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MR. JUPP: I am going to ask my colleagues from Massachusetts to join us, and then our first round discussants to join us as well.  So I would love to have Mitchell and Karla, sitting over here, and Garth, Amy, and Ross to my left.


As we assemble, what I would like to do is to say that, as we did last time, we are going to be focusing on three basic concepts here.  We want to focus on the State context.  We want to focus on what the State has accomplished, and we want to focus on the challenges that lay ahead.


We had a very up‑close, tight focus on teacher evaluation in the conversation with Tennessee.  Our colleagues in Massachusetts, I have urged them to talk a little bit more broadly, and I urge you to think a little bit more broadly, because as we said when we laid out this issue before, what we are looking at is not simply teacher evaluation systems, although of course they are at the center.  And we are not just looking at ways of measuring teacher performance and student performance, although those are now at the center of teacher evaluation.  We are looking at what this means for the teaching career and what it means for the career of becoming leaders, and I have asked Massachusetts to talk as broadly as they can, and I urge you to think as broadly as you can, even as we know that these pressing measurement issues are the tough issues of the day.


By way of introduction, what I would like to do first is to ask my colleagues from Massachusetts to introduce themselves, and then we will ask the discussants to introduce themselves as well.


MS. BAEHR:  I am Karla Baehr, until last month Deputy Commissioner in Massachusetts.  I'm now semi‑retired.  Mitchell is keeping me aboard, as I'm challenging this time.


I have been heavily involved in the last several years redesigning the State's accountability system for districts and schools and most recently and now leading the roll‑out of our new Educator Evaluation system.


Prior to coming to the department, I was superintendent for 19 years actually in Massachusetts, part of that time in an affluent suburb and then 8 years in the City of Lowell Public Schools.  I have great relationships with folks in the field in Massachusetts that stretch back a long time.


MR. CHESTER:  Good morning.  Mitchell Chester, Commissioner of Massachusetts. 


What Karla didn't tell you is under Massachusetts retire/rehire requirements, I can only rehire her for up to 50 percent of her time, so now I can only get about 40 or 50 hours a week out of her, which has been really problematic.


[Laughter.]


MR. CHESTER:  I can't hold a job.  I've been in Ohio, got colleagues from Ohio at the State level, was in Philadelphia, ran a collection of offices for the school district under Superintendent David Hornbeck, started out as an elementary school teacher in Connecticut, worked in various administrative assignments, and worked for the State education agency in Connecticut, eventually heading their Bureau of Curriculum and Instruction.


MR. JUPP:  Beginning with Ross, let's have a quick introduction of our discussants.


MR. WIENER:  Good morning, everybody.  I am Ross Wiener.  I am the Executive Director of the Education and Society Program at the Aspen Institute, and one of the things we do is we organize a network of urban school districts, their superintendents, their CAOs and CFOs, and talk to them, organize retreats for them and sort of peer learning sessions largely around human capital development issues.


MS. McINTOSH:  I am Amy McIntosh, and I am helping New York State do the Teacher and Leader Effectiveness part of our Race to the Top application.  I am a Senior Fellow with the Regents Research Fund, which is affiliated with New York State.


MR. HARRIES:  I am Garth Harries.  I am Assistant Superintendent in New Haven and have been the coordinator and architect of the process we have built there.


MR. JUPP:  Great.  So this is going to be a lively discussion.


The format is going to be familiar, so I don't need to spend as much time with you on how we are going to do it, but you are going to discover as a middle school teacher, I am going to be really clear about process.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  What we are going to do first is to give Karla and the Commissioner about 12 to 15 minutes to look closely at their work.  I am going to be a little bit more relaxed on that time.  If they are pushing 17 minutes, I am not going to give them the hook, but when they get to 18, we are going to say stop.


From there, we are going to turn to 10 minutes of clarifying questions.  The clarifying questions are simple questions with simple answers, trying to get the facts straight on what is going on at the State level and on the ground in Massachusetts.


From there, 20 minutes of probing questions.  The round of clarifying and probing question will be led by our discussants.  We will mix it up a little bit, and we will create a little bit of cross‑talk, especially during the probing questions, because I want to encourage and cultivate a culture of conversation here.


After we have 30 minutes of the conversation up here on the stage, what we are going to do is to turn it over to the entire group, and I am going to urge you all to engage in a discussion not only with Massachusetts but also our discussants, so that you can learn as much about the issues at hand.


After that 30‑minute discussion, which again if there is interest, we can probably relax a little bit to maybe 35 minutes.  What we will do is to give Massachusetts 5 minutes to wrap up ‑‑ I think that is important ‑‑ and invite a State leader.  In this case, it is going to be Lillian Lowery, who is the Superintendent of Schools, am I right?


MS. LOWERY:  Secretary.


MR. JUPP:  She is the Secretary of Education in the State of Delaware ‑‑ to offer her reflection from a State perspective on the discussion that just transpired.


With that, what I am going to do is turn the mouse over to the Massachusetts team and let them begin their presentation.


MR. CHESTER:  You are assuming I know how to work this thing.


MR. JUPP:  There you go.


MR. CHESTER:  Okay. 


We will try to provide you with an overview of the context of our key reform strategies, theory of action, and focus down specifically on the Educator Effectiveness strategies, particularly around the evaluation piece, and hope to identify by the end some of the key challenges.


Just a very quick overview.  Massachusetts undertook a comprehensive reform agenda back in 1993, and one of the unique things about the State ‑‑ and by the way, I have only been in the State since 2008, so I do not take credit for this, but it is a State that stuck with the basic formula, setting high standards, developing assessments, high‑quality assessments that aimed high in terms of the performance expectations on those assessments, holding folks accountable for results, both adults in the system and students ‑‑ students do have to pass an exit exam to earn a high school diploma ‑‑ and in return for that, a substantial fiscal investment in the State system, an investment that was very much targeted toward the school districts that had the least ability to raise their own money.


Beginning in 2008, we took that outstanding testing program that we have and borrowed from Colorado, who was represented here ‑‑ I don't know if they still are ‑‑ their growth model and implemented that in Massachusetts.  We do have a robust data system that allows us to link student scores to teacher scores, so we are at this point able to not only generate individual student growth scores, but we're able to aggregate to the teacher level and then to the school and district level.


We are a State with about a million K‑12 students.  They are served by about 350 school districts plus another 70 or 80 charter schools at this point, so most of those school districts are fairly small, which is part of the context that we deal with.


I will give you a comparison.  I don't know if anybody is here from Maryland.  Maryland has roughly the same K‑12 enrollment, about a million students.


In how many counties, Kati?  Do you know that offhand?  Twenty‑something, 22, 24?  Twenty‑four counties.  That is part of the challenge that we face in implementing statewide programs is how to ensure a robustness and consistency across many school districts, many of whom had very limited capacity to implement.


There is a strong tradition of local control, a strong union presence in Massachusetts, and the State law that mandates that teacher evaluation be bargained collectively at the local level.  And part of what we are going to show you, we tried to accomplish up till now strictly through the regulatory process without changing State status, so that may be of interest to you as we move forward.


Karla?


MS. BAEHR:  Massachusetts theory or action, the red is what we will concentrate on this morning, around attracting, developing, and retaining an effective educator workforce, but it is in the larger context of providing strong curricular and instructional resources, so we signed on.  We had strong curriculum frameworks, and then we signed on to the Common Core.


We have revised our curriculum frame to incorporate the Common Core, and that is also a linchpin of the strategy moving forward.


Concentrating resources in our lowest‑performing schools and districts.  We have developed a differentiated accountability system, identified our first group of 35 of lowest‑performing groups in our 9 largest urban districts, and it has given us an opportunity to really link the department with those 9 districts to build district capacity to turn around the schools.  Our theory of action is not that the State turns around schools; it's that we build district capacity to do that and hold the districts responsible for that.


And then focusing on college‑ and career‑readiness standards and develop the recommended curriculum that involves, for example, 4 years of mathematics through Algebra II and making that the default high school curricula in Massachusetts, so we are in the process of doing that as well.


If we accomplish all those things, then we will be both raising the ceiling and the floor and closing the gap by raising the floor more rapidly than otherwise.


Our education evaluation is within the larger context of educator effectiveness, so we have developed a set of strategies around strengthening recruitment, preparation, licensure, selection hiring and assignment, and induction and support.


For example, we have brought the UTeach program into one of our State universities to try to deal with this, begin to deal with the very challenging problem of where do we find the next generation of math and science teachers.


We are developing a dual licensure program for already‑certified teachers, so that they can be certified in ESL or in special education.  It is an online program, and the cost of which we're heavily subsidizing at the State level, so it's something that districts can buy into to, again, address that area of shortage.


We are revamping our education preparation program approval standards, and we are tying approval to outcomes programs, outcomes in terms of how teachers are actually performing in the classroom, 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 5 years out of the preparation program.  We are piloting new standards, and we hope to have that fully in place in about 18 months.


We have developed new standards for administrators for licensure and new standards for relicensure and an online performance assessment system that will help us raise the level more consistently across the State.


We are focusing again around district support, stronger professional development, so that we are modeling and making available some very strong professional development and holding ourselves to a high standard for delivery and application and outcome and working with districts to build their capacity for strong professional development, but more broadly to strengthen their HR capacity, because as we have looked across the State, that is a major weakness we see across districts.  There is a very limited understanding of strategic human capital development and limited capacity, and so that is an area of great need that we are trying to develop our expertise with the support of consultants and a broader strategy to build capacity of the State to help districts do that.


MR. CHESTER:  Let me spend a little bit of time on what we tried to accomplish with our teacher evaluation requirements, specifically the architecture of that system.


I think Karla is going to tell you a little bit about kind of the evolution, how we got input, because we went to great lengths to get input on this, but at the end of the day, there were five principles that came to the front that define the architecture I am going to show you.


First and foremost, it was critical to me that student learning be the centerpiece of evaluation, and I try to stress ‑‑ it's not always heard this way ‑‑ that for the majority of our teachers, evaluation done well is about teacher development.  It is about teacher support.  It is not about sorting and ranking and getting rid of teachers, although it will accomplish that for those small number of teachers who I anticipate, despite the opportunity to improve, are not going to be capable of doing that.


That is kind of a messaging issue that I have tried to make front and center, but having said that, we are not shying away from student learning being absolutely the foundation of this, and so that goes hand in glove with the second piece, growth and development.


Third is we are requiring our districts to recognize excellence in their teaching force, and by the way, I should preface this by saying that the architecture and the general principles apply to administrators as well as teachers, so we are requiring all our districts to come up with some kind of reward and recognition program.  We are not specifying that it has to be built into the compensation structures.  That may be the way in which some folks go at it, but one way or another, they have got to identify their best and brightest and celebrate them.


We are setting a high bar for tenure, so very similar, I believe, at least in principle, to what you heard from Tennessee yesterday.  We have a 3‑year ramp‑up to tenure, and the expectation in these regulations is that unless a new teacher demonstrates proficient or higher performance, they are not going to get their tenure.  And it shortens the timelines for improvement.


So, for tenured teachers, a 1‑year timeline kicks in for improvement, after which districts have the authority, the ability to dismiss if folks are not measuring up and are not improving.


The basic architecture ‑‑ and I think my New Haven colleague will see imprints of kind of the way New Haven went at this, although maybe a little more simplified format ‑‑ the basic notion here is that for every teacher ‑‑ and again, we could say this about administrators ‑‑ there is two judgments that are arrived at.  One judgment is about that individual's impact on student learning, and we require that folks decide whether that impact is low, moderate, or high.  And in a minute, Karla is going to walk you through the mechanism for making those determinations.


The second judgment that is made is about that person's professional performance, and that performance is categorized into one of four ratings, from exemplary to unsatisfactory.  It is the intersection of those two judgments that determines the consequences.


So where you see green, you see someone that we have less concern about.  Where you see yellow and read, you see someone that we have greater levels of concern about, and there is very specific consequences that kick in.  The folks who are rewarded the excellence, the celebration of excellence, would be the folks in the exemplary category.  This diagram doesn't pull that out.


Where you have got agreement, so where the rating of the person's professional practice, which is essentially that vertical bar, based on observations, based on artifacts of instruction and so forth, and where that agrees with the impact of the individual on student learning, you are in sync, right?


So, in the upper right part of this, this matrix, everything is lining up that this is an individual that's doing well.  Students are learning, and our judgment about that person's practice is strong.


In the lower left corner of this matrix, you've got agreement.  Not only do we have concerns about this person's practice, but the evidence about student learning is low.


It's the off quadrants where a different consequence kicks in.  So, in the upper left quadrant ‑‑ and this applies to tenured teachers ‑‑ you've got folks who, based on the supervisor's judgment, are doing well in terms of their practice, but the evidence of their impact on student learning is low.  That kicks in a 1‑year growth plan that has to address the reason for the discrepancy, and it also kicks in a second check on that supervisor's rating.  Whether that's the superintendent or another administrator in the district, they have to validate the supervisor's rating that in fact this person is exemplary or proficient.


In the bottom right quadrant where the evidence on the impact on student learning is at least moderate, if not high, but the supervisor has concerns about the individual's professional practice, whether that's based on actual practice in the classroom, whether that's based on the person's conduct with her or her colleagues in the school and impact on the school culture, that kicks in a 1‑year plan, an improvement plan that has to address the reasons for that person's low rating.


And at the end of that plan, if you're in the needs improvement band, you can't continue in the needs improvement band.  Your supervisor has got to bite the bullet.  Either you're now proficient or higher, or you're now down in the unsatisfactory category and you're on your way to potential termination within a year unless you really shape up quickly.


So that's kind of the basic outline.  Every individual as part of their plan, whether it's self‑directed or whether it's directed or whether it's an improvement plan has to set two goals, and this becomes important, depending on where you are on this matrix in terms of consequences.


One goal is a goal for student learning.  The second goal is a goal for your own professional practice, and that plays into the schema as well.


There's a lot of detail in this that I didn't share with you, but Karla is going to drill down into it a little bit more with this diagram.


MS. BAEHR:  Let me be fairly quick with this, though.  The left‑hand boxes, the whole focus of our system is that there are multiple measures that no educator, be he or she a principal, a superintendent, or a teacher, is judged on the basis of one piece of evidence.  So, in the multiple sources of evidence, we're talking about products or practice.


We learned that half of our urban districts had contract provisions or past practices that were in effect contract provisions, that precluded unannounced visits to classrooms.  Our principles of evaluation that we made in the regulations require unannounced observation and are silent on the question of announced.  So, when a district negotiates now and when they enter negotiations to make their evaluation systems conform with State regulations, they have to have unannounced observation as a part of the system, and they don't have to have announced observation, the typical dog‑and‑pony show, which in many districts is the sum total of evaluation.


The products of practice, multiple measures of student learning is the middle box of evidence, and then other evidence, which will eventually include required, for administrators, staff surveys about working conditions and leadership practices, and for teachers, it will require student surveys and possibly parent surveys, although we're studying that at the State level to see whether there's really enough research behind that as a tool.  But we're convinced that there's enough research behind student and staff perceptual data that we know, that we'll include that.


What we've said to the districts is that we're committed under regulation to providing guidance within 18 months about how to do the surveying and possibly what tools to use, so we are urging districts to experiment now, but that we'll give guidance on the basis of further research and knowledge from the field.


So those three sources of evidence are run through a rubric.  Every district is required to have a rubric that describes practice at four levels with considerable specificity, and the rubric guides judgments about exemplary practice, proficient practice, needs improvement, or unsatisfactory.


There are four standards that we have articulated in the regulations with some specificity, with indicators behind them, so districts have to develop rubrics that are consistent with the specificity of the regulations, all of that, plus attainment of the two goals that the Commissioner spoke about.  The goal about practice an a goal about learning all roll into the judgment of the summative evaluation rating.


Then separately, the educator gets a rating on impact on student learning.  We've committed to the districts that by June of this current academic year, we will give guidance about developing district‑determined measures, particularly for non‑tested areas, and for how they should think about what's moderate versus what's high, what's low.


So we've given ourselves at the State until next June to provide some detailed guidance for the districts, but they all know it's coming, and they will be then the following year identifying their district‑determined measures, at least two of them, for every content area, and the following year implementing those and beginning the process of rating educators on impact on student learning.


In some cases, they will be able to move more quickly for principals, for example, principal evaluation, because most districts already have two measures, because they're got the State measure of growth, and most of them have one other.  The administrators would be the first; the superintendents will be the first.  We think it's appropriate to have ratings for impact on student learning before the classroom teacher faces that judgment, that rating.


We want to put the educators at the center of their own evaluation, which is to say we want them to have something that they play a key role in, that it's not something that's done to them, so we have a five‑step cycle here, involves their proposing goals.  Ultimately, the evaluator decide what the goal is, but the educator has the obligation of proposing goals, and we think that's fitting.


If I can jump to key accomplishments so far, because I can see Brad tapping his toe here.


[Laughter.]


MS. BAEHR:  So key accomplishments so far within the largely contextual ones, as the Commissioner mentioned, we've developed the growth percentile to measure year‑to‑year growth, and we are now able to tie that to individual teachers and to individual schools.


We have reorganized the department around results‑driven planning.  We're not going to be able to have this happen in districts across the Commonwealth unless we reorganize out the department operates, so we're in the middle of a pretty serious reorganization to focus on using the deliver model for results‑focused project management.


And the other key accomplishment today is that we have really built and strengthened the vehicles for deeper collaboration with the field, and collaboration is not just, you know, it feels nice.  It means that we can have really deep conversations, sometimes very contentious, about the stuff that matters, and that we recognize that we're in this together, even if we don't always agree.


We used the development of our Educator Evaluation regulations as a test for this.  We put together a 41‑member task force, made up of all of the usual suspects plus a few others, to hammer out, to take a look at what was going wrong with Educator Evaluation, what needed to be different about it, and that task force convened last August, a year ago August, worked through until March of this past school year, and developed a report to submit to the Commissioner to form the back bone of the regulations.


The Commissioner then toughened them up in terms of student learning impact, brought them to the board, 60‑day public comment period.  We got more comments than any other piece of regulation, except for our State testing system back in '95, analyzed all that data, brought that.  It was a terrific process.  It helped us clarify and changed the regulations to make them much clearer, much stronger, much more doable, yet still ambitious.


The board voted those regulations on June 28th.  We're rolling out with our Level 4, which are our underperforming schools, so our 35 schools in 9 districts are the first ones to implement.  They're implementing now, along with 11 early adopter districts that applied to be early adopters.  Next year, all of our Race to the Top districts will be expected to implement, and the following year, every other district in the Commonwealth.


A key part of our strategy, since we can't dictate the full model, is that we are rolling out a model system that includes recommended contract language.  It will include the rubrics.  It will include an implementation guide rubrics for different kinds of teacher and administrator roles, and so we're in the throes of developing that model.


We have a first draft of our classroom teacher rubrics and our principal rubrics out for comment by representatives of key associations, and we've got a set of other work underway.  We are building the airplane as we're flying it.


One of the most useful strategies for us has been to work with our nine largest urban districts that have these 35 schools, where they get to implement in just a smaller number of their districts first, so they get to start developing the HR capacity to do this.


Monday, we'll be having a meeting with four vendors that we've pre‑approved, both national and local vendors who are pretty well known for their work with professional development and HR, and we're going to tie them into a network and gradually expand it, so that if the State takes a role in shaping the vendor's approach, so that when districts who are free to choose what vendors they use to help them do this work, when they choose these folks, these folks we know.  We've done some quality control with and some ongoing communication to help them know what they need to do and what we're going to hold them accountable for in terms of their results.


MR. CHESTER:  This is the last slide, Brad.  One minute to go.


[Laughter.]


MR. CHESTER:  I am not going to read through all these.  I am going to highlight two things, kind of going with the first dot point.


Part of the challenge that we've had in thinking through both the substance of what we are requiring and the process for implementing and requiring it is to what extent can we get this done without statutory change.


A State statute makes a teacher evaluation a mandatory subject of collective bargaining but also gives the State board of education authority to adopt regulations and the authority to review district evaluation plans for consistency with those regulations.


So we've tried to stay within the regulatory process.  We've built into the regulations a review by the State.  If a district adopts the default, the model program that we're developing, they're fine, but it will surprise me if we don't get tested in court or otherwise in terms of when we tell a district this does not measure up, so we are anticipating that.


There is also a ballot initiative that is percolating in Massachusetts that would give us the authority.  Among other things that it would do, it would give us the authority to actually approve, not just review.


Second thing I'd highlight, this might go with reform fatigue, strengthening district and school capacity.  Often superintendents will say to me, "Gosh, we're pushing hard here.  We have won Race to the Top.  We've got a lot of stuff going there.  We have adopted new curriculum frameworks, which include the Common Core, and now you're asking us to implement this teacher evaluation piece."


What I have been trying to make the case for is the teacher evaluation piece should very much be integral to implementing the new curriculum, the new curriculum frameworks.


The core of what this evaluation protocol should be, if done well, is driving this critical discussion on what are you spending your time teaching and how well are you doing it, and where is the room for improvement, and where are we not yet on the mark, so that's part of the case that I've been trying to make.


That is a brief overview of where we've been and where we're going, Brad.


MR. JUPP:  Fantastic.


I want to being now with the process of clarifying questions, and I am going to just model by asking one or two.  Remember clarifying questions, word or two in the answer, really fact‑based.


I noted that you have taken up a role in setting standards for approving teacher preparation colleges.  Have you all developed the measures for that yet?


MS. BAEHR:  They are under development.


MR. JUPP:  Under development.  And are you working with your higher ed teacher prep community to develop those measures?


MS. BAEHR:  Yes.


MR. JUPP:  And what's the timeline for actually implementing them?


MS. BAEHR:  They are being piloted now, and I believe the anticipated implementation is next year.


MR. JUPP:  Fantastic.


MR. CHESTER:  The addition I'd say is part of those measures will be the efficacy of their graduates, and we do have the growth measures, as we said, in that regard.


MR. JUPP:  Thank you.


To my discussants, clarifying questions?


MR. WIENER:  I have about 8 or 10.


[Laughter.]


MR. WIENER:  The first one, I'm curious.  In lots of conversations, one of the first things that comes up is sort of the waiting, how much is this going to count for or that going to count for, and that didn't really come up, so I'm just curious.  What does that look like in Massachusetts?  Who exercises that judgment?  What does the State guidance look like?


I'm just curious how explicit have you been about where this professional judgment fit in.  Is it only on the observation front?


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  Now, for the audience, this may actually be a bit of a probing question.  We're going to let it go, but ‑‑ no, go ahead.


MR. WIENER:  Should we come back to that?


MR. JUPP:  No, no.  Go ahead.  Let's take it up while it's hot.


MR. CHESTER:  Do you want me to respond?


MR. JUPP:  Go ahead.


MR. CHESTER:  I think this is a core question.  This is very purposeful, this architecture, in part because I wanted to leapfrog the discussion of percentage.  The discussion of percentage was just caustic in Massachusetts, was going to be divisive, was going to weigh down the whole process, and it was unclear to me what it was going to yield in the end.


So we came up with this scheme where you're making two judgments, one on impact on student learning.  You've got to use the State growth scores where they're available, but for the vast majority of our teachers, they are not available.  They are available for about one out of five of our teachers at best, and so we are working on the other measures.


But you could argue that this is essentially at least 50 percent.


MR. HARRIES:  So I have a fact‑based that gets on this chart.  So you have this band of directed growth plan, which spans essentially from low to high impact on student learning.  Can teachers be dismissed if they are in that band?


MR. CHESTER:  Yes.  If you are in the needs improvement ‑‑ this gets into the weeds a little bit ‑‑ a tenured teacher, you're in the needs improvement, you're on a 1‑year plan.  At the end of that year, a judgment has to be made, have you made the grade that you're now proficient, and if not, you're dropping down to unsatisfactory, and then you're in dismissal territory.


MS. McINTOSH:  Could you go from this slide to the next one, that one?


You have said student learning is central.  I see it in like four places.  Does student learning impact your rating on the standards as well as this separate rating you spoke of?


MS. BAEHR:  There are three places it appears.


MS. McINTOSH:  Okay.


MS. BAEHR:  One is in the turquoise on the screen.  It's sort of the blue box on the left.  Multiple measures of student learning can play a part in a rating on one or more standards.


For example, a second standard for teachers is teaching all students.  There are a set of indicators related to teaching all students, so student learning data that points to, say, enormous success with the lowest‑achieving kids in the classroom or with English language learners is something that would be likely noted in standard, too, and play a part in the rating for standard, too. That's a place where student learning plays.


The second place where it plays out is in the box near the bottom, the tan box around attainment of educator goals, because at least one of those goals has to be related to student learning.


Then the third place is in the independent rating on educator impact, which is built off of at least two measures, and they are what the regulations call "district‑determined measures," so where the State measure for English language proficiency or the State measure for English and math is available, that has to be used, but then there would have to be, though, a total of at least two measures.  And districts are going to have to identify what's the common measure across subject or across the district for grade and subject of what those measures would be.


We are encouraging districts, and our early adopter districts that are working on this now are deeply engaging in the conversation about how do we use this as an opportunity to broaden the kind of assessment we use, not narrow it, how do we start to use, for example, performance assessment, a range of applied assessments that aren't standard, paper‑and‑pencil, multiple‑choice kind of thing, so that we use this to really broaden what we are assessing.


MR. JUPP:  Ross, are you ready to try again?


MR. WIENER:  All right, let me try.


[Laughter.]


MR. WIENER:  This will be somewhat more clarifying.


Karla, you talked about you set this high bar for the professional development the State is offering, and that is this huge sort of space of lots of effort unknown.  So I am curious if you could just say how will yo know whether you've met that high bar.  What measures are you using?


MS. BAEHR:  We are developing the measures now, but they have to do with whether the practice of the administrator is going through the professional development or the teacher is actually changing, are they applying what they are learning in the classroom.


So, for example, we have been using National Institute of School Leadership.  We have adapted.  We have worked with them to adapt the NISL principal training program to Massachusetts context, and we have got third‑party evaluation of, so what's happening that's the same or different for folks that have gone through that program.  We are going to use some of the National Staff Development Council, I guess now called "Learning Forward," standards and develop an evaluation of our own programs and then work with districts to use some of those same measures for evaluation of their PD.


MS. McINTOSH:  So, going back to the tenured discussion, will the student learning outcomes impact the ability to earn tenure or not?


MR. CHESTER:  Tell me if this is answering the question you're asking.


This is another place where we tried to thread the needle on not going for statutory change but working through regulation.  So, in regulation, we built in a presumption that no teacher would be retired for that fourth year, because the statute defines tenure as you're hired that fourth year, you're retired.


So we built into the regulations a presumption that no teacher will be rehired for the fourth year if they haven't demonstrated proficient performance or higher, and that if in fact that teacher is going to be rehired, if the supervisor makes that decision, the superintendent then has an obligation to verify and validate that decision.


MR. WIENER:  You talked a bunch about the engagements that went on.  Just quickly, who was the working group who actually built this?  Who was representative?


MS. BAEHR:  So principals, elementary principals, secondary principals, leaders from both of the two unions in the State, business representatives, independent teachers who were not affiliates with unions, principals who were not affiliated, representatives of their organizations, superintendents association, higher education.


MR. HARRIES:  And you were able to get things done with that group?


[Laughter.]


MS. BAEHR:  I retired.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  The closest to a clarifying probing question I've ever seen.


[Laughter.]


MS. BAEHR:  When all was said and done and sort of hammering this out, sort of forcing the kind of conversation, giving time to work through and talk through issues, it resulted in about 95‑percent agreement, sort of that 95 percent of this is agreed to by basically everyone in the room.


MR. CHESTER:  I think a lot of the architecture, what we finally adopted, actually came from the advisory group, the place where in my judgment, they just didn't bite the bullet.  They all sort of endorse that student learning is important, but they couldn't come to an agreement on how you'd build that into a system, so that's where I added that component, in a much more direct way than they brought forward to me.


MS. BAEHR:  Excuse me.  The high, moderate, and low was discussed ‑‑ the idea of high, moderate, and low, not exactly this construct, but the idea of it was discussed in the task force, and we could not get strong endorsement from the group.


MR. CHESTER:  Nor how to build it in, and that's where the percentage discussion, Ross, was just ‑‑ you couldn't even get to the starting line on that, so I was looking for a schema that avoided that discussion but nonetheless made clear that student learning is central.


MR. JUPP:  One quick round of clarifying questions, and then we turn it into probing question.  Ross, do you have one more?


MR. WIENER:  I guess if it's going to be a quick one.


You said something in your comments, Mitch.   You said there's a ballot initiative to make this about approval and not just review.  I didn't understand, actually.  What's your role now, and what would a ballot initiative change?


MR. CHESTER:  Current statute makes it unclear whether we could actually disallow an evaluation system that got negotiated locally.


So the ballot initiative is being organized by the Massachusetts Chapter of Stand for Children.  It's much broader than just the department's ability to actually approve or not approve.  It deals with a number of areas, such as the role of seniority and reduction in force and staff assignment decisions and things like that.


MS. McINTOSH:  You talked about an accelerated timeline for a tenured teacher to need to improve, and I think you said it is now 1 year.  What was it before?


MR. CHESTER:  Prior, State law and regulation had no say in that.  It was strictly a local decision, so you ended up with scenarios.


Probably on different than a lot of States here, it varies greatly from district to district as to what has been established through practice, through negotiations, whether or not folks are dogged about insisting on strong teaching and not tolerant of weak teaching.  Some places, they are really strong on that; some places, weak teachers can languish for pretty much indefinitely.


MS. BAEHR:  The other factor is when a tenured teacher or educator is dismissed, there is an appeals process through arbitration, and the arbitrators generally have assumed a longer period, so setting a model system and regulatory language that speaks to one year and then the plans that were read can be assured as 30 days under the regulations.  It's designed to restart the arbitration conversation.


MR. HARRIES:  As someone heavily invested into sort of just day‑to‑day of this, of teachers sitting with principals and others, to the extent that MCAS is a required part of this, do you provide that data before or after the end of school?


MR. CHESTER:  That is a great question, and right now we're getting it to them right about the end of school, so the timing is not ideal in that regard.


MR. JUPP:  We are going to move now to probing questions, about 15 or 20 minutes of them.  What I would like to do is now to just remind my discussants that they bring unique vantage points.


Garth is somebody that works in a medium‑sized school district and gets to look up at what the State department delivers down to him a lot, and I want him to think about the signals that a State sends and what a local school system perceives in that context.


Amy is somebody who has experienced both the State and the local level, although it's hard to call her LEA, which was the New York City Department of Education, anything like any other LEA in the United States, and I want her to think about this primarily from a State execution perspective.


Ross has the same sort of unique vantage point that our pal Tim Daly had yesterday.  He's looked across the country and seen a number of different systems and has the ability to compare.  Ross has cared a lot, however, about the fine work that gets done at the school district level, actually implementing these systems, and I hope that Ross is able to not only be comparative from a national perspective but able to develop our thinking around what it takes to actually do the work well at the LEA level.


Who would like to go first on this with a probing question?


MS. McINTOSH:  I would be happy to.


On the subject, speaking from a State who has 690 school districts ‑‑ you have 300 ‑‑ and very aware of the range of capacity, but most of it's low, we have required that much of our Race to the Top money go toward creating a cadre of educators, not the superintendents, but educators who will be our soldiers in reaching one team for every 20, 25 schools for professional development and so forth around not only evaluation but Common Core and data‑driven instruction.


What are you doing in Massachusetts to have skilled ambassadors, soldiers?  How are you really getting into the places that touch as close to the classroom as you can from a State?


MS. BAEHR:  We have two major vehicles, and we're developing.  This is pressing us to develop a third.


The first major vehicle we have is what we call the Level 4 network, which is our Level 4 schools, the 35 schools, the districts that have the 35 schools, so these are our 9 largest urban districts.


For the last year and a half, we developed them into a network where we regularly convene, either teleconference, webinar, or in person, the union leadership and district leadership around the challenges of school turnaround.  That's what it started as.


Some of the convenings have been with school leadership teams, school leaders and school leadership teams from the schools.  So that Level 4 network is now continuing the work for school turnaround but tying it now to Educator Evaluation, Common Core implementation, et cetera, so we have got this structure that we are using.  So we've got a cadre of folks within the department, a liaison.  We have a liaison to each of those districts who is able to then tap resources across the department and from outside the department to work to build district capacity around these issues.


We are about to contract with several HR organizations that can do good HR and good evaluation work, where we'll subsidize their involvement with districts, with these districts.  The districts will choose which partner they want, who they want to get tied to, of five that we'll make available.  They choose which partner they want.  We then will work with those partners, so they'll work both for the department and for the district.  So that's our strategy for our big urban districts.


We have a regional system of support that's focused on what we call, our districts, our Level 3 schools, so that is the next 50 typically largest districts serving the largest proportion of poorer kids, of English language learners, et cetera, so that's the next group of districts that most need the support.


For the last year and a half, 2 years, we've developed this regional system of support.  There is a school support specialist, the district person there, a variety of resources available regionally.  It is a virtual network.  It is not like we have offices all over the State.


So that's going to be our major mechanism.  We're supporting this, and we have to supplement that with expertise in this new Educator Evaluation system, so we're thrilled with that, so we're building that.


And then the third strategy is to work regionally with our education collaboratives, the best of them, which are 12 districts come together initially to have a collaborative that provided special ed support.  The best of those are now doing other kinds of supports, like New York's BOCES.  They're not that developed, but they're somewhere in the middle.


So we're going to use the collaboratives as the structure to reach our Level 1 and 2 districts as one of our major strategies for reaching them, building their capacity to do that service for districts.


MR. JUPP:  I am going to give the next question to Garth, but before I let Garth ask his question, I want Garth to have a moment to reflect on what he just heard, especially about the first of the two interactions between school district and State, because what I heard described was an incredibly hands‑on relationship between State and school district.  I can't imagine that those resources are unwelcome, but I also can imagine that there is some tension in how those resources are welcomed from the district's perspective.


Garth, what would happen if New Haven were ‑‑ and probably identified as one of the lowest‑performing school systems in Connecticut and then asked to submit to some of these generosity?


[Laughter.]


MR. HARRIES:  I don't need to ask my question now.


[Laughter.]


MR. HARRIES:  The first thing, it would entail a significant chunk of my time and my team's time to figure out how do we translate what we're doing into the language that's created at the State level, and from a district perspective, my calculus, that's time away from managing the process, working with principals who may not be doing those sets of things.


We as districts do this all the time, figure out how we describe what we're doing in terms that fit the criteria that the State has advanced.


As Mitch said, a lot of this looks very similar to some of the things we did in New Haven, so I'd go into that pretty confident that we had survived that process, but it would be a translation effort, which would be the orientation.


I probably simultaneously would be trying to figure out, okay, what are the best bits of those State resources and how can I cherry‑pick them for what are my real priorities, the things that I am most worried about in this, whether that is administrator capacity, quality of assessments that we have, those sets of things.  It would be a set of time, and it would be a translation effort.  In the seats you all sit in, you never forget that's the way we approach that effort.


MR. CHESTER:  So I get that not everybody says, "Oh, great, here comes the State to help."


[Laughter.]


MR. CHESTER:  I get that.


Part of the case that we have been trying to make to our superintendents is what we've done with these regs is we've given you a chance to wipe the slate clean.  If you've got negotiated agreements that just don't let you move and do the evaluation you need to do, if you've got past practice that's locked you in, if you can't go into a teacher's classroom without giving them 7 weeks notice, you now have the opportunity to say "no more" and wipe the slate clean.


It will be a mixed bag as to how.  A lot of superintendents will see that as a real opportunity and some real cover to do some things that they would like to do, and they're kind of hemmed in for whatever combination of those factors.


Many of our larger district superintendents or gateway ‑‑ we call them "gateway cities" or "commissioner's districts," you know, a lot of hard scrabble, old industrial communities in Massachusetts, a lot of those, the leadership there is pretty enlightened in a lot of ways and I think sees this effort as value‑added from that perspective.


MS. BAEHR:  I would add to that, that our relationship with those districts, certainly it varies.  If you talk to the district leadership of those nine districts, you would hear some saying, "The State has been an invaluable partner in this work that we've been doing together."  Others, they would say, "No, thank you.  This has been really a problem," so I don't want to sugarcoat that.


That said, the State starting in about 2003 established an urban superintendents network and began building this relationship.  I actually was sitting in the seat of an urban superintendent at that time and was involved in that network, so this is a 7‑ or 8‑year process of building relationships of two‑way conversation.  The department has learned at least as much from the districts as the districts have learned from any resources and help we have provided, and I think we have conveyed that steadfastly throughout this process.


So the support and resources that we're able to provide now are much more customized, focused, and relevant to the real work in districts instead of what a bunch of us sitting in an office might conjure up.


MR. HARRIES:  That makes a bunch of sense, particularly to Mitch's point about wiping the slate clean.  That is unquestionably valuable.


Part of the tension that we have in New Haven, this gets at how do you differentiate between districts that are in different places.  We, by contract and through our own efforts, wiped away a number of those constraints initially, and then some of the efforts ‑‑ there was legislation in Connecticut that nominally modeled itself on what we had done in New Haven but would have required us to then change our process, but didn't necessarily interpret it the right way.  That was not State department legislation; that was coming from other sources.


But it does get at what my course question would be, and I think Amy's earlier clarifying question gets at this.  How are you thinking, as you work with districts about this issue, of monitoring and encouraging quality interactions, Mitch, to your point ‑‑


MR. JUPP:  Right.


MR. HARRIES:  ‑‑ that are at the end of the day principals in front of teachers, giving them good feedback, and not compliance to a process that has a given number of steps to it?


MR. CHESTER:  I am going to let Karla also jump in.


I think it's a combination of the kinds of support efforts, kinds of modeling, support, networking people, not leaving them on their own to figure this out, so that to the point where if they want to just adopt something that we'll provide them, we'll provide it and give them technical assistance in implementing it well, in combination with some real accountability teeth on this.


So part of what we required in the regulations said for every teacher and administrator in the State, districts have to report to us all of the component parts that you see on the screen.  They have to report to us.  Even at a finer level, there is these four standards that contribute to the summative rating on then vertical axis.  They've got to for each individual provide the rating on each of the standards.  They've got to provide us with the rating for impact on student learning.  We've got the MCAS, the State testing results.  That will be very public.  There will be triangulation of information that will be transparent that will make it hard to justify having a school where everybody is doing great except for the students.


[Laughter.]


MS. BAEHR:  I want to just be clear that in the reporting to us, while they reported by individual teachers, we have gone to some pains in the regulations to ensure that that is considered confidential information, as part of the personnel record, and can't be then sought under a Freedom of Information Act and appear in a newspaper, listing everybody's name and what their ratings were, so we've gone through some considerable pain.


MR. CHESTER:  Yeah.  You can't publish Mitchell Chester's results to the public, but you can talk about the 25 teachers in this school.


MR. HARRIES:  I would encourage you ‑‑ you talked quickly about the upward feedback sorts of things, the staff surveys.  I would encourage you to think about some degree of publicity around that, because that is the quality, by district or whatever else, that is how to teachers feel about the feedback process.


MR. JUPP:  Ross is probably our last discussant probing question, and it's unfortunate, because we've got a whole lot, I think, of questions up here on this podium; however, I really want to get the audience involved.


For those of you out in the audience, you should be preparing your questions.  We have decided that they are not "mic runners"; they're "mic walkers."  The mic walkers need to get ready.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  They just didn't run yesterday.  I'm a little disappointed, but we're going to just call it what it is.  They're mic walkers.  They are going to be ready to start walking mics to you, starting in about 2 or 3 minutes.


Ross, your probing question, and then we bring it to the audience to engage all of us up here on the podium.


MR. WIENER:  Well, it's really a follow‑up on this line.  It's probing further into.


Mitch, you emphasized that this ought to be about growth and development, and yet what you want to capture and report back out sounds a lot like are you good at making ratings.  You have been soft in the past; we want to make sure you can lower the boom.


I am curious how you are thinking about teachers and principals, how they are experiencing this.  How do they know that really the point is growth and development?  So are there measures for how meaningful and actionable the feedback is they're getting?  Are you monitoring whether it's actually connected to resources for improvement?  What does that all look like?


Because I think lots of the conversations are inordinately pitched in part because of all the technical challenges on the "are you really going to do real ratings," and it feels like there's not as much sort of fullness about are you really going to help people get better.


MS. BAEHR:  I think that's a very real challenge.  It's a very real tension that we live with.


We are doing a couple of things.  We have just put out a very first draft of an implementation guide for our Level 4 schools that's pitched to how do you within a school implement this in a way that accelerates the school turnaround and improvement work, rather than detract from it.  It is designed to set up sort of practical "how do you do this."  It's all focused on the development end of this, how do you put together goals that are team goals.


There is a big emphasis in the regs.  The regs actually say you must consider team goals, so the notion of collaborative goal‑setting is front and center in the actual implementation of this.  We didn't talk about that at all, but that's sort of front and center.  That's a big part of what we are setting up in our implementation guide support.


We don't yet know how to collect what the right data is to collect and how to collect the right data that would get at exactly the kinds of questions you're asking.  So we are experimenting this year.  We've got teams going into ‑‑ as part of the school turnaround evaluation work in the 35 schools, we've contracted with an organization to continue to do some evaluation.  We are working with them to tweak what they look for this year that helps get an early indication of what's going right and what's going wrong around educator growth and development through the evaluation, so we hope to learn what kinds of questions, what kind of data we need that will help us monitor this over the long haul.


And we've got a pretty substantial contract that we've signed with a national organization, both one for evaluation and one for implementation support for us, so that we build our capacity around precisely these kinds of questions.


MR. CHESTER:  Ross, I mean, I think it's a great question.  Finding kind of the right combination of pressure and support assistance is what I'm looking for, and my guess is that that will differ from district to district.  So, if I am dealing with New Bedford and Fall River, I'm probably going to be pretty heavy‑handed, and already am, on sort of the accountability end of things, because I just don't see ‑‑ I see a lot of excuse‑making and blaming kids and so forth.  If I'm dealing with Boston, I'm probably taking a very different approach.


So your point is well taken, because at the end of the day, I do have a strong conviction that if it ends up being a pro forma exercise, if it's not at its core an exercise in getting people to reflect on what they spend their time teaching, how they deliver instruction, whether or not kids are benefitting, where can we find better ways to do this, if it's not about that growth and development at its core, then we will have missed the boat, because we don't browbeat people into improving.


Having said that, there is going to be a proportion of people who just, despite the opportunity to up their game, are either not going to be able to or not be willing to, and we have got to call the question on them.


MS. BAEHR:  If I could just give a little flavor for, I think, the kind of thing that we are trying in striking this balance.


Just yesterday or the day before, we had one of our Level 4 network conference calls, webinars, and we had 70 people on the call.  That included some teacher and principal leaders from the Level 4 schools, some district people, some union people, and part of that call was spent with three of our districts, a school team or a district leader and/or both, talking about a way that they're implementing that they think helps support their agenda for growth and development of teachers and for improvement of the schools.


So people were giving very concrete examples to the others of how they were using this.  One was focused on team goals, focused around the three areas of improvement.  Another was talking about moving away from dog‑and‑pony show to at least 10 brief, short, unannounced observations with the kind of feedback they were providing and the mechanisms for that.  The other one was talking about teacher‑principal collaboration in one of the schools around the redesign of their rubric for looking at practice on two standards.


I think that it's in that kind of work that people will see possibility rather than just compliance.


MR. WIENER:  Can I ask a really quick clarifying ‑‑ you talked about the group goals or team goals.  How does that relate to individual teacher evaluations, or is that just something that's different?


MS. BAEHR:  In the next slide, this piece near the bottom where it says attainment of goals ‑‑


MR. WIENER:  Right.


MS. BAEHR:  ‑‑ one of those goals is a goal about their own practice.  One is about student learning.  Those goals can be team goals.  So the first grade team could all decide and recommend to the principal that they are going to focus on something about tiered systems of support and using early reading pieces.  They are all going to develop that school, so that could be a practice that they're each going to work on.


And similarly, the goal for rapid improvement of non‑readers could be their student learning goal.  They then together work on that goal in the course of the year as the first grade team.  At the end of the year, they are bringing forward evidence to their principal about the attainment of both those goals.  As long as they're interdependents, then they all could get credit for attainment of the goal.


MR. WIENER:  Thanks.

MR. JUPP:  Great.  So I'd love to see who in the audience wants to ask a question of these fine folks.  We have got a whole bunch of folks, starting with Lou Fabrizio, and then we will move to the left of the room and then back to the right.


MR. FABRIZIO:  Thank you.  Lou Fabrizio from North Carolina.  I appreciate hearing everything that was discussed.  I had a couple of follow‑up questions, I guess directed to Mitch and to Karla, and I would have ‑‑ thought about should have asked this yesterday with Tennessee.


One of the things that no one has talked about yet, and I know it's like one of those unfortunate realities, is that when you're talking about tying things to student performance, usually you're having to complete those evaluations before you even get your State test results back, so all of that stuff is always like a year in arrears.  I was curious as to the folks' reactions to that unfortunate reality.  I mean, the world just doesn't work as neatly as we would like it to work.


Then the other thing was your discussion about your summative rating and your student learning or whatever that other dimension was.


MS. BAEHR:  Impact.


MR. FABRIZIO:  The impact.


Will you be reporting out summary results by school?


I know that we've been told that we have to report out the percentages of teachers that receive ratings, and will you combine those two somehow when you do that, or are you claiming you're going to report out a summary rating of your vertical access and then a summary rating of your horizontal access?


MR. JUPP:  So let me interpret his questions really quickly.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  I would like you to pick up the second question first.


MR. CHESTER:  Sure.


MR. JUPP:  I think what I then want to do is not only to have Massachusetts but also Garth and Amy pop in on the first question, because all three of these folks have had some experience trying to solve for that problem.


MR. CHESTER:  The answer is yes on the first question.


[Laughter.]


MR. FABRIZIO:  Clear as can be, Mitch.  Thanks.


MR. CHESTER:  So we will be reporting out at the school level what percentage the teachers get these ratings, and the reason that we are collecting the data to kind of a sub‑unit level is to figure out what is going to be most useful to report to which audiences and how to best use that.


Let me just quickly on the first one, and then Karla likely will want to say something.


Part of what we're calling for in our regs is that you can't use one year of data, test data on a teacher by itself to make a judgment, so you've got to use, I think ‑‑ did we say at lest 2 years, I believe?  So you've got to use at least 2 years of data.


So the issue of timing of the release of the results means that you probably don't have the most recent results in time to inform a decision, and that's something we need to work through.


MS. BAEHR:  Two quick things.  Because we're collecting data at the individual teacher level from each district, we are going to be able to do the cross‑references, so how many teachers got proficient or exemplary ratings with low impact on student learning, for example, but we haven't yet decided how we're going to report that.  We don't want to create a set of unintended consequences for how we report.  God knows, the State has done that.  You know, States have done that or the Feds have done that a lot, so we want to be very thoughtful about what we report, but we know what data we are going to collect.  We need to figure out what's most useful, when we analyze all that data, what's more useful to report out to spur the kind of improvement that we want to see.  We're not interested in sort of browbeating people.


On that other issue ‑‑ I saw Garth's hand out, so ‑‑


MR. JUPP:  Amy has tried to solve it in two places, and then Garth.


MS. McINTOSH:  So, on the issue of data timing, New York State has historically released our State tests' data back to districts in the middle of the summer.  We are going to change that.  We are not accepting that that's an unfortunate reality, but we probably won't much beat the timeline Massachusetts spoke about, about getting the student learning data tied to teachers back to districts or principals back much before, a few weeks before the end of the school year.


I also agree with the point that it would be idea to use more than 1 year data, at which point the new data is only going to be determinative of a rating for a small proportion of teachers.  You do have to rethink the cycle of evaluation and how you use data and potentially even renegotiate some of that, but you don't have to accept as the State that this takes for absolute ever to do.


MR. HARRIES:  Three points.  One, when I talk about how the State could most help us in New Haven, as a relatively high‑capacity district, I say they could get us our test results sooner and they could take some of the other things off the backs of principals, so they can really focus on being in classrooms.  And that's a high‑capacity district, but that's, I think, an important mind‑set.


In terms of what we've done, because it's around that timeline ‑‑ we get the data from Connecticut just after the end of school ‑‑ we essentially designate a provisional rating at the end of the year and give people the opportunity for the vast majority to reconsider it in the goal‑setting conference they do at the start of the year.  The data comes back remarkably different.


And for those who it's consequential on the negative end, there is plenty of process going on, so we just move forward as if that's happening, and we will yank them out of that determination process basically if the results are dramatically different in that second year.


I will say, we just did this for the first year and had relatively successful results with it.  One of the things ‑‑ and this is the third point.  You know, I'm not sure that all of this shouldn't happen in January, February, March, to this point of rethinking the cycle, because one of the really unfortunate parts of this is we're terminating folks or separating from them, because in the end that's how it happens, in July, August, and they're not then in a position to figure out where else they are going to go.  So I am not sure it wouldn't be much more humane and productive to think about those decisions in the timeline that schools are going to make other hiring decisions, and folks can think about their own careers.


MS. PEARSON:  Hi.  My name is Alyssa Pearson.  I am from Colorado.


Looking at your chart, and maybe I'm reading it wrong, but I don't see that the consequences are dependent on impact on student learning on that measure, except at the top bar.  Am I reading it right, and is that what you all wanted as a State, or is that something you had to compromise on?


MR. CHESTER:  Tell me what you're not seeing.


MS. PEARSON:  I am not seeing where the impact of student learning reading impacts the overall consequences, except for up at the top with the exemplary and proficient.


MR. CHESTER:  Yeah.  So the note ‑‑ right.  So there was a lot of discussion.  So, if you track the needs improvement and unsatisfactory bars, right, the notion there is that if based on your supervisor's judgment of professional practice, you're not measuring up.  Even if the results on student learning look okay or maybe even strong, we did not want to trump the evaluator's professional discretion.


It could be that you're belittling the kids.  It could be that you're caustic to the faculty environment in that school, so we did not want to trump the professional judgment of the evaluator in that case.


MR. RADTKE:  Yes.  Mike Radtke from Michigan.


First of all, I really want to thank you.  You're doing some wonderful work, leading again for us to follow.


I also appreciate you are leading by example.  The slide you moved through quickly about reorganizing the State department, sometimes that takes years to do, and os my real question is about capacity at the State, long term and short term, because a lot of capacity is needed to ramp something up and get it started, and then how do you sustain it over time?  What kind of resources do you expect to need?  Across election cycles, what happens?


MR. JUPP:  Mitchell, before you answer, I am also going to throw that to Amy, and Ross might want to comment as well.  I know that Amy is going to have some thoughts about how to build State capacity from her perspective in New York.


So go ahead.


MR. CHESTER:  A couple of quick responses on that.  One is one of the components I did in reorganizing the agency when I got there, the agency had no division devoted to curriculum and instruction, and so we created a center for curriculum and instruction, because I felt very strongly that we needed to be in the business of adding value to the work of districts around upgrading curriculum and instruction.  We couldn't simply be about measuring and setting standards and so forth.


I worry about the future for the SEA in terms of funding.  I think we're going to have to be nimble and smart about redeploying resources.  I mean, we're down from where we were 3 or 4 years ago when I first got to Massachusetts.  I worry about the future of where Federal funding is headed, because we're very reliant on Federal funding, and in terms of the State education agency, at least 60 percent of our staff are funded through Federal sources.


I am starting to make the case to the legislature that they need to invest more in us.  I'm also starting to make the case to the legislature.  I provided testimony earlier this week around the intermediate unit structure.  Karla referenced this earlier.  They're called "collaboratives" in Massachusetts.


Right now they're kind of an unrealized potential capacity structure for the State that is haphazard at best currently.


MR. JUPP:  Amy, capacity building?


MS. McINTOSH:  This is a hard one.  Let's don't kid ourselves.  It's very different work from the work that State ed departments have typically had to do. 


You described it, and I think John King mentioned yesterday, the difference between overseeing compliance and between project managing complex, new strategic initiatives.


We took a couple of approaches in New York.  One was to staff an affiliated non‑profit that New York had had for a very long time called the Regents Research Fund that has done a lot of interesting things, none of which were anything to do with this.  We used that non‑profit agency and brought in a group of, which I am one, people who had literally done this work in other places.  So we have a short‑term capacity infusion of people who have done teacher and leader effectiveness, have done deep work on building new assessments, have done curriculum at the kind of level of Common Core.


But that also is nowhere near what's needed within the State department, which has to rethink the work as being project management.  We have a whole project management office with people who are expert in the beginning to the end of a long complex project.  We did add staff under Race to the Top but lost staff under budget cuts.  So, as a raw number of people, I don't think we've added much, but it's a leadership challenge now for my colleagues at the State to shift the work.  And it remains a challenge.


MR. JUPP:  Ross, before I turn the questions back to the floor, any observations that are based on your ability to see across the States?


MR. WIENER:  Actually, just building on what Amy said, I think it's a great question about how are States going to step into this new role, so I guess two quick things.


One is think about how you leverage the capacity that's in districts now.  Districts are all over the map.  They aren't all great at this, but they have actually been doing this evaluation work for longer, and so making sure you're pulling them in.  Even potentially getting people detailed to you from districts actually for a while to just work on this and bring that perspective into it, I think actually there's a really interesting thing that's going on.  It's happening in New York, using that.  Colorado has had a foundation, sort of hire people and then put them into the State department, so figuring out what are the options for getting new perspectives and new talent into the State department, I think, is a big part of this.


The other part, though, really quickly, is actually how do you manage the leadership challenge of the pressure for change.  There's lots of people who have done the compliance work for a very long time.


Something that New Jersey has done recently, I just thought it was so interesting, where they put out this survey to superintendents and senior district leaders, and they said, "You rate us about are we responsive, are we clear, timely, and do we actually help you get better in districts."  They put that out publicly.  That's the baseline, and now they're saying, "So we ought to get better at how districts see the State department over time."  I think, again, modeling that kind of accountability that you're expecting to go all the way down to the classroom, how it comes back up to the State, I think, is a huge deal.


MR. JUPP:  Great.  Thanks, Ross.


Let's go either to the center or back to the left.


MS. REICHRATH:  Thank you.  Martha Reichrath, Deputy in Georgia.


I'd like, Brad, for any of the panelists to react to a dilemma that we are encountering in Georgia that very likely others are, also.  The fine line between what we're trying to do with teacher effectiveness, all of us working on improving this evaluation system that promotes our student achievement, and still developing a new accountability system for schools, so what we are very concerned about is, is that promotion of high‑level performance, so that the school will look better.


How have you all decided that we can guarantee that we're really working on those teachers who need that attention and that we're reporting that accurately, so that we can really get the kids where they need to be?  Because, you know, that's what it's all about, and so that we don't have our school sort of gaming the data, so the school looks better and the teachers are not getting the attention that they need in the process.


MR. CHESTER:  Well, I mean, the data discussion, we could certainly spend some time on, and we have got a number of strategies around that.


I think at the core of your question is how do we know that the systems we're developing, the teacher evaluation piece, is more than a compliance exercise, is really elevating the profession and not denigrating the profession, is really supporting the higher quality program of instruction for kids.  And there's no simple answer to that, but I can't imagine a statewide system or strategy that focuses only on the district and school level without thinking about the kinds of tools that would give teachers robust feedback, feedback that lets them know not only where they should be doing better, but where they are succeeding.


But most importantly, as you tell folks where they could be doing better, it's pointing them toward people, resources, examples of where it's being done better, so that the feedback is actionable.  That is what we're aiming toward.


MS. BAEHR:  If I could build on that in a particularly concrete way, for our 35 schools that are underperforming schools in these 9 districts, we've developed a system where we contract with a third‑party vendor.  We've worked with them to design a process for monitoring and review, and they're on site.  So they go on site at particular times to look at what's going on in the school.


They look at the district, what kind of district support has been provided for the school, so that it's also an assessment of how district capacity is being built and how the district is or is not supporting school growth, looks at particular things in the school.  And that team then meets with the leadership team of the district and the school to start them on a planning process based on what the team has seen.


That team is going to go in annually for each of 3 years, and we have sought feedback in a systematic way from the district and the school leaders about has that been a useful process so far.


We've gotten really good feedback.  We got some feedback that was really helpful for us tweaking the next set, but I think that particularly for the schools that are under the most pressure, that kind of very concrete support and help that combines monitoring with support has really been ‑‑ looks like it's being successful, based on the early feedback and the early results from those schools.


MR. JUPP:  Garth, do you want to go ahead?


MR. HARRIES:  I think Massachusetts is really strong on this, the idea that this is about ‑‑ this is not a blame game at the individual teacher level, how that plays out in the schools.  It is how we in education reform get beyond accountability as blame and move it to one ‑‑ it's about development and growth, something that I think gets at your question.


We have to understand teachers don't want to be in failing schools.  Teachers also don't want colleagues who are ineffective in the classroom.  One of the most powerful things we did early in our development process, working with the new teacher project, was survey teachers, and 80 percent of them tell us there's one or more teachers in their school who get in the way of their ability to do the job they shouldn't be teaching anymore.  We need to not approach it as "gotcha."  We need to approach it as development, and we need to understand those things don't ‑‑ the lens we have brought to it put those things in tension.


If we bring a growth and development perspective to it, I think it's possible to reconcile the ideas.


MR. JUPP:  Quickly, Ross.


MR. WIENER:  Yeah, really quickly.


I think one of the challenges actually is all of the silos, and they come, I think, sometimes from the Federal Government, but they exist in the States and then in the districts as well.  So a group of responsible for the accountability system.  Another group, many times a new group, is responsible for teacher and leader effectiveness.  A totally separate group is building your data systems, and there might be a group of people who are actually just doing Federal programs and also hitting.


So actually taking some time to make sure that you've got a vision and goals that are informing all of that and thinking about how is that all reconciled, not all done, all on its, I just think is a huge challenge, and it cuts against the urgency of you've got to have this tomorrow, but I think we really run the risk of reinforcing these silos if we don't put that in place not.


MR. JUPP:  Great.


We have one more question, and then we are going to give 3 to 5 minutes to our colleagues from Massachusetts for a wrap‑up.  And then we're going to ask Dr. Lowery from Delaware to offer some reflection from the perspective of a State leaders in Delaware.


The mic is yours.


MR. GRANT‑SKINNER:  Hi.  Jeremy Grant‑Skinner from D.C.


So, looking at the ratings, my first, did you consider rolling out those two separate ratings to give an overall rating, and if so, why did you instead choose to keep them as two separate ratings?


And then looking at the top left, you've given a couple of examples of why you could see someone validly ends up with needs improvement or unsatisfactory, even though they have moderate or high levels of impact on student learning, but are there any reasons that you would expect someone could also validly end up in that top left?


And to the extent that the answer to that is no, how will you respond when teachers or people who are evaluated do end up in that top left part?


MR. CHESTER:  Where you have that scenario, top left I'm talking about, two things kick in.  One is that the supervisor's evaluator ‑‑ in many districts, that's going to be a principal who is evaluated by the superintendent; in other districts, it's going to be some senior administrator in central office ‑‑ has to then intervene and either endorse or not the rating that the evaluator gave to the teacher.


The second thing that kicks in, in that scenario, is that there is a 1‑year plan that has to be focused on the discrepancy between what the student outcomes are showing and what the judgment of that person's practice is.


This was a passionate discussion.  Folks would argue that there may be circumstances where not because the teacher didn't get the job done, but circumstances in the classroom with kids that were involved, in the community, that could lead to low growth, low performance, low student impact, despite the fact that this is a strong teacher.


We allow for that in that upper left corner with the two interventions that I described.


MS. BAEHR:  As to the low, moderate, or high rating, whether it would be rolled up, combined with the summative rating on the vertical, I think our conclusion was two things.  One, this avoided us having to put a percentage, which we didn't feel ready to do, and it was a very divisive conversation.  The other is it makes it really clear and stark, and we think that the naming of low, moderate, or high impact on student learning will generate the kind of conversation that's necessary, and tied with goals for student learning, we think we can keep the focus on this is about student learning, it's about impact, let's get focused on how we're going to assess that, et cetera, and what we're going to do about it.


MR. HARRIES:  It also seemed to me that the consequence is a de facto summative rating.  What you have to undergo is essentially a rating.


MS. BAEHR:  Yes.


MR. CHESTER:  That's right.

MR. JUPP:  So let's give Massachusetts a 3‑minute brief wrap‑up, and then let's turn it to Dr. Lowery.


MR. CHESTER:  Yes.  So, as challenging ‑‑ and I'm going to give you the last word.  So, as challenging as it was to get this far, we're just at the starting line.  That's what's really humbling and sobering.  So it took an awful lot of energy to get through that advisory committee process, to vet the proposed regs, to have a strong focus on the student learning, and ultimately have the State board endorse that through the regulatory process, a lot of energy, a lot of good intellectual energy, a lot of political energy and so forth.  As challenging as that is, it is implementing this system in a way that has the desired effects.


If it's not pro forma, folks figure out the easiest way to get it done and satisfy the State, but at the end of the day, it doesn't really have an impact on decisions people are making about curriculum and instruction, and so that's the challenge here.


I don't expect to turnkey this overnight.  I think this will be an ongoing process.  I think we're going about it very thoughtfully, in large part to Karla's leadership in terms of staging this and having some early adopter districts where management and union leadership are together, committed to implementing this, as well as our low‑performing school districts that have our low‑performing schools in them, our SIG schools in others that we've identified.


That, to me, is what's in front of us.


MS. BAEHR:  Two quick things.  One, Mitchell has frequently said in his public comments around the State, this is about trying to do this with people, not to people, and so the engaging of the State leadership with the unions, the engagement of the superintendents association, the engagement with the principals has been really key to this.


Just something about this is putting enormous challenge on the department.  You named that around State departments of education are not known for their nimbleness nor flexibility, but we're building in Massachusetts on ‑‑ 10 years ago, the department abolished the Title I office, per se, and moved Title I into the Center for District and School Assistance and Accountability.  So, essentially, Title I become a funding source for the kind of work that's needed to drive ‑‑ support and drive change at the district level.


So this builds on that foundation.  Accountability and assistance in our structure was actually mandated by law that accountability be in one center, assistance be in another, but they both be overseen by a senior member of the staff, so that there had to be connections, so people saw the necessity to keep it separate, to make sure accountability didn't get too soft or assistance got too disconnected, but that they were connected.  And this project is requiring that we put together, we have put together, a cross‑agency leadership steering committee to try to keep tabs of the data stuff, the core curriculum stuff, all those pieces, so that we're modeling ‑‑ not just modeling, but we have to do it, because we won't do this job well unless we keep track of those pieces and influence all of this.


DR. LOWERY:  Thank you.  That was great.  We were taking notes, so we can go back to Delaware and tweak where we need to based on some of the visionary work that you're doing.


When I think about the take‑aways from this discussion in Q&A, I think about it in two areas, the framework for effectuating, education effectiveness, and the capacity to effect education capacity.


The framework is great at the State level because we are the ones who set the policy, and the policy then dictates what happens in our LEAs across the States.  The interest around that, though, for us, at least at the State level, is how we communicate that below the leaders of the State associations and/or unions.  We understand each other well.  We talk to each other well.  How do we get that down to the person who is going to be most impacted?  That's the classroom teacher.


So setting the policy and then putting a framework for communication around the policy, so that teachers and students in their communities really understand what we're talking about, because we say that this evaluation is now predicated on outcomes, and people roll their eyes.  Of course, they are.  Your educators, kids get results, teachers get results.  We haven't done that well.  We have been input‑focused, and this really is a shift, even though we've always had the data available for us, so how do we bring people along?


One of the things that is going to be hugely important in this ‑‑ we talked about it a little bit yesterday ‑‑ is the inter‑rater reliability, how do we make sure that if my child moves from School A to School B, that the teachers who are being evaluated have the same goals and perspectives around what student growth should look like and how they are going to be measured for effectiveness.


And then around the framework is the huge piece that we can't get around, and it is that State and local issue.  So we set the policy, we set the framework, and it has to be, though, implemented at the local education level.


I love the comment that you just made at the end where we have to do this with people and not to them, because we have all been in environments where we sit and we nod nicely and we hear what's being said, and then we go into our classrooms, and we close our doors, and we do what we do.  So we have to make sure, number one, we communicate, so that they understand, and number two, that we give them the comfort that is a credible system, that it's going to be implemented with fidelity.


Then we get to the capacity.  I tell staff all the time, it is not people not doing their work the way we know and they know the work should be done, because they don't want to.  It really is sometimes just a matter of capacity.  We don't know what we don't know, and we've been doing something a certain way for so many years, making the shift is not just turning on a light switch or turning off a light switch.


So how do we monitor and give support?  What we're doing in Delaware is we, too, developed a project management office, a delivery unit, because I say all the time, we write wonderful plans in education.  Delivering on those plans is a whole nother skill set.  So we have a teacher leader effectiveness unit, a State turnaround unit, and a delivery unit.  The delivery unit really works with all of those areas, State turnaround, teacher leader effectiveness, and the associate secretary's curriculum instruction assessment, finance, to talk about how those things are interrelated, how we support each other, and how what one does impacts the other.


We have development coaches working in the districts, with school district administrators and principals, on implementing the new evaluation system.  It is a matter of professional development.  It is a matter of inter‑rater reliability.  We can't leave that just to happenstance.  We need to give these districts support, so that we can change where we need to and give them support when they need to.


We're doing the same thing that Massachusetts is doing.  I think most States are, because one of the concerns early on around this reform work was all these pop‑ups of people who become experts, who can come help districts and States do the work, how do we vet that.  So we took that onus at the State level, too.  We will vet our external support partners, and then from this list, we are comfortable that you can choose those folks who will come in.


That's huge, because even at the outset when Commissioner Chester said 350 districts, of those districts, we know that the capacity varies greatly, there's a tiered service that the State has to be prepared to offer.  And that has to be vetted carefully, so that when we send someone in to help them, they know that they're getting the help they need, and they're not going to be frustrated.


And then the last note is we talk about all of us are doing this teacher leader effectiveness, and it's great.  And we have to remove people who are not doing good jobs.  Where we have to also think ‑‑ and the question came up early on ‑‑ is how do we work with our institutions of higher education and how do we look at alternative routes to certification for both teachers and leaders, because when we start asking the folks who are not doing well to leave, what is our succession plan?  We have to make sure that we're growing our own, and that we are working with our colleges and universities to kind of make an imprint, an impact on the teacher preparation programs around what we know we're going to need when these folks walk into our schools.


And the one more thing that we have done in Delaware, it's in its infant stages, but we at the State department have come up with a group called the "liaisons," and every district has someone in the department that is a liaison.  And it's done two things.  Number one, we had to bring ‑‑ the delivery unit is this group of folks who don't sleep.  They work 24/7.  They came to Delaware just to do this work.  I mean, they are on it, and then there are the folks who were there who are smart, hard‑working people, and we've just switched gears on them.


So making folks have responsibility for a district or charter school really, from the very outset, forced them to get immersed in what this reform means, what the elements of the reform are, because when they go out to give support to the districts and schools, they have to be able to talk to them and answer their questions or at least know where to go in the department.  What we're trying to mitigate is an LEA being frustrated, calling the department, and getting give different answers from five different people.


Work with your liaison, and that person will figure that out.  That person will get you where you need to get.  So that is one way that was unexpected but really a way that we brought the folks who had been in the department over time, really focus more on compliance into the fold of technical assistance and merging it with the new talent around the delivery unit.


MR. JUPP:  Great.  Sound practical advice right before we get to take a break.


First, I want to thank our discussants for making sure that we had a lively and thought‑provoking discussion for the last 90 minutes.  A round of applause for Ross, Amy, and Garth.


[Applause.]


MR. JUPP:  Then second, our colleagues from Massachusetts have also replicated the incredible work that Tennessee did, not because their work is the same, but because what they did was they brought the same values to a very different approach to solving different problems.  They were open.  They were thoughtful.  They took on the tough questions with honest answers, and ultimately, they showed that sometimes the work is not totally finished.  And that's really important.


I think we've left you with the impression that the culture of continuous improvement is something fundamentally different than the culture of delivering completed regulations that other people have to enact.  What we see now are people who are deeply engaged in making things that they promised now get brought into practice.


And I'd like thank Karla and Mitchell for their really terrific presentation today.


[Applause.]


MR. JUPP:  We begin again at 10:15 sharp.  Thank you very much.


[Recess taken.]


MR. JUPP:  Let's get ourselves focused.  I know that Carmel needs no introduction, so I'm not going to introduce her, but I do want to make sure that she's got a quiet audience when she begins to talk about her portion of the day.


Again, I want to thank you for your diligence this morning.  We are about to begin what I think is really the new ground that we have to break together.  It was terrific to be able to have seasoned State practitioners bring us what they have been doing for the last year or more in order to improve teacher leader development systems.
