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MR. GANDAL:  Good afternoon.  Thanks everyone for letting us get started on time.  We know you've been through -- many of you have already been through a long day, so we appreciate your taking a little more time to help us kick off Part 2 of your discussions.


I'm Matt Gandal, and I'm Director of Technical Assistance and support in the Implementation and Support Unit at the U.S. Department of Education.


I know many of you from my previous role when I -- where I was working with Achieve for many years.  I got to know you as we supported your various state level reforms.  So it's great to see so many of you here.


I'm joined by Carmel Martin who I know many of you got to hear from earlier today.  And she will pick the ball up in a few minutes and continue that conversation after I -- I do a few opening remarks.


So, again, thanks for doing this.  we know this meeting was put together on short notice, and we weighed the option of having a separate meeting a week or so from now and asking you-all to come back.  And we thought -- when we thought about you and your time, we'd be better 

off trying to align this meeting with the meeting that CCSSO was putting together so you could come one time and have all the conversations at once. So, again, we know for many of you, you didn't have a lot of prep time, but we hope we are saving you a trip back in the near future and really trying to be mindful of your time.

We do want to thank CCSSO.  Jean, Chris, Adam, Kirsten, a whole lot of folks there who worked very closely with our staff to align these meetings both in substance and location and time and, again, try to make this as smooth a process for you and the states as possible.  So we're really appreciative of their leadership on this whole set of issues and their support in making this a true collaboration.

So this is a big opportunity for the states.  ESEA has been a critical driver of reform for decades.  And in the latest iteration it put a very strong framework of standards and accountability in place that paid attention to the performance of all students.  And that was a big change, an important change, and I know we all recognize that.


But we've also been watching as many of you have moved more aggressively on trying to improve performance and reform your schools, and we've seen where some of the provisions of ESEA are no longer in sync with those ambitious directions that the states have been moving in to try to help raise expectations to the college and career-ready level, put a teacher and principal evaluation and growth system in place and come up with more sophisticated accountability systems.


So this is a chance to realign those policies, for you to do that and to continue moving in an ambitious direction and for us to support you in doing that.  But this is complex. I know for many of you who have been digesting this over the last few days and even in the course of the morning discussions you've seen that there are a really important and complicated set of issues that are in front of you now.  And you'll need time to wrestle with that.  You'll need time to work with your stakeholders back home, think through your options, and put together the best possible plan.

And that's why we decided to quickly put together at least a day and a half -- and we'll continue to do this as much as we can -- of opportunity for you to get together, understand emerging best practices, understand the areas where more thought and development is needed and really collaborate across state lines on those opportunities.

This is also a different way of doing business for the U.S. Department of Education for those of you who are familiar with past traditions.  We're not simply putting forward guidance and asking you -- and telling you how to do something and -- and checking to see if you did it.  We're framing some very important issues.  In some areas there is a clear path.  In other areas the path may not be clear and there may be multiple ways to get there.

And as I said earlier, we're giving you the opportunity to really wrestle with it and come up with solutions.  This is really an opportunity for states to continue to lead.


We've watched implementation of these reforms over the past several years fairly closely.  We've been listening to you in the states.  We've been listening to districts, to schools, to stakeholders, educators.  And we understand what's been working, what hasn't in the areas where more discussion and opportunity to change is needed.  And that is all is what led us -- that is what has led us to put forward this opportunity for you.


I want to reiterate we don't want to dictate to states the path they should take.  So as you're involved in these conversations over the next few days and in the weeks and months ahead, please understand we're trying to change our approach at the Department as well.


But we also want to be clear that this -- we are serious about supporting courageous leadership.  We are not suggesting a move backward to lower standards or less accountability.  This really is about high standards for all students, and that's the intent.  That's what we want to support on your path.


So for those of you who are familiar with the Department, the Implementation and Support Unit is brand new.  And we are partnering with other divisions of the Department who -- that you are more familiar with, the Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development, which Carmel Martin heads up, the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education.  Michael Yudin is -- will be here tomorrow morning to describe their process. 


And, again, I'm here, and my colleague, Ann Whalen, is here, who some of you know.  Ann, if you raise your hand.  And we are -- we are co-leading the Implementation and Support Unit and have been working very closely with Race to the Top states on their reform.  So this really is a coming together of multiple parts of the Department.  And it's part of a new vision that Arne Duncan put forward that said we should really be doing what we can to support states, try to align across the Department our efforts to understand the context in your states and try to make as many of our decisions as possible by understanding what's happening in Ohio, what's happening in New York, and California, Minnesota, and all the other states.  And that's different for us, but we're working really hard to try to change the way we do our business.

And it's all out of a recognition that states are leading these reforms, and we want to continue to support your leadership.

So -- well, I'm going to give you a quick overview of what we hope to accomplish over the next 24 hours.  And, again, we would have -- it's a fairly tight schedule, so we appreciate that you're allowing us to move relatively quickly.  We're trying to pack a lot in to essentially a one-day period.

Whereas the -- the flexibility information that you've seen and you've started to digest covers a variety of areas, we're really trying to hone in on two areas in this meeting.  One is teacher and leader development systems.  And the other is differentiated accountability systems.  Two of the major principles that are outlined in the -- in the materials you've seen and -- and we think two of the very important and complicated areas where there's a lot to really wrestle with.  So today and tomorrow -- today's agenda, tomorrow agenda will focus on those two areas.  And in the future we hope to have opportunities to open up conversations in other areas if it looks like that would be helpful.


We do expect there will be a lot of questions surfacing over the course of the two days.  And as I said earlier, we won't have time probably to answer every single question.  So we've got a system we've set up, and you can see here on the screen a website that if you email your questions to, we'll be very responsive to them.  So we encourage you to do that. 


We also, I believe, have pieces of paper, purple pieces of paper, on your tables that are -- you can use to write your questions down.  And we will also process those and get back to you as soon as possible.  So we want to be as responsive as we can to your questions even if we don't have the opportunity to do that in the big room while you're here today.


We also want you to know that all of the materials will be available at the website you see on your screen at ed.gov/esea/flexibility.  So all of the materials that are going to be utilized at this meeting will be online and available to you next week.


And we are also videoing these proceedings because there were a number of states who could not make it.  And the transcript and the video will be available within about a week as well.  So we are really striving for transparency as much as possible.


So let me briefly go over the two days.  Here's the agenda.  You can see it, and I think you probably have it in front of you as well.  Carmel's going to give an opening in a few minutes to -- to frame the flexibility package and jump right into the first session of -- around Teacher and Leader Development Systems. 

She's going to open that up, and then I'm going to ask the first panel to come up and discuss it.  And what you'll see over the course of the two days is we're really trying to take a deeper dive with you, and with state leaders, and others into the options that are on the table and penetrate as deeply as we can in the limited period of time.  And I'm going to let Brad Jupp describe that in a few minutes when he comes up with the first panel.

Tomorrow morning Michael Yudin, the Acting Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary Education, will be here to open the day.  And he will be outlining the process that we have in place and the timeline for -- for flexibility applications.  So if there are questions for him about that process, that would be the best time to be here and engage in that conversation.


We'll resume again with a second session on Teacher and Leader Development Systems.  We're highlighting two different states that are fairly far along in this work as case studies, one this evening when we move on from our session, and then one tomorrow morning.


At lunchtime tomorrow we'll be joined by Secretary Duncan who will make some remarks and have -- you'll have the opportunity to ask some questions of him.


Sorry, I skipped over -- right before lunch we'll have a -- one of two accountability sessions.  The first will be on Measuring School Performance, and the second, after Secretary Duncan and the lunch, will be about Interventions and Supports in a Differentiated Accountability System.


So our hope is over the course of the two days we'll have penetrated fairly deeply some of the most complicated issues that are lying ahead of you and opportunities that are lying ahead of you all in what we hope will be the beginning of a really intense period of work for those of you that -- that choose to take advantage of this opportunity over the months ahead.


And as I said at the beginning, we will work very hard from our end to be as supportive as possible all along the way.  And we encourage you to work with us on that, encourage us as much as possible, ask as many questions as you can, and we will do the best we can to support you.


So I'm going to turn the mike over to Carmel.  Again, Carmel -- I think you all -- many of you heard her this morning.  She's the Assistant Secretary for Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development, has been very active in leading from our end the work on ESEA Flexibility.  Carmel?


MS. MARTIN:  Thanks, Matt.  And thanks everybody for joining us this afternoon and tomorrow.  And I hope you won't be sick of me by the time you leave tomorrow, but I'll try to be brief today because we really want this afternoon's session to be about states learning from each other and from experts around the teacher evaluation issue which will be the -- the bulk of the conversation today.

I just wanted briefly to -- I don't want to repeat this morning's session, but -- but just wanted to frame out big picture, remind you what we're looking for in terms of this flexibility package.

On this slide are just some -- three core principles that really drove our decision making at the Department of Education.  We are first and foremost trying to, as the President said in the quote there, create room for state innovation and follow your lead because there's so many of the things that we're looking for in this package that you're already moving forward with, but so a primary principle or goal for us in developing the package was to provide you with the flexibility you need to move forward with reform, but we also tried to keep in mind that we wanted to continue the current law focus on protecting all kids, expecting all kids to be successful, and making sure that as we move forward it was because we were looking to set an even higher bar for our students in schools, not a lower bar.  So just the big picture, those are the things that were at the forefront of our deliberations around the package.


As we talked about today, there's four areas that we're asking states to address in -- in their request for flexibility.  This -- you know, this afternoon we want to dig in deeper into Number 3, Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership, and hear from people who have actually been tackling those issues at the school level on the ground level so you can all benefit from that issue, move towards putting in your requests.

Tomorrow we'll focus on Number 2, State Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support.  We're happy to work with you on 1 and 4 as well, but we just wanted to use your time well today and tomorrow so that those would be the focuses.


We can also talk at greater length about what flexibility is available in the package.  Hopefully you've had a chance to review the -- the documents, but it's basically three areas which is flexibility around the timeline, the 2013, 2014 timeline; flexibility around the provisions that dictate district and school improvement and accountability requirements; and the third is trying to give is to the maximum extent possible, flexibility in terms of the use of education funds.


I just wanted -- something I didn't flag this morning that I probably should have flagged is if it is not in our package in terms of explicitly outlined as an area of flexibility, our presumption is that the current law requirements would stand.  So things like your graduation requirements, we are not looking to change those from -- from what -- the way they currently stand, but if there's changes you want to make in that area, certainly let us know, and we can talk about those.


The other thing I just wanted to flag is we are trying to give you maximum flexibility with the use of federal funds, but one thing that's very important to us is that if a funding stream is targeted on a particular population, that you can't move that fund -- fund -- those funds from that program to a different program.


So, for migrant education, for example, the funds that are targeted towards migrant students must continue to be targeted towards those students.


We talked a little bit this morning about this.  We -- you know, we're asking you to develop coherent and comprehensive systems that support continuous improvement.  We've laid out some key components we need to see in your request, but we don't want your systems to be just the sum total of those components.  We -- we are really expecting that you will supplement those with things that are important to you given your state context.  We try to allow for flexibility within the key components.


For example, in terms of setting new performance targets, we've set parameters but left some flexibility in terms of how those are determined. And then lots of flexibility in terms of how you can build upon those core components so that you have the opportunity to -- to fit your local context while still tackling achievement gaps in student success.


In terms of Principle 3, the focus of today's conversation, I just wanted to just go over quickly the things that we're looking for that are in the -- the documents that we released last Friday and this week and try to give a little bit of a contrast with the current law context in this area.

First, we're looking that states and districts develop teacher and principal evaluation and support systems focused on improving teacher and leader effectiveness.  So you'll see a lot of language about how these systems should be used to improve instruction and not just for things like personnel decisions.  We're asking you to look at how the evaluation and support systems can provide useful feedback and -- and drive professional development.


And we -- we are requiring that you can -- you take into account multiple measures.  It -- student growth must be one of those measures.  It must be a significant part of the system, but we are also expecting that you would include other measures of professional practice in your system.


And finally, we wanted to ensure that the new system has an appropriate focus on supporting and improving leaders and not just teachers.


Also just wanted to go over the timeline for this piece of the flexibility package.  Our vision is that the -- in the first year the state would work with local actors, stakeholder groups, community members, teachers, the representatives in developing statewide principles for your new teacher and leader effectiveness systems.  At the end of that year you would submit a set of guidelines that you've come to agreement upon to the -- to the Department.


The next school year would be spent working at the local level to help translate those guidelines into local evaluation systems.


The following year we'll be asking you to pilot those systems.  And that is the same year that the new assessments come on line.  So that was a purposeful alignment.  And then in the next year looking to scale it up across the state.


So I think the next slide just goes through the guidelines that we've laid out for the evaluation systems.  I think we've covered most of those, so I won't go into more detail and just let us spend more time just hearing from the real experts on this topic.

So thank you for having me, and I'll turn it over to Matt.


MR. GANDAL:  Thank you.  So we're going to move right -- I think right into the heart of the first teacher and leader discussion, and I'm going to invite, in a moment, the panelists to come right up, and I'll let Brad introduce them.

Let me just introduce Brad because he's going to be facilitating these sessions today and then into tomorrow.  So Brad is a Senior Advisor to the Secretary.  I think many of you probably know him from his leadership that he's provided at the Department around the teacher and leader work, evaluation system supports, systems particularly as we've worked really closely with the Race to the Top states.  So I know many of you in Race to the Top states know Brad.  Probably many of you in other states know Brad as well.

So we're really pleased that he has agreed to take a lead in this forum.  We know he will facilitate well, keep us on target.  I'm going to let him do the introductions and maybe give it a little more flavor for the way we've decided to frame the meeting as well to get the most out of it.

So, Brad, come on up and maybe you can bring up the first panel as well.


MR. JUPP:  Thank you, Matt.  Panelists (inaudible 19:34) right here.  And then (inaudible 19:39) discussions over here and then our discussants over here (inaudible 19:41).


I was really hoping that Kaya would cut it a little closer than she did.  I wanted to make -- you know, how can you call the Chancellor tardy joke, but I -- I didn't get to do that today.


So we're -- we're joined today by the first of two panels to discuss teacher and leader effectiveness.  And we're going to focus on two key questions that I think are important for you-all as state leaders who are beginning to think about your waiver request.  


The first, and I think the most important of the two questions, is what can states do to develop and implement comprehensive and coherent systems of teacher-leader development and promote instructional effectiveness and improved student achievement.


This is not a narrow charge.  And I want to say this because very often when we boil things down in the teacher and leader area, we tend to take the charge and turn it into a measurement charge.  And what I want to do is from the very beginning to ask people to open their eyes as wide as they can and to see the teaching and the career of leading schools and instructional leadership as widely as they can as they think about this.


And then only after we've thought about it with those wide eyes do I then want you to ask what can the state do to develop teacher and leader evaluation systems that meet the expectations of Principle 3.  Now there's a list of expectations in Principle 3, and I’m not going to recite them because you've got them in guidance documents.


But they include, as Carmel's already pointed, taking into account as a significant part of the evaluation student growth information; but it also includes an expectation that you're going to use multiple measures as well.  And those multiple measures that include student growth information should be used to inform instructional improvement and should be used to inform the practice improvement of teachers and leaders, not simply to identify lowest performers or identify top performers for the purpose of incentives or sanctions.  I want us to think that broadly even when we're thinking about the measurement systems.


Now, with those key questions in mind, what I'd like to do is to first very quickly and very informally introduce our presenters and then introduce our discussants by asking them to tell us who they are, what they do in their respective -- in their respective roles, and then after they've introduced themselves, I'm going to reprise by giving us a quick look at the way the procedure is going to occur today, and we're going to turn it over as quickly as possible to our colleagues in Tennessee to begin their presentation.


Let's begin with our colleagues from Tennessee.  And I'll ask them to introduce themselves starting with Emily.


MS. BARTON:  Sure.  Hi.  Can you-all hear me okay?  My name is Emily Barton.  I am the Chief of Staff for Commissioner Huffman in Tennessee.  I've been in Tennessee for the last four months and so I am picking up the baton from many who have been running with these issues for a lot longer than I have in that state, but we are very excited to share with you some of what we're doing on evaluation, and I am just now picking up managing implementation of this. 

MR. HEYBURN:  Good afternoon.  I'm Sara Heyburn.  I think my microphone told me it was on.  There it goes.


But like Emily, from Tennessee, I've been there a bit longer than she has in the role of policy advisor.  I was in the Governor's office, and now at the Department of Ed but primarily around issues of K-12 education and specifically the evaluation system development.


When I was hired, it was right after we had gotten the Race to the Top grant, and my marching orders were we have an evaluation -- or we need an evaluation system.  Go.  So we've been very busy the last year and a half developing the policy and now beginning to implement the policy this year.  So I kind of looked enviously at the timeline that was suggested up there as that's not the timeline that we have been working under.


So that being said, we have, I think, a number of things to share around successes and certainly around challenges so look forward to the conversation today around the great teacher and leader development work  that we're doing.

MR. JUPP:  Fantastic.  Kaya?


MS. HENDERSON:  I'm Kaya Henderson.  I'm the Chancellor of D.C. Public Schools, and we have implemented a new teacher evaluation system and a school leader evaluation system.  And so I'm excited to listen to what Tennessee is doing and to respond and share these practices.


MR. JUPP:  Tim?


MR. DALY:  I'm Tim Daly.  I'm the President of the New Teacher Project.  We are a non-profit organization that works with a number of districts and states around teacher evaluation.  We also wrote a report in 2009 called The Widget Effect that documented many of the challenges with current systems.


MR. JUPP:  Dwight?


MR. JONES:  Good afternoon.  Dwight Jones, currently the Superintendent of Clark County School District in Las Vegas, Nevada, fifth largest school district in the country, formerly the Commissioner of Education for the State of Colorado, and before that served as a smaller district superintendent in Colorado.  So I'm excited to bring the perspective of rural, the state level, as well as a large district level -- quite excited to hear what Tennessee has to present, and certainly Massachusetts tomorrow.

MR. JUPP:  Fantastic.  These are great folks, and we've got another great panel tomorrow.  In the interest of time let me very quickly run over the process and then turn the microphone over to our colleagues from Tennessee.


We're going to ask our colleagues from Tennessee to describe briefly the context, the accomplishments, and the challenges that they've experienced in Tennessee implementing a teacher and leader development system within an eye on teacher evaluation.


After their 15 minutes of presentation we're going to ask our discussants to spend 10 minutes clarifying their presentation with simple yes-no questions, single-sentence answer questions.  And then -- we're going to hold them to that.  Just (unintelligible 25:44) I'm a middle school teacher.  I know what a clarifying question is, and we're going to get them.


We're then going to have 20 minutes of probing questions.  This is the basis of beginning to form a dialog.  After we've had 30 minutes of dialog, we're then going to invite you to join the dialog for 30 minutes and then quickly wrap.


Our goal here is to be both pointed and focused to get deep but also to give everybody some skin in the game here.  We don't want the audience to be passively waiting for the next slide in the Powerpoint presentation.  We want them, instead, to be actively thinking through this.  And so with no further ado, I'm going to turn it over to our colleagues from Tennessee and let them begin their presentation.

MS. BARTON:  Great.  So if you want to go to the next slide, I'm going to kick it off, but Sara really is the one who's been the muscle behind so much of the development of all of this, so she'll talk you though it and then I can answer any questions about implementation and where we're headed.


We are just by way of a little bit of contact, Commissioner Huffman was appointed in April after about a year of vacancy -- or, excuse me, turnover in the Commissioner role.  And our first charge was to really establish a bold strategic plan for the direction of Tennessee, which very much lays on the foundation of our First to the Top plan.  


We applied for First to the Top and were able to organize so many around that because our current students are not at the level that they deserve to be at.  We have -- we are about 43rd on most national comparison assessments, and are achievement gaps are profound.


And so we aligned our First to the Top work around the bullets that you-all can read to really focus on interventions that would make a dramatic and meaningful impact for students.


MS. HEYBURN:  So at the heart of -- of  the work that Emily just described and these kind of ambitious goals is -- is really teacher and leader development.  I think, you know, the research is -- is coming to agreement that that is one of the single most important factors in raising student achievement levels.  And so understandably,  it's been at the heart of what we've been attempting to move forward with in Tennessee.  

And I think it's worth noting just briefly that, again, data plays such a central role in this work.  You know, when we think about teacher and leader development in kind of the spectrum or the continuum of teacher or a leader from preparation and the pipeline all the way through the kinds of evaluation systems and support mechanisms that we put in place to the recruitment, and the compensation, and the tenure, it really is good data that is driving our decisions at the state level.  It's not just ideology, but it really is good data.  And I think we're coming to a moment where that's -- that's never been more important.  So that's at the heart of -- of this work.


In terms of some of the changes that we've made -- because I am going to try to be brief.  And I talk fast, so that -- that helps my cause, but I want to highlight a few of the key changes around the teacher and leader -- leader work that we've done in Tennessee that have, again, laid the groundwork for some of our initiatives and for achieving the goals that Emily described.

We've had a couple key changes in statute over the last couple years, and you can see there that in 2010, again, as part of our -- our special session and our First to the Top Act, we've put in place a log that -- that requires annual teacher and principal evaluation.  And I'll talk more about that in just a minute because that's been one of the -- the key pieces that we've been working towards this last year and a half.


In this last session, in 2011, we also made a change to our tenure legislation, and this now aligns with the teacher and principal evaluation and changes the probationary period from three years to five years.  Not only that, it really fundamentally changes what it means to be tenured.  In Tennessee to be eligible for a tenure you have to score, you know, one of the top two levels for two years consecutively at the end of your probationary period to be eligible for a tenure.  But if you're not eligible for tenure, you're still able to be hired on around an annual contract, so again, changing that -- that law this last year to align with our teacher and principal statue.

MS. BARTON:  It may be worth noting that our teacher and principal evaluation and law passed in 2010 mandated in no uncertain terms that statewide we begin full implementation of teacher evaluation this year.  July 1, 2011, yes.


MS. HEYBURN:  So along with that we've been very busy with the related policies.  We have a State Board in Tennessee who approves policies related to the statute so the teacher and principal evaluation policy was passed by our board last spring.


We've also reexamined and revised the leader -- or learning center leadership policy which is around our principal preparation programs and evaluation of principals at the state level, again to align with our theory of action around evaluation and teacher effectiveness.


And then we've also worked to revise policies around expanding data systems.  As I mentioned before, data really is at the heart of this work.  And in Tennessee we have a rich history of data.  We've had value-added data for close to two decades, but we haven't done much with our data in the past.


And so really looking at how we can both make use of this data in new ways and expand our systems to be able to use it at the state level and at the district level to facilitate these changes.


Okay.  So I do want to highlight just a few things about the evaluation system because I know this is a topic of a lot of interest and certainly one of the things that we think of as, you know, an accomplishment but really still a place where we are continuing to -- continuing to engage and really work in Tennessee.  We're just about a month into implementation.  So we are very much still in the very early stages of this.


But a visual kind of breakdown of what the statute required, I think, is helpful to frame the conversation.  And so you can see there at the top it does say that annual evaluation for all teachers and principals is required.  That's, I'm sure like many of your states, a major change from our practices in the past that had teachers evaluated once every three to five years tenured, and, you know, with a checklist of -- of, you know, things to look for and about a 10-minute observation by a principal.  So we're talking about a major change from our old evaluation system.


And not only that, the -- the new evaluation system is not just qualitative data based on observations but 50 percent is based on student achievement data. 


And if you can see there, I know the writing is small -- further defined in statute to be 35 percent student growth.  So that would be our value-added scores where we have them.  And I'll talk more about that in a minute.  And 15 percent student achievement.


So looking both to balance the growth and the achievement metrics and also in the 15 percent to give educators a choice of that metric.  So there is some flexibility there for educators to select a student achievement measure that's most closely aligned with their area of responsibility.


And then on the other side, the 50 percent other criteria, that's, again, what we traditionally think of as the observation data, the qualitative instrument.  For teachers that's largely this year based on observation data and professionalism assessments, review of prior evaluations.


For principals it includes survey data as a way to set goals and measure progress.  And it also includes for principals the quality of teacher evaluations.  So talking about skin in the game, we thought it was important for principals to feel that same push to implement with fidelity on the teacher evaluation because we are implementing simultaneously both our teacher and our principal systems this year.

So I want to talk just a -- a minute about kind of some of these key choices because I think for us our state context dictated so much of the design of this work.  In Tennessee we have a lot of small rural districts, and we're geographically a -- a kind of a long state.  So from end to end it takes quite a bit of time to travel, and we have a need to really provide assistance and resources to a lot of our small districts, particularly at either end of our state.

So for us it was important to have a state model.  We've had a history of having a state model for evaluation.  We have had a system based on Charlotte Danielson in the past.  And again, we provided state training to all districts, and they -- they're used to that kind of a model.


There are some tradeoffs, I think, when you think about a state model versus, you know, a lot of district innovation.  And so we tried to balance that and those tradeoffs by, you know, both having a strong state model that would allow us to provide those high quality supports to districts who we knew needed them and have some comparability between districts.  Since we were looking at evaluation practices and the data that we would be generating, we wanted to feel assured that, you know, a four in Memphis was, you know, comparable to a four in Lake County.  So those were some of our considerations in the strong state model.


But then wanting to also provide options for districts who -- and we have several of them -- who want to do their own thing, that were out ahead of this curve and had been piloting some different systems in some of our particularly large urban districts.  So there is an option for LEAs to apply for an alternate model.  Of course they have to meet the statute and policy requirements, and they have to bear costs for training and implementation.  And they have to agree to the same kinds of study and research that we're doing on the state model, but that being said, we really do want to encourage that innovation at the district level so that we can also learn from those models and continue to make changes to the state model as we see best practices emerge across the models.

(Inaudible 35:11) to you?

MS. HEYBURN:  Sure.  So on the implementation front we provided training.  This past summer we trained 5,000 principals and assistant principals.  Principals could designate additional folks to -- to train.


And all trainers had to pass an inner -- greater reliability test in order to be certified to conduct the -- the evaluation.  And this is just for the state run models.  And the alternative models have to come up with their own plan for implementation.  


And then we are providing professional development throughout the year through the form of -- of portal and through the form of a state network that will allow implementers to connect throughout the year.

We are also doing very close data monitoring and analysis.  And one of the questions we've grappled with is really what is the state role in implementation as opposed to the district role in implementation.  We have at this point put out some guidance around what we expect the distribution of results to be because the big cultural change from this is going from a world where 95 percent of our teachers are all fives to a world where we actually have a -- a legitimate bell curve and to the point of wanting to make sure that a four in one place is a relatively similar to a four in another place.


We -- and so that we can actually identify our highest performing teachers we are monitoring the bell curve that is coming in from districts and schools throughout the year so that we can intervene and do retraining to ensure that there is consistency throughout the year.


We -- we have an online tool that will provide that data statewide.  And then we are also doing fairly extensive piloting of growth options for non-tested educators this year.


We have a fairly robust plan for research and refinement over time working both with researchers.  And then also we are developing our own department-run very out-there feedback mechanisms so people can tell us throughout the entire year what's working and what's not.  And we have demonstrated an intent to follow through with a very sincere commitment to improve the tool over time.


Okay.  I want to talk a little bit about how we've had to organize around the work because it's not something that can be sugarcoated.  This is hard work.  And state agencies are not typically equipped to do this kind of work without some really close look at capacity assessments -- and not just at the state level but at the district level and at the school level.  I mean this kind of work takes an overhaul in terms of roles and responsibilities at pretty much every juncture. 

So I think a couple things that we've had to keep in mind that are worth noting, the timeline for development and implementation, I mentioned that in Tennessee -- and Emily mentioned as well -- that we were under a pretty tight timeline to implement.  So we had to condense our policy development and our pilot stage into about a year and a half timeline.


And that was tough, but we were able to do that, I think, in a way that still gave credence to -- to the system that was ultimately agreed upon, but it took some real look -- looking hard at our capacity.  So both internal at the state level in the Department of Education and the Governor's office, we had to really collaborate.


I mentioned briefly earlier that I was in the Governor's office initially, and now I'm at the Department, but I've been managing this work from both agencies throughout this last year and a half.  And it really has taken that kind of cross-state level agency collaboration to make this work because we've had to continue to add capacity around the evaluation and look at how do we repurpose at the state level existing staff so that we can pull this off.


And then we similarly had to look at districts and help them to think about the same thing at the district and the school level because this takes, you know, a significant amount of time and capacity.  So those interagency partnerships were key.  


Looking at external partners and support, we've worked closely with several providers to help kind of fill in the gaps where we knew we were short in terms of capacity, particularly around communication and stakeholder engagement. Those are things that, again, our agency was not really equipped to do well.  So we've had to look to some external providers for help in that.

I think we're getting short on time so I'm going to -- I now we'll get some good questions here, so I'll go through quickly these last couple slides.


But in terms of some of those partners and support I wanted to highlight just a few because I think this was key.  You know you can't do this in a vacuum.  You really have to do this with your partners across state -- within state lines and across state lines. 


So I mentioned the Governor's office and the Department, our Commission of Higher Education, the State Board, our legislators, particularly have had to really be part of this work and be on board.  And the Department of Ed, the U.S. Department Ed, has been a critical player in helping support us in this work.

We convened very early on.  Per statute a teacher evaluation advisory committee -- this group was responsible for recommending to the State Board the guidelines and criteria for the evaluation system.  And that group included both practicing teachers, principals, legislators, our Commissioner of Education, Chair of the State Board, so kind of a really robust group of educators and stakeholders.

We have a group called SCORE who's also been a really critical partner in this work.  Senator Frist started this group several years ago to support reform work in education across the state.  And they have been a really pivotal player for us in terms of giving us some of the -- the muscle that we've needed to do this work.


We also have a First to the Top Advisory Council.  This is kind of a critical friend group.  It includes some superintendents, some foundation presidents, a couple key legislators, but again, kind of a -- a spectrum of folks who have been able to help advise and guide the work along the way because it takes critical friends to really help make sure that we can re-tack as needed.


Our union, the Tennessee Educator -- Education Association has also been at the table all along the way.  That was one of the reasons that we were able to pull this off the ground was that we had their support from the beginning and continue to work with them on this in -- in real ways.


And then, like I said, there has been a number of other non-profit providers and consultants who have helped us fill in the gaps on some of the things that we needed additional help around for capacity.


Okay.  Should we stop there?


MR. JUPP:  Go ahead -- go ahead and take the what lies ahead and challenge slide.


MS. HEYBURN:  Okay.


MR. JUPP:  Give you a minute or two.


MS. HEYBURN:  Emily, you want to wrap this up with that?


MS. BARTON:  Sure.  So we are getting lots of questions right now from the field about every imaginable aspect of this.  And so some of the fidelity of implementation is really a communications question.  And being out ahead of our skis on the communications, we, as I mentioned, do intend to monitor results.  And I do want to be clear.  We think that we're lucky to have value-added data at the school level, and we do think there probably should be a different distribution of high performing teachers at schools that have high value-added scores versus schools that have lower value-added scores but making sure that we're able to see an act or a bell curve across the year and engage to retrain where we don't is going to be vital.

We do intend to very seriously study whether this is working and how well it is working and continuously improve throughout the year.  I think the -- the challenges which many of you can probably imagine because they start to come out the second you start talking about teacher evaluation are largely around a fairly dramatic cultural shift in the job of teachers and the job of leaders.


And I am looking forward to both pushing questions and thoughts on really what we should be looking for.


MR. JUPP:  Okay.  Let's begin -- let's begin with clarifying questions.  Ten minutes of clarifying questions, 20 minutes of probing questions here up on the stage, 30 minutes of questions from you-all.  Then a five-minute wrap from Tennessee, and then we'll as one state leader -- and we've asked John King to do it -- to give five minutes of his perspective on this presentation from the New York point of view.

Okay.  So that's the way the time is going to work as we go forward.  I'm going to model the clarifying question just to make sure the people understand.


MS. HEYBURN:  Like a good -- 


MR. JUPP:  Okay.  So you said that teachers can receive tenure only after they receive two ratings of effective or higher; is that correct?


MS. HEYBURN:  Our tenure law is somewhat nuance, so let me -- let me be --


MR. JUPP:  See, there's always a nuance in the clarifying question.


MS. HEYBURN:  Well, and -- and we had -- we've had to be very -- very intentional about our communications on this point for that reason, but the new tenure change says that, again, we are moving from a three-year probationary period to a five-year probationary period.  And to be eligible for tenure a teacher needs to score a four or a five for those last two consecutive years, that fourth and fifth year of the probationary period, to be eligible for tenure.


If that person is eligible for tenure, meaning they got a four or a five in their last two years, then the -- the district either has to grant them tenure or release them.


If they're not eligible for tenure, however -- so let's say they scored a three and a four in those last two years, the district can and should in many cases retain that teacher on an annual performance contract.  So the fact that you're not eligible for tenure doesn't mean that your time at the district is done.  It just means that you will be on the annual contract if they choose to keep you.


MS. BARTON:  And prior to that we had a three-year up or out for a tenure approval.


MR. JUPP:  So Sara -- since Sara and Emily are giving me more answer than we wanted, but the next question is really quick on this is if I got a four and a five in my third and fourth year teaching, do I get tenure?

MS. HEYBURN:  If you got a four or a five?


MR. JUPP:  I got a four and a five my third and fourth year teaching.


MS. BARTON:  But not your fourth and fifth?  Fourth and fifth are the two that count.


MR. JUPP:  Got it.  That's the yes-no answer I wanted.  Okay.  Yes-no answers are what we're looking for or maybe a sentence or two.  Who wants to jump in on this one?


MR. JONES:  Could I?


MR. JUPP:  Go ahead.


MR. JONES:  I'll go ahead and start.  So initially you had strong union support.  Now that you've started to roll out and the union's getting a better perspective of what you're rolling out, on a scale of 1 to 10 with 10 being high -- I know it's not yes-no, but it is just a number -- percentage of unions still on board?

MS. BARTON:  Yeah, it -- it truly varies by district.  So it would -- it would really be just unfair to the position of -- of a number of people in Tennessee to give you a single answer on that.


We -- there are questions, and there -- there is concern from the field.  And I think a great deal of it comes from a need for more understanding.


MR. JUPP:  Dwight, I think that's between a five and a seven.


MR. JONES:  Yeah, I see why she's Chief of the Staff.


MR. JUPP:  Thank you.


MR. DALY:  I'll ask the next one.  The timeline between when the law was passed initially to put this in motion and full statewide implementation -- about 18 months; is that correct?


MS. HEYBURN:  Correct.


MR. DALY:  And during the same period of time you had transition of your state superintendent?


MS. HEYBURN:  Gubernatorial transition which has --


MR. DALY:  And both.  So you had a new governor and new state superintendent during the same time?


MS. HEYBURN:  Correct.


MS. BARTON:  Yes.


MS. HENDERSON:  One of the things that we found is that implementation requires a ton of additional capacity in implementing these kinds of systems.  Is the state providing resources and/or technical assistance to allow districts that have not been doing this kind of work to do it effectively?


MS. HEYBURN:  Yes.


MS. BARTON:  Sort of.


MS. HENDERSON:  I play the game the right way.


MS. HEYBURN:  Probably not enough but significant resources.


MR. JONES:  So, next question, and I think it is a simple yes or no, so initially I know some of your larger district superintendents.  Do districts in your state have the option to opt out?


MS. BARTON:  Not to opt out but to propose an alternate that also meets the --


MS. HEYBURN:  Statute and policy --


MS. BARTON:  -- policies or the statute requirements.


MR. JONES:  Okay.


MS. BARTON:  So the 35 percent, 15 percent, 50 percent breakdown must remain consistent, but they can really opt for an alternate qualitative measure.


MR. JONES:  Okay.  Thank you.


MR. DALY:  Through the monitoring that you described, you said that you-all will be able to look at the results as they come in and -- and know whether -- whether things are off?  How soon would you know if there was a district out there that was giving the same sorts of inflated gradings that have been given in the past?  How early in the school year will your office be able to tell that that is the case?


MS. BARTON:  In three weeks.


MR. JUPP:  That was a clarifying question.


MS. HENDERSON:  Are leaders included in your evaluation system?


MS. BARTON:  Yes.

MS. HEYBURN:  They are.  Our First to the Top policy includes principal evaluation.


MR. JONES:  So, for clarification just to meet your standard, Brad.


So are you a local control state or not? And if you are a local control state, how does this work with the local boards?


Maybe that's not a quick yes-no.


MS. HEYBURN:  Well, I -- I will defy that label a bit, but I mean, as I said, we have a lot of rural districts, so there's a lot of state resources and support for this work.  And then we have several local agencies that are taking this into their own hands as well.


MR. JONES:  And local boards get to make any decisions, or is it driven by the state?


MS. BARTON:  Local boards can decide if they want to propose an alternate model.


MR. JONES:  That's it?


MS. BARTON:  That's it.


MR. JONES:  Okay.  Thanks.


MS. HENDERSON:  Who determines the consequences, both positive and negative, of the evaluation system?


MS. BARTON:  Districts.


MS. HEYBURN:  Beyond the tenure legislation which is a state --


MS. BARTON:  Yes.


MS. HEYBURN:  -- requirement.


MR. JUPP:  What are some of the -- can you just list a few examples of what those are?  Because I think too often people get locked in on dismissal.  What are some of the -- what are some of the incentives and supports that come down for teachers and leaders?

MS. HEYBURN:  Well, and the statute says to inform personnel decisions, including compensation, retention, dismissal, tenure, development.  So those are -- I mean, and the statute is clear that it's to inform in a significant way at the local level those who make capital decisions.


MS. BARTON:  And I think work policies which are in a very different conversation no longer under the purview of collective bargaining agreements in Tennessee, so placement reductions -- how that is guided must be informed by evaluation.


MR. DALY:  I have a two-parter.  So, one -- the first question is you mention in your presentation that this is not a pilot.  Will at the end of this year, the first year of full implementation, will the results of the evaluations impact personnel decisions?


MS. BARTON:  So that is the district's decision.  That is not a state decision because the personnel decisions are in the hands of the districts.


What -- what works in our favor is because we did move to a five-year tenure policy and it's the last two years, even the people who this past year were not -- were -- even the people who just missed getting tenure this past year have one more year before this becomes a high stakes thing in their tenure evaluation.


MR. DALY:  But let me say it a different way.  This year is not a no-count year.  This year counts?

MS. BARTON:  This year counts.


MR. DALY:  And so to the degree that a district would use these for decisions --


MS. BARTON:  Correct.  That's correct.


MR. DALY:  -- they are able to do that?


MS. BARTON:  And we did have a pilot last year that was part of all of this, but this is a full year roll out of implementation.  And I really hope somebody asks me a probing question about whether that's good or not.


MR. DALY:  Yeah, well, this is the clarifying question period.  And has anything that you-all have experienced so far made you feel like this has gone too quickly?  Do you have regrets about how quickly you've proceeded?


MS. BARTON:  Um --


MR. DALY:  It's yes-no.


MS. BARTON:  -- (inaudible 51:46)


MR. JUPP:  -- regrets or not?


MS. HENDERSON:  I have two quick clarifying questions.  If a teacher scores a five and five in their first two years, can they get tenure?


MS. BARTON:  Just because of the timeline, no, they cannot.  So you are not --


MS. HENDERSON:  Not yet.


MS. BARTON:  -- eligible for tenure until your fifth year.


MS. HENDERSON:  My second question is does the state have plans to go public with the data that comes out of these -- yes or no?


MS. BARTON:  So we do not -- well, our -- we have very strong sunshine laws in Tennessee.  And as of this moment it would be outside our ability to prevent that from happening.  However, we really want to be thoughtful about that, and we want to honor the privacy of this process in all the ways that we can, but it's a complicated issue.

MS. HEYBURN:  And teacher effect scores are, by statute, kept confidential, so that 35 percent.


MS. HENDERSON:  But are you able to, on a district level and an aggregate level, to make the information public?


MS. BARTON:  We have that ability.


MR. JONES:  And so one more quick clarifying question if I may, Brad?


Partnerships with higher ed?  So how does the whole evaluation process maybe work with your higher ed institutions?


MS. BARTON:  So, we're just going through the process of actually training those members of the higher ed community that want to on the evaluation -- the qualitative evaluation rubric so that can inform their instruction, but I think that is one of the places we have the most excitement about the long-term potential, though we're probably not yet fully implementing all the actions that would realize that potential.


MR. JONES:  Because in Race to the Top I know there was a requirement on your relationship to higher ed, and I just wondered because you've got K-12 under the gun so the preparation of your higher ed institutions -- just interested in what skin in the game they have.


MS. HEYBURN:  Well, and we will report results back to our teacher prep institutions so they will be able to see how their graduates are doing.


MR. JONES:  And will post it publicly or no?


MS. HEYBURN:  In aggregate that -- those results will go back to the higher ed institution for them to do with as they choose.


MR. JUPP:  So I'm sure there's a -- some hint of probing questions, but let's see.  Are there any -- are there any lingering clarifying questions?


(No audible response.)


MR. JUPP:  All right.  So I'm going to let you guys have at it with probing questions, but before we're done, there's a couple of challenges I want to put with the 15 minutes or so that we've got for probing questions.

I want to make sure, for instance, that Dwight who's now a superintendent but formerly was the Chief State School Officer for the state, it wasn't just law but was tall can ask some questions about what it might mean to be administering a system like this in remote and very small school systems.


And I know that I've got two superintendents up here.  I hope they put their superintendent's eyes on and look up at this as if they're looking at their own state school authority and ask what questions would we ask.


And I think one of the things that often happens as we get together as leaders in states is we forget what signals people in school districts receive that you're sending.


And of course, Tim's seen this happen across a number of jurisdictions, states, school districts, schools, and I'm hoping that what Tim's able to do is to make sure that we talk about Tennessee in light of what he's seeing around the country.


Before we're done with that, then -- when we're done with that, then finally we'll turn it over to you, and we'll also get questions.  But let's start with probing questions now.  Who'd like to go first?


MR. JONES:  I'll be glad to lead out again.  First of all, I -- I think you ought to be complimented.  I -- I think your strategy of First to the Top is just right.  The whole country needs states that are willing to step outside of the status quo and have the courage.  And in some cases you know it is building the airplane as you're probably going down the runway, but I just want to compliment you on your leadership.  And it's really great because the rest of the country is actually grappling with the exact same things that you're dealing with.  And so, in fairness, please know that, you know, there's probably no perfect answers.  It is just you're trying to do the work as you go.

And I know in Colorado we passed Senate Bill 191, which is pretty similar to the bill you have, except it has a couple additional high- stakes components.  Number one, the tenure piece does move you back to probationary status if you don't have two years of educator effectiveness.  


Number two, there is the forced placement that districts no longer -- if you move teachers out and expressly through school improvement grants that those teachers actually have to find a place to land.  But equally, the principals have a lot more authority since they're more accountable.  I know we're talking a lot about teachers, but principals also -- they're landscape has really changed.

So just a couple questions then on -- I was recently in New York with NBC's Education Nation.  And Diane Ravitch who I don't know if you know or don't know, as you know, is quite a critic against the direction that we're going with education evaluation especially around what research do we have to actually support the high- stakes decisions that we're making in relationship to teachers and leaders.

And so I just wonder what research you're using to support the direction you're going, who are the national or research experts that you're using to help and form your work?  I just think that would be helpful for, first, others to know because they may want to embark on some of the same ones you're using and -- and finally, I think just in fairness to teachers and leaders without having good research components, I think Diane Ravitch is onto something -- not all things but onto something to say, boy, we're making high-stakes decisions on employees without maybe whether or not this has been effective in -- in a process before.  


And again, I compliment you for being a leader.


MS. HEYBURN:  I'll start with that.  I mean I think, you know, it's -- it's a fair criticism, but I think we, in education, know that, you know, the policymakers can't wait for the researchers in many instances.  


And I think where we've started in Tennessee is recognizing that what we've had in the past is unquestionably a broken system.  You know, the way we were evaluating teachers in the past was not good for students.  It was not good for teachers.


So moving forward from that we have tried to build a system that's nimble, that builds in a very rigorous research component.  Part of our Race to the Top plan included a group we call TN CRED was our research arm, who have committed to doing ongoing analysis and review of the implementation of all of our First to the Top work so that we know where we need to re-tack in real time and are not getting too far down one path without realizing that maybe that's not the right path.


And then I think the other thing I would say is that you have to massage the point at which the results are used to inform those high-stakes decisions.  As Emily said, by changing out tenure window we've -- we've given ourselves a little breathing room this year around the tenure decision.  And then we've also looked to districts to use these results responsibly, and we'll have to, at the state level, provide guidance and help and support for using the information where and how it should be used in a reasonable way to inform personnel decisions and to really support teachers. 


I think one of our biggest, you know, goals in this evaluation system is to provide regular feedback to teachers so that they can improve instruction in real time in the classroom and use data to their advantage.  And so we have to focus on kind of that theory of action around this evaluation system and be sure that we're meeting that goal in implementing the system.


MS. BARTON:  Yeah, I'd only add that I think the -- there are two chief purposes that we see evaluation advancing.  And they are one, to give people meaningful feedback about their practice at every level -- high performers as well as those who are struggling.  And two, to give us the opportunity to actually identify our highest performing teachers so can study them, we can learn from them, and can engage them in teaching others.


And I think that there is a very practical research base as well as an intuitive sense that actually this -- this will work to do those two things.  I think Diane Ravitch's concern about it being connected to very high-stakes decisions is -- is part of a larger discussion, but actually secondary to some of the aims that we have for using evaluation to improve things for students in our state.

MR. JONES:  And just quickly, Brad, a follow-up.  Sara and Emily, are both of you educators?  Teachers, principals?


MS. HEYBURN:  I taught high school English for six years in Tennessee and Kentucky before I got into policy work.


MR. JONES:  Great.


MS. BARTON:  Seventh grade math.


MR. JONES:  And again, any national researchers you're working with or --


MS. HEYBURN:  Through Vanderbilt, the Tennessee Research Consortium --


MR. JONES:  Great.  Thank you.


MR. JUPP:  Who else has some questions?


MR. DALY:  I'll go next.  You mentioned that -- it was very clear from -- from the opening that you -- you had to move on a rapid timeline to get the evaluation part installed.  Has the teacher development component moved as quickly, and to -- and to what degree is that still in process as the evaluation part goes live?

MS. HEYBURN:  And by teacher development you mean kind of the professional development that accompanies --



MR. DALY:  Yes.


MS. HEYBURN:  Well, I mean, it is cart and horse.  I mean we -- we're working very quickly to build this system and then also very quickly to help districts and school leaders, you know, use those results to do that development.


So I think they have been running consecutively but a little bit, you know, of a lag there.  That's another area where there's not a whole lot of really strong research, but again, we're -- we're looking to highlight best practices across the state and put people in touch with each other so that peers can help peers see how to use these results in ways that really do help teachers.


Part of the resources that we're providing to our districts includes, you know, as Emily mentioned, a portal that has lots of lesson -- video lessons so that people can see what a three looks like; they can see what a five looks like.  Those lessons are linked to some professional development modules around areas of refinement for different indicators in the rubric.  So there's a number of things that we're trying to do at the state level, but I think that's an area where we are very much still engaging and learning as we go forward.

MS. BARTON:  I think what we heard from people who went through the pilot and are beginning to hear in the field is that the actual act of -- for those who were getting trained on evaluating, that was very strong professional development.


And then for those who are being evaluated, the act of going through that experience is actually the thing that they attributed to driving the greatest gains in performance because, as we all know, there are many educators that are in classrooms alone wanting very badly to do right by their students and not getting feedback.


And so I think we are caring for many teachers throughout -- throughout the state that they're very much appreciating the chance to get meaningful feedback.  And that, in and of itself, is -- is some of the strongest development that we saw in the pilot and then also that I think we're seeing in -- in other districts throughout the state, but we also want to make sure that when you identify, you need to get a little bit better at how you're engaging your students.  


There are places to go for that, and our hypothesis is that the actual -- actually, it's going to the other educators who are good at those things that are going to be our greatest resource in that quest.  So it's actually doing the evaluation, measuring people, and then being able to connect people who are strong in other areas that will -- will be the foundation of the professional development.


MS. HENDERSON:  So I have a clarifying question and a probing question.  My clarifying question is how -- are you laying out the framework and then the districts have to actually provide the content?  And so when I say that, what I mean is on the student achievement side it's fairly simple.


On the other 50 percent, who develops what you're evaluating against, the frameworks that you're evaluating against?  Is it district? Is it state?  Who determines what the other stuff is that is sort of undefined or even the teacher defined student growth or student achievement pieces?  Are those given out of a framework or a dropdown menu from the state, or are districts allowed to define those for themselves?

MS. HEYBURN:  So I can start with that.  It's on the qualitative instrument.  Again, we have the state model that we're using the TAP rubric.  And that's something that we have trained, as Emily said, 5,000 principals directly in four days of training and normed them against that rubric this summer.  They had to pass a certification test to perform observations.  So that is the state-provided model for districts who have not elected to apply for an alternate model.

MS. BARTON:  The default.


MS. HEYBURN:  Yeah, but we don't like to call it default.  It's the state model.  Default is, you know, second -- no, so that's the model that we have adopted statewide for districts who don't elect to do something else.


Those districts that elect --


MS. HENDERSON:  Are the majority of your districts electing to do that and --


MS. HEYBURN:  126 of our 136 districts are using the state model.


MR. JONES:  Wow.


MS. HEYBURN:  But, you know, significantly a couple of our large districts that represent, you know, large numbers of educators have elected to do something that is an alternate model, again, in keeping with the statute and the policy requirements around the domains that have to be covered and the number of observations that have to be performed.  There are some of those stipulations that those qualitative, you know, alternate models still have to address, but then the implementation and the support for implementation comes from those districts who are doing the alternate models.  They are not relying on the state for that training for that -- that piece.

The 15 percent achievement metric is a kind of a dropdown list.  It's a dynamic list that we'll revisit each year but it is a board-approved list of options.  It includes a lot of things that are off the shelf and state and nationally known and then student achievement metrics from state tests and other, you know, ACT, and AP tests and that kind of thing.


MS. HENDERSON:  So my probing question is what happens when states fail to implement this? And what happens when state -- when districts, sorry -- when districts fail to implement this?  And what happens when districts are implementing very well?


And the reason that I asked the second question, frankly, is because when you do the work well, there are all kinds of additional burdens that come your way.  You're not a winner when you're a winner.  And so -- and so my question is:  Is the state prepared to provide the resources and support for their highest performers when they are able to meet these goals?


MS. BARTON:  Those are good questions.


MR. JONES:  Yes.


MS. HENDERSON:  That's why I'm here.


MS. BARTON:  Yes, we're back to those clarifying answers.


MS. HENDERSON:  No, this -- this is the probing.


MS. BARTON:  I think that -- I mean one thing I will just really commend and celebrate and express gratitude for is the extent to which people have really jumped into this together --


MR. JONES:  Nice.  Nice.


MS. BARTON:  -- because what's -- what's nice is that I actually -- like, the premise of your question is still very real, but there is a best-faith effort going on right now across our state and --


MR. JONES:  Nice.


MS. BARTON:  -- our district leaders are probably the biggest champions for -- are strong in --

MS. HENDERSON:  But I want to push you on that because the road to hell is paved with good intentions.  And there are a lot of people who literally, while they have the will, don't have the capacity to do this.  So what happens when -- even when those well-intentioned people can't deliver?


MS. BARTON:  So very concretely, as we get data throughout the year on different elements of the qualitative instrument, we will be able to see the distribution.  And we will also be able to throughout the year -- audit is not the right word, but be -- be there with districts as they're implementing and learn from them in the field.  There is a strong spirit of cooperation around that right now.  


And so as we -- we do have capacity as we identify places where we're seeing deviation from fidelity to actually retrain people to bring in consultants to help.  We have a number of extraordinary former district leaders by and large who have also been trained, and are very excited about this, and are right on the ground.


MS. HEYBURN:  And on the ground.


MS. BARTON:  I think that the broader question that you're asking, though, is, you know, how will we --


MS. HENDERSON:  So what?  So what?


MS. BARTON:  So what, right.


MS. HENDERSON:  Right.  Yes.


MS. BARTON:  And then what happens then? 

And I think that in some ways it's too soon for us to be able to answer that question, but we do have the full backing of a legislature that passed a very strong stance on the importance of teacher evaluation.  And that requires us all to really get in there and do this and do this -- do this well.

MR. JUPP:  So before my next panelist comes in with a probing question, I want to warn the audience that your time is up.  You're about to come in with your own probing questions.  So I want you to start thinking what question you're going to ask.  There's those lovely little hotel pads.  If you can't remember it, write it down on the lovely little hotel pad.


There should be microphone runners in the corners of the room.  Are there microphone runners yet?


(No audible response.)


MR. JUPP:  Okay.  We've got a couple of microphone runners.  Let's make sure that when you raise your hand a microphone runner runs to you.  We want to make sure that we -- because that's what microphone runners do.  They don't walk to you.  They'd be microphone walkers.  


Okay.  We have time for one more probing question from the panelists.  Who'd like to --


MR. JONES:  Great.


MR. JUPP:  Is this -- is this going to be the I come from a long and tall state?  Good.


MR. JONES:  It's probably going to be a long answer.


So, we've talked about unions before.  The reason I want to go back to unions because our challenge -- we were finalists two years in Colorado, and I think the failure of getting a lot of the union support to sign onto our Race to the Top application, ultimately, I think was part of the difficulty of getting the points necessary to be a winner.  

Having moved to Nevada, Nevada just passed an Education Effectiveness bill -- very difficult as a large district superintendent to get union support.  Teachers really feel like they're being blamed for all the ills and things that are potentially wrong with getting high achievement for all kids.


So, again, I guess my probing question which is I marveled at Tennessee's support going in.  I -- I think it's a similar question.  How are you still being able to work this through with your bargaining agents?  And is that being done at the state level or is that actually a local level where the bargaining really has to take place union-to-union, district-to district?


MS. BARTON:  So please jump in, Sara.


MS. HEYBURN:  Well, I can start if you don't want to.  SO, either way.


MS. BARTON:  I think that we -- so I am very proud to say that I think there's a lot of conversation taking place both at the state level and at the district level with a spirit of joint commitment to the benefits of evaluation between the union and implementation teams be they district or state actors.


I think there are -- there are -- change manifests in people having questions and concerns about doing things differently.  And that is going to continue throughout the year, so there have been points of debate about different elements of it, and I think we will continue to see that.  And I think that is healthy and good for us as we strive to accomplish the intention of -- of this in a very good way.


Are union fully signed on to the First to the Top application.  And we had 136 out of 136 districts sign on to the union -- or to our First to the Top application which often involves their union signing on as well in every -- 


MS. HEYBURN:  In every case.


MS. BARTON:  -- in every -- in every case.  And so I think that that -- that is an extraordinary thing that I -- I marvel at.


MR. JONES:  I did, too.  I was jealous.


MS. BARTON:  But I really do think that people are in a -- in a beautiful way on the same page about how important this is for educators and for children.

MS. HEYBURN:  And yet not to take the rose off the bloom, but I think, you know, initially they all signed on, and we have been together in this.


We've had union representatives on all of our work teams.  We've had a number of work streams in the development and the pilot phase of this; but this last legislative session we changed our tenure law.  We also eliminated collective bargaining.


You know, teachers --


MR. JONES:  Wow.


MS. HEYBURN:  -- are feeling, you know, a little bit road weary, shall we say.  And so we're seeing the results of that, too, that it's not necessarily the pushback that we're -- we're hearing and sensing on evaluation as necessarily all a result of our evaluation change.  I mean, there's been a number of other contextual policy changes that have contributed to some of the challenges we face.


But as Emily said, I mean at the end of the day we do still have that core agreement around the purpose of this work and the spirit of continuing to improve the work as we move forward.  So that -- 


MS. HENDERSON:  But the real answer is that you don't need your unions, right?  Because if the -- you eliminated collective bargaining and they don't agree, you can -- I might be the dumb one in the room.  Yes?  


I wasn't supposed to ask another probing --


MR. JONES:  I don't think she gets to answer that.


(Laughter over talking.)


MR. JUPP:  You get your question.  You get your question because everybody wants to hear the answer, so go ahead.


MS. BARTON:  So the unions are -- are -- they continue to be engaged in collaborative conferencing around benefits and salaries but not around work rules or evaluation.

MS. HEYBURN:  But they still represent a lot of our educators.  And their voices are important voices to have heard and to have, you know, in -- in unison with those of -- as Emily said, the implementation team, so we continue to work with them on this.


MR. JUPP:  So we've -- we've modeled clarifying and probing questions really well.  And we've modeled not only probing questions, but we've also modeled real honesty on answering hard questions.  And that's the culture that we want to cultivate over the next couple of days.  We really don't want to make it sound like what you're -- what we're asking you to do when we think about ESEA Flexibility is to go back and check the right boxes and submit the right perfectly checked boxes back to us so that we can then say, yes, you've submitted the right fonts and the right requirements.


What we're trying to do is to get you to think as deeply as we can.  And sometimes it's going to push you to places where the answers don't come easily.  And that means that sometimes there's going to be tough questions, and sometimes there's going to be a really interesting, honest answer.


I want to encourage you now to enter into the conversation.  I want you to just gaze down at that little hotel notepad that you were writing your questions on, and then raise your hand, and one of the mike runners will run to you.


And I think somebody sees -- I see a whole bunch of folks.  Good.  This is great.  Who's going first?  Go ahead.


MR. SAWYERS:  Michael Sawyers from Ohio. I have two questions.  First is:  In Tennessee what portions of the principal and teacher evaluation are public record?  Number two, are all evaluators -- you mentioned 500 evaluators were trained to be assessors.  Are any of them part of a peer assistance review?  Are they all administrators, or are teachers evaluating teachers in your system?

MS. BARTON:  Teachers are evaluating other teachers in situations.


MS. HEYBURN:  Yeah, instructional leaders, so coaches, instructional coaches, teachers that are in a -- a leader position could be trained to perform observations, but it's a school decision as to who to train to be observers.


MS. BARTON:  And then the -- the public record answer I don't actually know actually.  Do you?


MS. HEYBURN:  Well, I mean, it gets back to the sunshine law, again, that Emily mentioned. I mean we do have strong sunshine laws, but we also, as I said, have statutory provisions to keep confidential the value-added data.  So if someone was to pull, you know, a personnel record, that teacher effect score would be taken out of that file before it was made public; but we have no plans to make those public.

MR. JUPP:  Great.


MR. CHESTER:  Two questions.  Mitchell Chester from Massachusetts.  If you could back up to the slide that shows the contributions to the evaluation, including the --


MS. HEYBURN:  (Unintelligible)?


MR. CHESTER:  Yeah.  So question number one is:  So the 35 percent on the student growth measure where you've -- where you've got the state test.  Is there a -- is there a prescribed algorithm for how that 35 percent intersects with the rest of the 65 percent?  I've -- I've kind of been puzzled about that.


MS. HEYBURN:  Yeah.

MR. CHESTER:  Question number two, I don't want to lose my opportunity to --


MS. HEYBURN:  Okay.


MR. CHESTER:  -- get two questions.  Since Ohio set the stage for at least two questions.


So this question number two is interview -- on one of your slides you talk about establishing inter-rater reliability and certification.  So if that means of your evaluators what's the implication, if I'm a superintendent of a school district and I've got -- I got people I got to get rid of, and my principal isn't -- isn't -- isn't getting your certification, how does that intersect with my ability to make employment decisions?


MS. HEYBURN:  Great questions.  I'll -- I'll start with the first one.  On the 35 percent and how the scores are computed, they are weighted components, so one of the things we're proud of is a new website that launched several weeks ago around what we're calling our evaluation system which is TEAM, T-E-A-M.


And there is some guidance on there that if you're interested in the level of detail about how those scores are calculated and the scale for those different five levels of effectiveness, you can find there.  But essentially, it's a 500 point scale, and each of those components the 35 percent growth, the 15 percent student achievement, and then the 50 percent qualitative are assigned to those weights, and so the respective points associated with the scores for those measures and then calculated up into a score across a 500-point scale.


MR. CHESTER:  (Inaudible 1:18:45)?  Yeah, so if I'm bombing out on the student growth measures, have you done that in a way that I can end up being rating pretty highly at the end of the day?


MS. HEYBURN:  That's exactly what we tried to do.  There was a lot of modeling involved.  It's not a simple decision to set those scale scores.  And -- and so we tried to look at kind of historical data on our TVAS growth measures and also early implementation data from, you know, schools and districts that had implemented similar models around multiple-measure evaluation.  It was not a perfect -- perfect science though, and we know we'll have to revisit those scale scores each year to make sure that it's telling us what we need it to tell us.


But again, there's lots of information on that website, the TEAM website.  It's on the Department's home page, linked very prominently.


And then the second question, which was what?


MR. CHESTER:  Inter-rater reliability.


MS. HEYBURN:  Inter-rater reliability, yes, for principals.  So we were also pleased with the results of the -- the training this summer because we saw that to pass the -- the certification test you had to go and watch a video of a teacher teaching a lesson and rate it and come within a certain range of the national norm for that -- you know, that lesson.  That was the first part.

The second part was to submit a feedback conference plan that aligned well with what you would expect a principal to suggest to that teacher to do in terms of refinement and reinforcement.


We had 96 percent of the principals who were trained pass on the first -- the first test opportunity.  Those that didn't pass on the first test opportunity were able to go back to the -- the portal, watch some more lessons, kind of retool, and -- and take it again.  I'd have to look to see now kind of where we are on that pass rate, but we -- we had a very high pass rate in terms of that inter-rater reliability. 


So we haven't seen a problem yet around those principals that you mentioned who, you know, might not have passed, and what does that mean for employment.  Thankfully that hasn't been a -- an issue that we've had to address so far.

MS. BARTON:  It -- it was an up-front certification, so you couldn't begin evaluating until you got that certification.


I think you raise a very important question for us to be thinking about in implementation, which is, you know, does that actually line up with consistency in terms of giving similar ratings to similar teachers.  Training is one thing.  Ongoing -- ongoing effectiveness on that is a different one, and we're eager to learn what we can on that across this year; but I suspect that will be a place we're going to need to continue to -- to do some work.


MS. STEELE:  Christine Steele, Wyoming.  And first of all I want to thank you for sharing all of this with us.  And I want to compliment you on it also, on your presentation, and the panel, too.


My question is this:  Does the information from your teacher leader development system have any input of affect or how does it affect decisions on school accountability in your accountability system?  And if so, what is your opinion of how it's worked so far?


MS. HEYBURN:  Also a really good question.  I think like all of you in this room, we are looking at that accountability system in new ways with guidance from the Department of Ed, and so we'll be making some changes to our school accountability system.  


I don't know that we have made firm decisions about what that will look like, but I do think that growth will be a component as opposed to just achievement.  Beyond that, Emily, I don't know if you have other insight?


MS. BARTON:  Yeah, I think our overall approach is going to be much more outcome based than it is going to be including any of the sort of teacher evaluation input in how we think about school accountability.  I think we're going to be looking at school accountability as very much, you know, are students achieving, are they growing, not are students achieving, are they growing, and are teachers according to a qualitative instrument also doing well?  I think we're going to probably keep those separate.

MR. JUPP:  So before we get one more question, I want to make sure we do two things just to check in.  First of all, I've noticed that we've had a pretty bi-coastal distribution of questioners, and I want to make sure that we get the mike into flyover country here.   And so if you're in the middle --


MS. HEYBURN:  Our part of the country.


MR. JUPP:  Yeah, that's exactly right.


MS. HEYBURN:  -- middle America.


MR. JUPP:  Make sure that you get your hands up, too.  And while we're waiting for the next question -- and I am going to go over here to the right -- I want to put a couple of our -- our panelists, our discussants, on notice. 


In relation to -- to Mitchell Chester's question about the ways to combine measures, I'm going to ask Tim Daly who gets to look at teacher evaluation systems from a national perspective to perhaps talk about what he's seen as different approaches to combining multiple measures.  And I'm also going to put Kia on notice as somebody who has a lot of experience on developing sisters of inter-rater reliability up close to just talk a little bit about what they've done in the District of Columbia public schools where inter-rater reliability has received a whole lot of system attention.


But let's now go over here.  Who do we have?


MS. CHISM:  Hi, Monique Chism from Illinois.  Can you tell me how the system impacted teachers who already had tenure, and then how does it impact you once you get tenure?


MS. HEYBURN:  Yeah, I'm happy to take that because I've had to learn all the nuances of this law, like I said, because it is pretty detailed.


But for teachers who had acquired tenure on or before July 1, 2011, when this legislation took effect, they were grandfathered in.  So they will keep tenure.  The only change to their potential tenure status came in our redefinition of ineffectiveness.  That now includes poor performance on the evaluation system, so teachers with tenure under the old tenure system could lose tenure if a director decides that, you know, due to poor performance on evaluation they can lose tenure.

And then the second part was around --


MS. CHISM:  So are you saying that (inaudible 1:24:41) going forward if you've achieved tenure then --


MS. HEYBURN:  Right.  So it's a little bit different for folks under the new system.  They can lose it a bit more easily, but they -- they can kind of bounce back and forth between the tenure and the probationary status if they have two consecutive years of poor performance, so a one or a two.


Once tenured, then they would automatically drop back to the probationary status so they could again retain tenure status if they were eligible at the end of that next probationary period again.

MR. THOMPSON:  I'm Mike Thompson from Wisconsin.  I have a question on the right side of your chart, the -- the quality of practice, 50 percent.  

And earlier you said a lot of districts in your state were using Charlotte Danielson's work.  And I -- and I -- I got the impression that you moved away from Charlotte Danielson's work, and I'm curious, if you did, why did you?  And, secondly, what are -- what is the model then for quality of practice that you're using?


MS. HEYBURN:  Yeah, I'm happy to take it. So, first, I think, you know, a lot of the rubrics that we looked at are rooted in Charlotte Danielson's work.  You know, there is only so many kind of domains of practice that we really as educators all agree to.  So one of the things we first noticed was that, you know, planning, instruction, environment, professionalism, you know, which are at the heart of her work are at the heart of, you know, the rubric that we chose and -- and several of the others that we looked at.  And so I think it's fair to say that it's not necessarily in the rubric, but oftentimes it's how it's implemented.


And so the rubric that we had been using in our existing framework before we changed to this new model was the Charlotte Danielson rubric.  And it wasn't that we weren't happy with that.  It was just we needed new resources and new ways to implement a somewhat, you know, new and customized system.


So the rubric that we're implementing now still looks a lot like Charlotte Danielson.  It's streamlined a bit further, and we were able to provide the resources around, again, kind of the video portal and the inter-rater reliability certification that aligned with this specific rubric.  So that was part of our choice given our tight timeline was that we needed to look both at the quality instrument and the ability to take it to scale.  And this instrument helped us to that end.

MR. THOMPSON:  So that's (inaudible 1:26:44) rubric or who did you -- what --


MS. HEYBURN:  It's the TAP rubric --


MR. THOMPSON:  TAP rubric.


MS. HEYBURN:  -- that we've modified a bit for Tennessee purposes.


MR. JUPP:  So before we go to the next question, but I see that there are some people that need mikes run to them, what I would like to do is to ask Tim to talk about how -- what he's seeing as he looks across the national landscape when it comes to combining multiple measures and Kaya to weigh in on her experience with inter-rater reliability.  Tim?


MR. DALY:  So if you imagine that everybody is -- is thinking about using more components to arrive at a decision about an educator's performance than just the classroom observation which typically was 100 percent of it and sometimes just one of those, there are two main ways that -- that folks are going about that.

One is to assign a percentage weight to each of the components to reflect the level of importance that's attached to it.  And that's more or less what you see in the -- in the Tennessee approach.  I don't have any concerns about that.  I think that can work very well.  


The only mistake that people can make in doing this is to take something that they believe is very important and to assign a very small weight to it which does happen.  It seems counterintuitive, but when you do that, you will get instances in which somebody is very good or very bad at that thing that you think is very important, and it really has an insignificant impact on the overall evaluation.  So sometimes there's a lot of anxiety about weighting student growth at a heavy level because of the uncertainty of -- of that science as it has -- is still emerging.  The problem is that you will end up with situations in which you are pretty certain that someone has very high or very low growth, and it really doesn't have a material impact on the -- on the final evaluation.  Yeah, in Tennessee there's fairly even emphasis here on classroom practice, and -- and student growth.


The second way to do it is to not put an amount of percentage weight on each component but rather to use look-up tables that marry multiple inputs to a final outcome.  That way is particularly useful when things are really far off.

So, for instance, there are some places -- and New Haven, Connecticut is an example of this -- where you get a rating for your classroom practice that's on a one through five.  And you get a rating for your student growth that's on a one through five.  And they put those on a -- on a table.  Each -- each side is -- is numbered one through five.  And you can see if I got a four on student growth and I got two on classroom practice, it maps to a final rating which may be three, but it may not be.  And it is -- it forces the conversation of what happens when we have a teacher who got the highest score for classroom practice, let's say, and the lowest score for student growth.  If you just average those, you would get a three.  But there may be reasons why people think that is not a three.  Maybe that's a two or maybe it's a four.


And so in those cases the advantage of that system is it's very easy for educators to understand how things go in and how they come out.  They can understand if they're about here on one thing what they would have to get on the other thing to get the score that they desire.


It is a little bit messy because it's not even.  It results in some things counting more in some cases and a little bit less in others.  So essentially not every single person's score will be weighted just the same.  I think that works very well.  


I really do think that either case, as long as it's carefully thought through, can be equally good.  And the strength of the one is that it's mathematical and everyone's rating is going to be calculated the same, and we can say it is dead on fair so to speak in terms of process.  The other one is -- has a lot of validity and requires no one to do any math in their head.


MR. JUPP:  Kaya?


MS. HENDERSON:  So what we've learned about inter-rater reliability, we have two sets of raters.  We have administrators and we have peer evaluators that we call master educators.  And so if you're an art teacher and art -- you have an art master educator.  If you are an elementary teacher, you have an elementary master educator.

And we have done a ton of training primarily through viewing observations and -- and viewing videos and looking at feedback much in the way that you described, but what we found is we did it at the beginning.  And 15 minutes in people came back with a ton of questions.  And so we used our monthly principal meetings and our monthly master educator meetings to continue to refine that inter-relater reliability to continue to watch videos and literally fight about what's a 3.4 versus a 3.5.


And I think what we've learned is you have to continue to train as regularly as possible, and you have to bring these groups together to make sure that one set of group -- one group doesn't have a vastly different approach than the other group.  And so we do share -- we do lots of professional development amongst each group and between the two groups.  But it's a significant investment of time and resources.  And at some point these people feel like all they are doing is evaluating.


And so you've got to be very careful.  You need to put in the time getting to the point that everybody is, you know, reliable but recognizing that these people are doing 750 other things as well.


MR. DALY:  I'm just going to add one thing to that.  Everything that Kaya said is right.  And for those of you who have not done a lot of the inter-rater reliability work before, I will -- I will cut to the chase.  The downfall of it is at the top end of the scale.  School leaders are too quick to rate people high.  There's not nearly as much disagreement at the lower end of the scale, but anyone who's above average in the eyes of a principal as somebody that they think highly of, they go way up to the top.  


And so when -- when you are doing inter-relater reliability, I don't know -- I'm making up the number on this.  Eighty percent of your work will be convincing principals not to over rate folks that are really just a bit above average.


MS. HENDERSON:  That's absolutely right.


MR. JUPP:  Excellent.  We have a -- somebody who's been hiding behind Dwight and Tim.

MR. MARTINEAU (ph):  Hi.  Joseph Martineau from Michigan Department of Education. I wanted to find out what are you doing with these -- with the teachers of non-tested grades and subjects, particularly K-2, grade 12, and social studies, arts, music?


MS. HEYBURN:  I'm just laughing at how long it took to get to that question.  That's usually straight out of the gate.


Well, as Emily said, we're doing a lot of work this year to pilot what we hope are some -- some good measures for those non-tested area educators.  We spent a good part of last year as we were developing the policy, knowing that this was going to be, you know, one of the -- the issues at the heart of the work.  Working with development teams of educators in those non-tested areas and a team of technical experts who helped review the educators' suggestions around what -- what -- what is appropriate for measuring growth in fine arts.  What's appropriate for measuring growth in, you know, a pre-K classroom? 


And one thing that I know we can share is that, you know, one size does not fit all.  So we had to look at some different ways of measuring growth in some different kind of buckets of work. And then from those recommendations and our technical experts were piloting a number of things in those different areas so that ultimately at the state level we hoped to be able to approve some high quality, rigorous, reliable, valid options for districts to choose between.

We're using school level scores for this first year of implementation.  And so looking at the value-added scores, both, you know, literacy composite or a math composite, or a school-wide composite.  And we test science, social studies, math, and reading in Tennessee so we have about 45 percent of our educators covered with a state test, but using school level scores in the interim while those other measures are -- are still being (unintelligible 1:34:28) through.


MR. JUPP:  So before we -- before we take the next question, just a quick heads up for Tennessee because in about seven minutes, maybe five, we're going to turn it over to you for some closing remarks and then ask our colleagues from New York to just make some remarks from their respective.

Who would like to go next?  Ah, there we go.


MR. FANGMAN:  Kevin Fangman from Iowa.  Our question is:  Earlier when they were clarifying, you said within 3 weeks you would know if evaluation scores hadn't changed or were still inflated.  Could you just elaborate on what that process looks like?


MS. BARTON:  So we'll know for the first 3 -- 3 strands on planning what the -- the bell curve evaluation report across schools and across districts.


So what we will know if we're facing or not is the widget effect question.  We will know if 95 percent of the people are getting 5s or 4s on their planning assessment or whether we're actually seeing more of what we expect the bell curve to look like.


MS. HEYBURN:  But to step back just to be clear, so when she said 3 weeks, we're building this system again this year.  So this year it's 3 weeks away before we'll be able to have -- the launch is actually happening next week -- of the system.  And then it'll be a few weeks before we'll be able to see the data because people are going to be putting in data that they've been keeping on, you know, hard copy format this year.

Moving forward, we'll have real time data.  So we'll be able to see as soon as they enter scores at the state level, at the district level, at the school level, you know, kind of how these scores are coming in.


MR. FANGMAN:  (Inaudible 1:36:07).


MR. JUPP:  Will you please repeat your name?


MR. FANGMAN:  Kevin Fangman.


MR. JUPP:  One more.


MR. FANGMAN:  Kevin Fangman.


MR. JUPP:  Thank you.  For the purpose of transcription, yes.  We've got you for the record now, Kevin.


Who's next?  Good.


MR. LEATHER:  Good evening.  Paul Leather from New Hampshire.  And I just wanted to ask a question about your control mechanisms around both your monitoring system and your evaluation, knowing that you're, you know, kind of going boldly where few have gone before, and I want to certainly congratulate you for taking that position.

What are you doing to -- to really address the possibility of unanticipated consequences, the possibility of gaming the system?  For example, a student class selection being controlled within the district or the possibility of cheating on the test.  I'm just wondering how your system is approaching those kinds of issues.


MS. BARTON:  I'll just start by saying we're taking this very, very seriously.  And it is something that is quite important to us to make sure that we are, you know, really looking under the hood.


We -- one thing that Tennessee has that really gives us a little bit of a leg up in this is that we have had value-added data for 20 years.  And so, it hasn't always been shared with teachers in various formats, but by and large teachers are actually somewhat used to the idea that they are a one, two, three, four, or five on their value-added scores.  And that gives -- just the -- that gives people a different comfort level with those scores being included in how they are rated because they -- they actually have known what they have been in the past.  And so I don't think that can really be underestimated.  


But there's -- please (unintelligible 1:38:22) more of an answer.  I think we're taking it very seriously and doing everything that you would imagine one would be doing to just make sure that we are looking at this from every angle.

MS. HEYBURN:  Yeah, I think that's exactly right.  And I would just add I think, again, the data system is going to be a critical piece to that, being able to monitor the data in real time and -- and help kind of on the ground where we see things kind of, you know, questionable data.  


We're also going to have, as Emily was describing earlier, 9 Tennessee-based kind of regional consultants who really will be on the ground.  And those will kind of be our -- our eyes and our ears and be able to really help us see what the issues are, what the concerns are, both around secure administration of some of these non-tested area exams, but also just what things people are struggling with, where implementation needs to be re-corrected.  We really need to have a presence in the field in these early years of implementation to help re-correct and -- and support the process so that, you know, the good faith effort that we do see on the part of a lot of superintendents and school leaders really is supported and executed with the kind of fidelity that we are hoping to see.

MR. JUPP:  One -- there we go.  One more question.


MS. LOVING-RYDER:  Shelley Loving-Ryder, Virginia.  I have two questions.  The first is in many cases there is more than one teacher who's responsible for a student's instruction.  For example, there might be a special education teacher and also a content area teacher.  How do you-all decide how to assign those test scores to teachers?


And the second is do you have an appeals process in place for the evaluations?


MS. HEYBURN:  Yeah, both great questions. On the first, again, because we've had this value-added metric for two decades, we have also had in place a claiming process for those co-teaching models so that teachers are able to go in and claim instructional time based on, you know, the co-teaching relationship, whether it's special ed and classroom teacher or whether it's an itinerant ELL teacher, you know, servicing multiple buildings.  So again, that's something that folks have been comfortable with.


We're continuing to refine that claiming guidance in that process because, you know, as we're using the data for new purposes and for certainly purposes that have stakes attached, it becomes even more important to make sure that folks are doing that claiming process correctly.


But we -- we continue to work on that and -- and help them with that process.  And then -- and I'm blanking out again on the second question.


MS. BARTON:  Appeal.


MS. HEYBURN:  Appeals, right.  We did pass as part of our policy, a grievance procedure that is a local level grievance procedure.  So it's decided at the local level or, you know, at the lowest possible level.  

But for infractions of process -- so if a principal isn't performing the observations or around the accuracy of data.  So those are the two kind of grieve-able points in the grievance procedure.


MR. JUPP:  We're right at the moment where Tennessee can make a couple of concluding comments.  You've got about 5 minutes if you'd like to use them.


MS. HEYBURN:  Want to start?


MS. BARTON:  Sure.  I'll start with a few high-level just thoughts.  I think the reason I said earlier I hope somebody asks us a probing question about whether it was good that we did this very fast and wholesale or not is because I do think we just continue to learn that there is never going to be a perfect system around any of this and that it is vitally important for students and teachers.


I think doing this work well will change things for children.  And I think it is actually of great benefit that we were able to have the First to the Top Act come out and say we're -- we're just going to do this.


Now the -- the flip side of that is that I think we had to preserve the need for flexibility and change over time.  And so not over policy-ing  things that actually we need to deal with in implementation, making sure that we have a very open channel to go back to our State Board as new issues emerge has been very important.  


And it may be naïve.  You know, your -- your question about how are people going to game the system and are you ready for all of that, is a very good question because we inherently always game every system, but I do think keeping people focused on the -- the intent of this, and the purpose, and the -- and the broader spirit is something that it is -- is sort of going a long way.  And it's not perfect, and we have certainly many people with great concerns about what is happening and -- and adjustment to new systems, but I do think we have been able to keep that intent out in front.

MS. HEYBURN:  Yeah, I would agree with everything you said.  I think it's been really important for us to build a nimble system because, you know, we are moving ahead boldly and quickly, and so massaging the points where the decisions are made, making sure that we have a system that can re-tack and adjust in the face of new information, we know the research field is going to keep expanding.  And we're excited about that.  We're excited to learn from our colleagues who are close on our heels in terms of this work. And so, to continue to refine our system will be really important over the long haul.

And the only other thing I'd like to close with is a bit of a challenge because we've talked so much about teacher evaluation today and I think, as so often happens, principal evaluation gets short shifted and that's a critical lever as well.  If we don't get principal evaluation right, we're not going to get teacher evaluation right.


So while we're putting a lot of our energy into teacher evaluation, I would encourage us to also really think about how we're, you know, assuring inter-rater reliability for principal evaluation because that's certainly something that we are still very much grappling with in Tennessee because we don't have the portal available for principals.  So how you make that happen at the principal level, I think, is equally important and perhaps an even bigger challenge.


MR. JUPP:  Fantastic.  And, John, do you have a microphone?


DR. KING:  Yes, I do.


MR. JUPP:  Fantastic.  So I'd love to hear your thoughts as a state leader about this panel and what it might mean in terms of implications for your state.

DR. KING:  Sure.  So I was just thinking back to when Brad organized sort of a similar conference around teacher-leader effectiveness probably a year ago.  And he asked me do the same thing.  And the first thing I said is the exact same thing which I will say now, which is this all makes me incredibly anxious and nervous.


I just -- you know, it's so impressive to hear everyone on this panel, and I just so admire where Tennessee is, where -- where D.C. is on this, where -- you know, this is just very, very hard to do.  And we are sort of slightly behind Tennessee in some areas, having been in -- in this second round of Race to the Top, but a few thoughts.


One is there are so many implementation risks to this around training, around data management.  And if I could go back and change something about how we approached this, I would have done much better project management, like thinking about -- we -- we've decided now that we're going to do more training than we originally envisioned.  Well, that requires procurement.  And procurement takes time.  

And I -- if I had known we were going to do this much training and that districts were going to be so reliant on us for training, we would have started some of our -- our fee writing a lot earlier.  


And so one thing I would just encourage people who are thinking about embarking on this work is the careful project planning around which data elements you'll need by when and which -- what kinds of training you'll want to do, and how you'll pay for it, and how it will be funded, and whether -- and what you'll ask of districts versus the state.  I think those questions are really critical.

A second point is listening to Tennessee, I think the -- the bargaining context matters a lot.  In -- in -- and clearly.  And so in New York, you know, we just have a very different tradition around collective bargaining, a very different context.  And those districts that have strong labor management partnerships are at a very different place than districts that have a more contentious relationship.


And our state law context is very different from Tennessee.  And so that -- I just think that's an important thing for us to -- to map out.  There are some things that just play out, I think, very differently because of the bargaining context.

A third point I -- I wanted to make -- and maybe this the final one -- is just I think there's a -- so far in this work on teacher leader effectiveness I'm not sure we have leveraged the opportunity to address the other two areas that are the sort of priority areas for the waiver and connect them with teacher and leader effectiveness.  


So, for example, I don't think yet we've done a good job of articulating what good instruction aligned with a common core looks like and what that then means for teacher leader effectiveness.  Right?  So when people are using the Danielson rubric, they actually should be looking for a different set of things based on a common core than they would have been against our old New York State standards.  And I think Kaya probably is the furthest ahead on this with having built some video of teaching practice.


I think there's a -- there is a conversation that we want to spark in districts about what makes for great teaching.  And in a lot of places folks don't really have an answer to that question, haven't -- don't have a shared vision of what great teaching looks like.  Very hard to do an evaluation of teachers or principals if you don't have a common understanding of what great teaching would look like.  So I think there's work to do on the connection between the common core standards in teacher leader effectiveness.


I also think in our lowest performing schools teacher effectiveness and principal effectiveness are clearly often a part of the problem.  And I don't know that we've thought carefully enough yet as a sector about what the implications of this teacher leader effectiveness work may be for those schools.

And so as we think about the priority schools, the focus schools, one of the questions that we're going to have to grapple with is, you know, how do we use teacher leader effectiveness work as a lever for change in those schools.  How do we use it as a lever for thinking about the equitable distribution of effective teachers.  And so there -- there is an interconnectedness of these ideas that we can't lose sight of.


So but -- but I guess the final thing    I would say is I just -- I just admire so much all the people on the stage and the work that they're doing.  So thanks for the conversation.


MR. JUPP:  Thank you, John. 


And what I'd like to do before we thank our panelists and -- and our discussants is to set the stage.  After we let them go, there will be a few brief closing remarks.  And then we'll let you go probably about, oh, 10 minutes early tonight which I feel good about because this has been a long day.

First, I'd like to thank our discussants. I think that Dwight Jones, Tim Daly, and Kaya Henderson were fantastic.  So thank you very much.


(Applause.)


MR. JUPP:  I am a little disappointed that we flew the -- we flew Dwight Jones out here to ask that long and tall -- that long and tall question, and he didn't ask it.  Come on, Dwight, give me a rural question sometime.  Okay?  We'll have to -- we'll have to really press the rural question when -- when we have Massachusetts up here.


And then I really want to thank our colleagues from Tennessee.  I don't think any of this work is easy, and I think going first in a -- what is going to be a tough meeting is -- is admirable, but I think equipping themselves so well is even more admirable.  So thank you to our colleagues from Tennessee.


(Applause.)


MR. JUPP:  And I'm going to excuse them from the stage.  And then what I'm going to do is to just offer a couple of fast housekeeping matters.


So, first and foremost I want to thank you all for this long day.  I mean this has -- this has been by no means an easy day for you-all.  And tacking another day on the back end of it that's going to be just as intense is also not easy.  And your commitment, your interest, your -- your continuing attention, your continuing problem solving, your continuing deep thinking is something that we should be grateful for, and we are grateful for.

I want to really commend everybody in the audience for thoughtful, deep questioning, and for a willingness to engage in dialog.  There are going to be times in the meeting agenda where we can drill down on technical questions, too.


So when Michael Yudin is here, we can talk about the peer review process.  And when Carmel is here, we won't have a ton of time to talk about the technical questions on -- on differentiated accountability, so I want you to think about the other ways you can get your questions answered.


As Michael's talking about the peer- review process, you're going see that there are ways for you to interact with us so that you can begin to get your questions answered, especially on the small questions, the little nits you need to pick, the really important ideas that aren't totally clear.  Make sure that you either put them on a purple piece of paper or -- or email them directly to ESEAFlexibility@ed.org because we really are trying to assemble your thinking as we go into this process.  And if you don't give us your thinking, we're not going to be able to assemble it.


Tomorrow.  Breakfast at 7.  Meeting begins at 8.  For some of you that's probably pretty early.  And that means that breakfast could begin, you know, at 7:45, okay?


At 8 we're going to begin with Michael Yudin talking to you about the process of supporting states.  From there we're going to have a second state, Massachusetts, engage in teacher leaders.


Why did we engage in teacher leaders not only because it's one of the -- the principal areas in the flexibility package.  We're not supposed to say package.  You guys, I didn't say package.  Erase it from the transcript, please.


The -- but also because (inaudible) differentiated accountability your heads would explode.  


So what (inaudible) two sessions on teacher (inaudible).  After the second presentation from Massachusetts (inaudible) we'll ten set up a discussion on differentiated accountability where we look, first, at measuring performance in the context of schools and districts.  Some terrific presenters and some terrific discussants for that.


And from there we're going to go to differentiating (inaudible) incentives and (inaudible).  We also are privileged to have (inaudible) Yudin and Carmel Martin (inaudible). So I think this is going to be a terrific agenda that allows you to get deep in the substance, deep in the (inaudible) around this.  

(Inaudible) small things.  You're welcome to check out early.  You're welcome to -- to store your bags.  Marisa is somebody who's on this one.  Are we saying they can put them in the Hermitage Room or where are we saying?


MS. BOLD:  Bellhop.


MR. JUPP:  You can check them with the bellhop.  Okay.  
It says bellhop right here.  What's the matter with me?


All right.  And with that, one fast thing before we go.  There have been some ed staffers behind the scenes, especially Marisa and Jamila, and -- Jamila and Aaron.  And we're going to say thank you to them again tomorrow, but they've been helping.  And we pulled this together between September 7th when it was a good idea and today.  And if any of you guys have pulled together a big state meeting, you know what it's like to do it in 30 -- in -- in less than 30 days.


And so there's a lot of ed folks that we're going to -- we're going to say thank you to tomorrow, Matt, and Carmel, Michael -- all the other guys.  But we really need to say thank you to -- to Aaron, and Jamila, and Marisa who have been really busy. 


So thank you, everybody, and have a great night.


(Whereupon, at 5:58 p.m., the Forum on ESEA Flexibility was adjourned.)

