts were terrible at doing a lot of their back office functions.


The Toronto District School Board is "the" biggest real estate company in Ontario, and guess how many professional real estate managers they had?  Zero.


So we started to say to districts, we created an audit process with external auditors, working with the districts that said we are going to come in with you, and we are going to look at your payroll, your HR, your capital management, your transportation, and we are going to help you, A, do it better and, B, spend less money on it, C, spend less time on it.  You know, that had a huge impact on the student achievement agenda because it took off the table for the boards all that political stuff about you're not giving us enough money for transportation, right?  And they improved their function.  They saved money.  It didn't cost us a lot of money, and it was a huge, huge benefit, which I would never have thought of.


MR. WENNING:  So a few thoughts.  What you are describing presumably is one where you've got broken leadership in governance, and one, you may have some kind of messed‑up back office.  That's one issue, but if you've got fundamentally broken leadership in governance in a district, then there's a few things you're going to need.


One is authority, and notwithstanding your constitution, some way of ‑‑ in our State, we authorize districts through an accreditation contract, but how we can exercise that really depends on a few things, the evidence base.  So this issue whether you grade schools, however you do it, you've got to build a key evidence base, which just may get challenged in court anyway.  That's going to stand up, because it's clear that the district is not serving students.  That needs to be made painfully clear to everyone in the public, and that, of course, is the issue of will and political will at the leadership of the State being willing to tangle with that.


But the idea of building this evidence base and moving them through a role because you have statutory authority, you are going to have to perhaps walk through a few steps at a point where they are no longer complying with the performance expectations of your contract essentially for them to be authorized, and then you are going to have to have the will to actually take that on with your bully pulpit and be willing to take the arrows then, but that's why you want that evidence base that shows that persistently over the past X years, this is among the lowest performing.


In our State, we treat schools and districts the same with our accountability system, so we identify the bottom 5 percent of districts and put them on turnaround, just like we do schools.  Our authority at a State level is we can order the reorganization of a district and bring that to the voters in the district, and that's a pretty powerful thing to be able to do.  It's not as extensive as the authority we now have to actually order the closure of a school that has persistently been in the bottom 5 percent or actually the bottom 15 percent for 5 consecutive years.


But somehow, you are going to have to find the statutory authority, then the evidence base, and then actually the will to exercise the bully pulpit at the State level to take that on publicly and make sure that everyone is aware of it, and that is never going to be easy.


MS. POMPA:  Just a little out of the box, the Department guidelines talk about engaging community, especially in the priority focus schools, and not in every State, but in a number of States, there is a growing body of non‑profit organizations who are focused on school reform.


When you don't have the authority, they certainly have the leverage, and becoming their friend and enlisting them in your school reform process and school change process, I think, can be very valuable.


MR. WENNING:  Sure.  Wage that political campaign.


MR. JUPP:  So we are at the point where we now need to pull all of our threads together on this conversation, and I want to thank you.  This has been a long couple of days, and you guys have done a great job of sticking it out.


The process is now becoming pretty familiar.  I am going to ask Ben to spend 2 to 5 minutes just summing everything up, pulling everything together.  I am going to ask Rich to do the same, sum everything up, pull everything together, and then finally, I am going to ask Michael Sawyers and Matt from Ohio to offer their thoughts about what this means from their perspective in Ohio, and then we've got about maybe 5, 7 minutes to wrap up and get the evaluations in.  And we can be on our way.
Ben, just some concluding remarks?


MR. LEVIN:  So three things, two of which I have mentioned, one of which I haven't.


The first one is I want to stress again on building on existing good practice, because somewhere out there are already virtually ‑‑ the answers to virtually every question and every problem.  Those are being done somewhere, and if we can find them and tell more people about them, that is one good thing.


Related to that, I talked about this earlier, making better use of the research evidence.  There is a lot we don't know about education, but there is actually a lot we do know about good practice that we don't use.


Michael Barber and I have had this discussion, but my view is that if we could get consistent use in all classrooms and schools of even what we would consider the minimal standards of good practice, we would see huge gains in achievement, huge gains, so that's somewhere we ought to be aiming.


The last thing I want to say is something about the importance of shining a light on things.  I work a lot with groups of principals who are talking about they don't have time to do instructional leadership, right?


One of the things I say to them is, "When was the last time the payroll didn't get out because no one had time to do it?" and the answer is never.  And why is that?  Because payroll doesn't depend on someone having time.  We have organized a system to make sure that someone does have time.  If we can do it for payroll, we can do it for instructional leadership, we can do it for high school graduation.


In Ontario, the single biggest thing that drove up high school graduation rates was actually making sure that ever high school was paying attention to them.  We were saying, your data question, "How many kids are getting all their credits in ninth grade?  Because if they're not, their risk of not graduating goes way up."  "Well, we don't know."  Well, now they all know.  They all know.


And as soon as they start looking, they start saying, "Well, we can improve that.  That wouldn't even be hard."  There is lots of stuff they could do.  It was easy.  So just shining the light and getting people to pay attention, which is, of course, what an incentive system is designed to do, but often you don't even need the incentive system.


I start with the idea that educators do want to do a good job, and if we say to them, "Have you thought about this?" a lot of them are going to say, "No.  And by God, now that we do, we can see doing some different things."


MR. JUPP:  Rich?


MR. WENNING:  So I bring us back to the performance objective that we have as we're contemplating the design of all this, which is a dramatic leap in performance, not just reproducing the disparities that we've got right now.


If we accept that ‑‑ I mean, Ben has talked quite a bit about the characteristics of working conditions and so forth.  Regardless of the sector you are in, high‑performing organizations that are capable of sustained high performance over time share common cultures.  They share common working conditions. They also are great managers of their own performance and managers of feedback.


We are going to have to have the patience somehow do cultivate our schools as sustained high‑performing organizations, and to that, while we have a great deal of urgency, we are going to have to help the field be stewards of the long view along with us, not get so focused on year‑to‑year fluctuations and scores, but take longer bodies of evidence over periods of time, so that we can really cultivate the kind of excellence that's not about gaming one year to the next, but ends up really producing that sustained progress.


In our State ‑‑ and I had a conversation recently in California ‑‑ we've got about 8 to 10 percent of schools in our State that show high sustained growth over 3 consecutive years in two or more subjects.  That top 10 percent, we need to understand what's going on in them and make that the norm for a great deal more schools, and that gets to what Michael Fullan's point is.  We can do a lot better with what we have right now if we focus it a great deal more.


And how we design our accountability system, particularly just thinking about those different purposes, if we don't build the capacity for internal evaluation inquiry within our buildings to sustain themselves ‑‑ and it's only based on what we create at the State level ‑‑ we will only have re‑created 1.0, and so that, I think, is ultimately our challenge, is to make this stuff truly useful and be patient enough to recognize it will take some time in cultivating the organizations that we want and bringing the public along and understanding the evidence base for schools, so that ‑‑ face it.  This is hearts and minds and expectations.  That's what we're still battling here, and we need to start providing information that wins those hearts and minds and changes the expectations we have for kids in this country.


MR. JUPP:  Closing words from our colleagues from Ohio.


MR. SAWYERS:  Good afternoon, everyone.  I am Michael Sawyers.  I'm the Deputy in Ohio, and we'd like to thank Brad and the panelists for the opportunity to talk about the differentiated accountability conversation and the work that you've actually done to demonstrate the possibilities of what it actually can become.


Some of the highlights ultimately from our perspective, listening to the conversation, we agree that the framework ultimately needs the specified targets specifically for the reward, the focus, and the priority of the conversation.  We are trying to encapsulate that into what does that become within Ohio, and I am going to try to give you a couple of practical examples in just a minute.


We had a conversation ‑‑ we agree that the improvement and accountability system that ultimately does exist is a collective inquiry by all.  You do have to have the evidence, the cause, the planning, and the improvement.  That resonated with us, because it's a conversation we've been having at the local level, from the States specifically to the LEAs, as the district level, not necessarily to the school level but to the district level about the capacity that's necessary to change the culture.


And Ohio has been fortunate, because obviously we're one of the Race to the Top States, and we've spent a lot of time in the first year specifically talking about culture and capacity to do the work.  And we spent an inordinate amount of time having professional development conversations at the local level through a regionalized approach because of the size of our State and actually going to specific regions and having conversations with the transformation teams.


One of the things that was required in Ohio ‑‑ and now we're taking it from Race to the Top and the participating LEAs to the remaining LEAs in the State that are not part of Race to the Top ‑‑ is to have a conversation at the teacher level through the district.


In Ohio, when they created their plans for Race to the Top, we obviously have a State scope of work that's aligned to the local scopes of work that have to mirror each other.  Now we're expanding the conversation from the transformation teams that equate to 50‑percent teachers about the culture and capacity you have to create for the urgency for the work to occur.


So, when we tie it back to looking at the differentiation that you spoke about, we talked about the necessity when you look at the infrastructure, that you have to build the capacity not just at the SEA level, but within the LEA level to have the safe conversation, how can you put these topics on the table and have a deliberate conversation where accountability truly is the 14‑letter word, not the 4‑letter word, so how do you make that happen where it becomes the safe conversation.  And that's been one of the things we've spent some time talking about.


Ohio's focus is quality school choice.  There's a big debate going on related to community schools ‑‑ imagine that ‑‑ or charters.  Most people ‑‑ Ohio's law calls them "community."  We're special.  We don't call them "charter," but in our world, they're community schools.


But actually looking at, regardless of where the student chooses to go to school, how does it become a quality school choice for kids.  If it's a traditional school district or community school and E school, accredit recovery, dropout recovery, you name it, it's still a place where a child goes to school with the intent to get a quality education.  So how do we have the conversation about ultimately what quality is and hold person's accountable for ultimately sustaining an environment for kids?


From a practical standpoint, some specific examples in Ohio that Brad had kind of focused the conversation back at one point in time, I will start with leadership.


An example would be in our application, we actually for the persistently low‑achieving or performing schools in the State, we have an executive leadership academy in partnership with the Ohio State University.  So we actually have an executive principals academy we started last year, and it's non‑traditional, because it's not through the college of education.  It's actually through the Fisher College of Business.


And we're actually using the business school in concert with the College of Education to actually do an executive leadership academy with principals in these lowest‑performing schools throughout the State to talk about how can you, instead of why you can't, so that the victim mentality is not present, and we actually bring in specific exemplars throughout the State of best practice to show them that there are like demographics in other parts of the State that are really having high levels of student achievement.  How can you replicate some of their programming and talk about what they've done within their school district to ultimately benefit your kids?


Another thing that you spoke directly about was the cross‑district networks.  We believe that's inherently important.  It's tied directly to our Race to the Top plan for the districts that are participating in a regionalized approach, but beyond that, I'll use the Ohio Urban 8.


The eight largest school districts in the State actually have formed what we call the "Ohio 8."  They are part of the 21 largest school districts in the State, but having deliberate cross‑network conversations routinely at the SEA level with them to talk about ultimately student achievement and progress and the challenges that are being faced ‑‑ and we're trying to change the face of the SEA, instead of being just the accountability regulatory police and to becoming the support partner.


And it's actually been a challenge because they don't know what to do with it.  They don't trust it.  They are afraid that this is going to lead to something, and they are waiting for us to come back and smack them across the head and say you didn't do it right.  So it's really changing that whole conversation to make it a safe place to go.


Beyond that, other examples specifically for the differentiation and accountability, we're trying to change the SEA perspective of customer service, and I agree with the comment that you have to be careful about going to the building levels.  So we have done it in a different manner, not labeled as the State.


We have given money to ‑‑ we have educational service centers, 56 of them in the State regionally throughout Ohio.  We give money to the educational service center to hire personnel that are not ODE, Ohio Department of Education.  They are ESE, so they're safer, and those people work directly with us to go into school districts to actually provide the technical assistance and support that's necessary.


We also have transformation specialists on specific topics for instructional coaching that we do in the same manner but don't label that as ODE. They are ODE‑like, and people are starting to figure that out, but it still provides the customer service and support that is necessary to be successful.


At the end of the day, we talk about learning zones, innovation zones, professional development, resources.  The bottom line is we have to continue to build our capacity at the SEA level and the LEA level to do what's necessary to work to change the culture, and to us, that's the conversation, how do you change the culture or practice to make it safe to have an accountability community, because of all the legislative requirements, and Ohio is now notorious for them in many ways, because House Bill 153 became law for us yesterday in the State of Ohio and implemented many new performance measures for teachers.


Now we're going out to try to change the face of how can we make this work in a culture of accountability that differentiates based upon the schools for kids, because at the end of the day, our focus is this is about kids.


That's all I have.


MR. JUPP:  Fantastic.  Thank you very much.


This has been an incredible day and an incredible couple of days, and I am really again going to thank you for your willingness to take this on.  We are excited about this historic moment.


As we bid you farewell, what I'd like to do is first thank our discussants, Delia, Eric, and Kati, thank them very much.


[Applause.]


MR. JUPP:  And also Rich and Ben who I think went into even newer ground than our previous discussants and I thing helped us begin to conceptualize what is going to be difficult work in each of our States, so thank you, Ben, and thank you, Rich.


[Applause.]
Closing Remarks and Evaluation


MR. JUPP:  And I am going to excuse our speakers and get us to a quick wrap‑up.


First, what I'd like to do is to ask each of you to grab that yellow sheet of paper.  It's the hold middle school trick, the colored piece of paper.  That's a cue.  Find the yellow sheet of paper, and as you fill it out ‑‑ can somebody just hold theirs up?


Yeah, there we go.  See, this is how it works.  If you need one, we will give you one.  Very good.


There are a couple of things I want you to ponder as you fill it out.  Certainly, we want your feedback.  Certainly, we want to know how we could do better.  I think that's important, but as we look forward to the next 3, 7, 11 weeks of our relationship with you and of the work that you have to do, think about the kinds of support you may need in completing your request, if you are going to complete your request on a timeline like that.


There's portions of the evaluation form that call for what your interests are for additional technical assistance.  We will take that very, very seriously.


We may not be able to execute all of it, and you may find that some of the work that you call for might be being done by outside organizations, which would be just fine, but most important for us to play a role in making sure that those needs get met, we need to know what it is that you think will help you get the work done.


Second, and while you're filling this out, I want to do the routine end‑of‑meeting thank‑yous, because I think it's been really important for us to recognize that this was not simply something that we threw together lightly.


First, I want to thank the Council of Chief State School Officers.  Are there any CCSSO folks that have made it through? 


There, we go.  We definitely want to thank Kiersten, because Kiersten pulled together not only the meeting for CCSSO but also helped make sure that there was a dovetail, so that we could fit our meeting up against their meeting.  And that made things very easy.


We want to thank Jean, and we want to thank Chris Minnich, too, because, frankly, they were able to help us not only just pull together a meeting that was coherent across two organizations, but also where we shared vital resources, and we're really grateful for the generosity of CCSSO in their willingness to extend their services on helping do travel when necessary, on helping to make sure that was room arrangements, and ultimately doing something that we can never do in the Department of Education, they provided food, okay?  We would have had to send you guys loose for lunch, so thank you, CCSSO, for your generosity and for your hard work.


[Applause.]


MR. JUPP:  I also think we've had a lot of talk in the last couple of days about breaking down silos.  If you want to talk about the pot calling the kettle black, we've got our silos, and they're hard to break down.


The point that I want to make, however, is that this was a three division exercise.  We had extraordinary help from our Office of Elementary and Secondary Education.  Michael Yudin is the leader.  I see Lexi, and I don't know ‑‑ is Liz around?


And there are other great OESE people around, and I want to thank Michael, Liz, and Lexi for their hard work and also everybody on the OESE team.  Thank you very much.


[Applause.]


MR. JUPP:  Really, Carmel, the OPEPD, I don't know what the initials are.  I've been here for 2‑1/2 years.  So our policy team, which is OPEPD, policy, budget, all that other stuff that I can't quite unpack ‑‑ there is no "B" in OPEPD.  I know.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  Sorry.  Our OPEPD partnership included Carmel and included Chad and it included Scott and it included Margaret.  Would you guys raise your hands?  It was great to have all of those guys and all of the rest of the OPEPD people.


[Applause.]


MR. JUPP:  And then my homeys on the ISU, we have Ann Whelan, we have Matt Gandel, we have Erin, we have Marisa, we have Jamila, we have Courtney.  That team, I think, just didn't have this job on September 6th, had this job on September 7th, and got the job done by September 30th, and I'd like to thank them for all of the hard work that they did.  It's just been fantastic.


[Applause.]


MR. JUPP:  And with the ISU comes the resources that our contractors who normally support us in the Race to the Top arena and who are supporting us now because the Race to the Top reform support network is not only dedicated to supporting those States individually and those States collectively, but also all 50 States, and we brought to bear the resources that Race to the Top could bring to support all 50 States, and we had excellent support from our pals at ICF and our pals at Miko and all of the contractors that they brought to bear to make this room work and to make this meeting work, and I want to thank them, too, for all of their hard work.  Wendy and team, great job.


[Applause.]


MR. JUPP:  As always, we're giving you no notice, and as always, you're delivering with no notice.  Fantastic.


I want to just close by saying one more time to you all, this has been no mean task over the last 2 days.  I hope that ‑‑ have I forgotten anybody, incidentally?  As long as I haven't forgotten anybody, we're in good shape.


I want to thank you guys.  This has been, I think, a remarkable event to kick off what I hope is the historic understanding that the Secretary has called us to respond to.


Thank you very much, and I hope you have a great trip back.


[Applause.]


[Meeting concluded at 3:39 p.m.]

