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MR. JUPP:  We can begin the video and the recording now.


I have a couple of announcements before I introduce Michael Yudin.  Today is going to be patterned much like last night, and you are now going to be pretty familiar with a couple of things.  The first is that we are going to go deep into substance.  There are some breaks where we are going to be able to talk about both technical and practical issues, but this is largely a meeting where our focus is substance.


The day will begin with a chance for us to talk about the process for making your request for ESEA Flexibility.  We will then move to a portion that is focused again on teacher and leader development.  We will have the good fortune of looking closely as Massachusetts, and we have got some excellent discussants for that.


Then we will get a short break.  We will be joined by Carmel Martin who will give us an overview of the differentiated accountability expectations of ESEA Flexibility.  I think that that's going to be an important stage‑setting event, but then after she has had 15 minutes, we are going to begin by looking much more closely at the substance of what it means to measure school and district performance.  And we are going to be spending much more time on how to do it.  Again, excellent, excellent presenters and excellent discussants.


After the first of those presentations, we will be joined by the Secretary, who will make some remarks, and then we will have a discussion during our lunch.  Carmel and Michael will be with him, so that we can ask questions of different grain sizes, and then after they have had a discussion with you all, a short break, and then the final panel, which is going to be about creating supports and interventions for all schools in your differentiated accountability system.


And hopefully, we'll be wrapping up somewhere around 3:45 and sending you quickly to your airport, so that you can get home for the weekend.


With that, what I would like to do, with that set of expectations laid, I want to thank you one more time for being here and for your hard work yesterday and for what I hope will be a session of hard work today, and without further ado, I would like to give you Michael Yudin who is the Acting ‑‑ there is a lot of words in titles like this, and so you have to read them.  He is the Acting Assistant Secretary of Elementary and Secondary Education.  Over the last month, he has joined other senior staff in advising the Secretary in the development of the ESEA Flexibility framework and principle, and as the leader of the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, he is responsible for the request review process, and his team will work closely with States as they implement their plans.


I give you Michael Yudin.


[Applause.]


The Role of the U.S. Department of Education's


Office of Elementary and Secondary Education

MR. YUDIN:  Thank you, Brad.


How are you all doing?


ATTENDEES:  Fine.


MR. YUDIN:  Excellent, excellent.  I heard you had a great day yesterday.  Sorry I couldn't be here.


So I am just going to talk for a few minutes, and then I would really actually like to open it up for some questions and answers.


So, just to briefly point out, over the past few months, I have heard from you all that you are undertaking these really bold reforms, really bold initiatives to improve outcomes for kids, but there is more you want to do.


We know that the law, No Child Left Behind, has created some unintentional barriers for you all to pursue those reforms.  So, as we all know, the President has announced this flexibility to help support your efforts.


"Support" is the key word here.  That is our job.  That is our job from the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education:  to support your efforts.  We want to provide you with the space you need to do the hard work you want to do.  We have developed ESEA Flexibility to support a new partnership with States and districts willing to move forward on bold reforms while holding firm on accountability.  We will support your State‑led efforts and innovations and reforms to raise standards, support teachers, and embrace accountability systems.


I want to emphasize that we remain committed to accountability.  There will be a high bar for States seeking flexibility not only to continue to protect kids, particularly those most vulnerable, but to provide flexibility to States committed to doing more to improve outcomes and improve achievement and increase the quality of instruction.


Now, some States may not be willing to take on these reforms necessary to meet this bar, but for those States that are, we are committing to supporting you and partnering with you to take on this challenge, and I want to assure you that I am going to commit the resources of the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education to support your efforts.


We will be helping you with the nuts and bolts, giving you assistance to submit an approvable request.  We want to help you think through this.  We want to be partners with you, think through the big ideas and comprehensive reforms that will support great teaching and help all students achieve success, and that's why we're here today.


I need to make it clear that there is not one right way forward to meet the principles in the ESEA Flexibility.  States are advancing a variety of initiatives to support outcomes, to support educational reforms and improve outcomes for kids.  As the President said last week, what works in Tennessee may not be the best to meet the needs of the students in Rhode Island.  So States should develop plans that meet the ESEA Flexibility principles but that are also grounded in each State's individual context; however, we believe that States have much to learn from each other, and this forum provides one opportunity for that to happen.


No one has solved the problem.  No State has all of its kids graduating from high school ready for college.  We all have lessons to learn from each other.  So, while the bar is high and there is a lot to consider when preparing your request for flexibility, there is a lot of flexibility within the principles.  The principles are meant to be components of your accountability systems, to be incorporated into the frameworks that you built to meet your needs.


You should also know that there is not one right timeline for requesting flexibility.  Some States are ready to get started immediately, and as I think you know, we will provide you with an opportunity to have your request reviewed in November.  Other States will need more time to develop their requests and put the foundations in place for reform, and we will also have a process to support your States as well.  We want to support all States and give them multiple chances to submit requests, if necessary, and receive the ongoing assistance in the near future.


I need to make it clear, this is not a competition.  There aren't going to be winners and losers.  It is our job to help make sure that every State is committed to this effort that wants to raise the bar, that wants to do the right thing for kids.  It's our job to help get you to the finish line.  It's not our job to say no.


Timelines for submission, as I noted earlier, the first timeline for submission, if you're ready to go, will be November 14th.  The second will be in mid February.  If States need additional time, there will be an additional request window following the 2011‑2012 school year.


So we are asking States to let us know by October 12th if you intend to request this flexibility.  That is really to help us set up our process, for us to manage our process, so we can better support you all.


Let me talk a little bit about the review process.  When considering when to apply, States should know, again, this is not a competition.  We want to be able to say yes to any State that demonstrates it is serious about reform and willing to put in the work, and we are setting up a process to support this objective.


We will be processing requests through my office, in the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education.  The process will be fair, transparent, and objective.


Once a request is submitted, the State will have an OESE staff member assigned to that State.  The staff will review to make sure you are not missing any critical components.  That staffperson will follow your request through the process and work with you and your peer review team through the initial review and any following submissions and, of course, to answer any questions you might have.


State flexibility requests will be reviewed by a team of peers using the guidance we just released the other day, and their evaluations will help inform the Secretary's decision‑making.


Our goal is to have a pool of peers with expertise in each of the content areas impacted by the ESEA Flexibility and ensure that the peers represent diverse perspectives.


So, specifically, we are looking for expertise in standards and assessments, both the development and particularly the implementation; differentiated accountability, systems development turnaround, low‑performing schools and are implementing innovative practices in schools; teacher and principal evaluation and support; students with disabilities and English learners.  So we are looking for folks with expertise in each of these areas.


We are looking for a relatively small number of peers, up to 30, depending on how many State requests we receive.  We want to keep the numbers small.  We want to ensure consistency within the panels and across the panels.


We have identified potential peers primarily from a list of peers that the Department has solicited for past peer reviews who have expertise in this area.  The peer list will be public.


The peers will submit their requests and submit comments to the Secretary, who will make the decision whether to improve.  If you are ready to go, if you are ready to go from this first submission and this first peer review, we hope that we will have answers.  We expect to have answers for you by early 2012, and for States that might not quite be there, we want to continue to work with you to get you to the finish line.


Reviewers and the Department will provide feedback, technical assistance, and additional opportunities for States to resubmit their request for peer review throughout the winter and into the spring, as necessary.


You should also know that to the extent possible, you will have the same peer review team assigned to you for the entire approval process.  So, if you don't get approved on your first pass, the same group will re‑review your submission, and even once a State is approved, this process isn't over.  There will be an ongoing partnership to review the success of implementation to ensure all students continue to be served and to transfer best practices to other States.


I want to assure you that this is going to be a transparent process.  All the requests will be posted online, not only to ensure transparency, but really to provide an opportunity for States to learn from one another.  For this reason, I want to ask for you guys to make sure that there is no personally identifiable information in your requests.


A little technical support from our end.  We have already hosted two webinars and will host additional webinars as needed over the coming weeks.  The slides and audio from these webinars are available on the website.  Next Wednesday, there will be another webinar where we will answer your questions about the flexibility.


Throughout this process, if you have a question or you would like to schedule a time for your team to talk with some of our staff, please e‑mail us at ESEAflexibility@ed.gov.  ESEAflexibility is one word, ESEAflexibility@ed.gov.  We welcome the opportunity to speak with you and respond to all questions as soon as we can.


If you have not already done so, please send the name of your State contact to this mailbox, to the ESEA Flexibility mailbox.  We want to make sure that we are keeping your team in the loop, any new information, new resources that you need to know.


I would like to emphasize again that our role in OESE is to support you, is to be your partner in this process.  We want to be responsive and as helpful as we can.


I want to take a minute and introduce the team, because some of us are here today.  Susan Wilhelm is over there.  She is our group leader for the process, and these are the folks that are going to be working with you throughout.  Sharon Hall.  Where is Sharon?  Sharon is over there.  Victoria Hammer, I saw is over there.  Nola Cromer, right here.  Liz Grant.  There's Liz.  And Lexi Barrett.  So this is some of the OESE team that is going to be working with you all, so I want you to say hello of you want to get to know them.  They are going to be around and hanging out.


Again, we look forward to working with you.  This is all about our support for your efforts.  I will stop here and take any questions you may have.


[No response.]


MR. YUDIN:  I was that clear?  It doesn't happen often.


Any questions about the peer review process or the timeline?


[No response.]


MR. YUDIN:  All right, cool.  All right, excellent.


MR. JUPP:  All right.  We have picked up a little time.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  Michael, thank you very much.


MR. YUDIN:  Sure.


MR. JUPP:  That was terrific.


MR. YUDIN:  Sure.


Teacher and Leader Development Systems


Session Two:  Massachusetts

MR. JUPP:  Michael is going to be here throughout the day, and so I urge you, if you have got questions, to go to either Michael or members of his team.


Do you have the clicker, Michael?

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


MS. LOWERY:  Secretary.


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  There you go.


MR. CHESTER:  Okay. 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Karla?


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Fantastic.


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


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


MS. BAEHR:  They are under development.


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


MS. BAEHR:  Yes.


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Fantastic.


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


MR. JUPP:  Thank you.


To my discussants, clarifying questions?


MR. WIENER:  I have about 8 or 10.


[Laughter.]


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


MR. WIENER:  Should we come back to that?


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


MR. CHESTER:  Do you want me to respond?


MR. JUPP:  Go ahead.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MS. BAEHR:  There are three places it appears.


MS. McINTOSH:  Okay.


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. WIENER:  All right, let me try.


[Laughter.]


MR. WIENER:  This will be somewhat more clarifying.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


MS. BAEHR:  I retired.


[Laughter.]


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MS. McINTOSH:  I would be happy to.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


MR. CHESTER:  I get that.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Right.


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. WIENER:  Right.


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


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


MR. WIENER:  Thanks.

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


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


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


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


MS. BAEHR:  Impact.


MR. FABRIZIO:  The impact.


Will you be reporting out summary results by school?


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


MR. CHESTER:  Sure.


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. RADTKE:  Yes.  Mike Radtke from Michigan.


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


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


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


So go ahead.


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


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Amy, capacity building?


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Great.  Thanks, Ross.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Quickly, Ross.


MR. WIENER:  Yeah, really quickly.


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Great.


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


The mic is yours.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MS. BAEHR:  Yes.


MR. CHESTER:  That's right.

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Applause.]


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


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


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


[Applause.]


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


[Recess taken.]


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


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

We are now going to move to a place where I think there really isn't the State‑established practice in effect, and what Carmel is going to do is to begin setting expectations by framing our understanding of what we think of as Principle 2, and then 15 minutes in, what we are going to do is bring up two presenters and three discussants, so that we can have a similar conversation about measuring school and district performance.


Carmel, the floor is yours.


Framing Remarks


Differentiated Accountability

MS. MARTIN:  Thanks.


Okay, everybody.  I will be quick, so I can leave more time for the real experts.


I just wanted to give you an overview of what our expectations are with respect to the flexibility requests as they relate to Principle 2.


As we have laid out in our documents, we are asking SEAs to develop a new system of recognition, accountability, and support for all their LEAs and all their Title I schools that provide incentives and supports for continuous improvement.


We want these factors that are outlined here on the slide to be incorporated into that system for all your schools, so looking at your new performance targets, which I'll talk about a little bit more in a second, for your statewide assessments in reading, language arts, and math, graduation rates ‑‑ we're not making any changes to the graduation rate requirements in this package ‑‑ and then school performance and progress over time, so looking for you to incorporate the concept of performance into your new system, and then other measures that you choose to incorporate into your system that are comparable across schools.


In terms of the performance targets, we have laid out some options that States could adopt, and if they pick those options, then the sort of analysis for us is over.  Those are setting targets based on all students being on track to graduate college‑ and career‑ready by 2020, or another option could be setting targets based on cutting your gaps in half within 6 years.


States could adopt a third framework, and basically, the language that we're using in this context and asking peer reviewers to look at is whether those alternative targets are similarly ambitious to the ones that we've laid out in the package.


We are asking you to include as key components to your system an identification and intervention in three different types of schools, one that we are calling "reward schools," asking you to recognize high progress in high‑performing Title I schools and provide them with incentive and recognition.


We would give you flexibility in terms of what that recognition looks like, but at a minimum, we are asking you to identify them and publicly report them.


The second is priority schools, which are the bottom 5 percent of your Title I schools, based on performance on your assessments in English language arts, math, and graduation rates.


And then the third are focus schools where we are asking you to identify the schools with the greatest gaps or the lowest‑performing subgroups or lowest graduation rates.


We are not wedded to these labels.  We are expecting that States would not merely set up a system of accountability only for these categories of schools.  We are basically asking you to make sure that as you set up what we expect to be a more sophisticated system of accountability for all your schools, we're asking that you demonstrate that you are intervening in these schools in the ways that we have described in our documents.


So, with respect to the bottom 5 percent, what we are looking for there is whole school reform, dramatic action, asking you to look at things like governance, leadership, do you have the right teachers in the school, have you looked at the curriculum, are you providing extended learning opportunities, are you trying to bring community‑based actors in to address not just the academic but the non‑academic needs of those students.


With respect to the focus schools, what we are looking for are interventions, that we are not defining them like current law.  We are not trying to define them at the Federal level, but interventions that are really targeting the population that is causing the school to be identified.


Although we do lay out these components, we feel like we have provided a fair amount of flexibility within the components, so there will be lots of work for States to do and determining how they are going to define their performance targets.  Unless they pick one of the first or second option, they will have lots of work to do in determining what other information you will be using in terms of determining intervention in school improvement plans for all your schools, including the focus and priority schools.


Even in the priority and focus school context, there is a fair amount of flexibility in terms of how States put together the information with respect to math and English language arts, assessments, and graduation rates.  You will have to bring that information together in an index.  We very much want you to consider progress in that context as well, growth and progress in that context as well, so there will be decisions that you will need to make in that space.


Then finally, in determining interventions, there's lots of flexibility and therefore lots of responsibility for States in determining what their intervention plans are going to be, support and intervention plans are going to be, again, for all their schools, but even in the context of the priority and focus schools, there is a lot of flexibility given to State and local decision‑making.


In laying out this system, we had some goals in mind that I just wanted to flag.  One is to allow you, as I said yesterday, to build systems based on your own local context.  We really are trying to give you room to innovate, to move to the next generation of accountability systems, not stick with one‑size‑fits‑all frameworks from the Federal level, but at the same time, we really do want to have systems that maintain focus on what we think are the best measures of student performance that we have.  Assessment scores, graduation rates, we purposefully kept those as very core components of the new systems that we were envisioning.  And then ‑‑ but at the same time, wanted to give room for States and localities to take a broader look at school performance, not just to look at test scores and grad rates, but be able to look at other factors, like success at taking AP courses or attendance rates or school climate in schools.


And then finally, we wanted to make sure that we continue the current law focus of driving interventions, not just on whole school performance, but keeping an eye on achievement gaps and then performance of individual subgroups. 


So that's the balance that we were trying to strike in coming up with what underlies Principle 2.  I think moving forward, we think that some of the key questions that you all will have to answer and then our peer reviewers will review are here on this piece of paper, on this slide, and hopefully, the experts can help us think through these issues today a little bit.


And those are how should our core components in our flexibility package be incorporated into the State's own vision of their comprehensive system of recognition, accountability, and support.


The second is how can States refine their systems for measuring school performance, so a more comprehensive view of school performance is used while retaining the focus on proficiency and reading, language arts, mathematics, and graduation rates.


And then finally, how can States work with LEAs to build capacity at the State and local level for continuous improvement, not just in focus and priority schools but all their schools.


So, with that, I will turn it over to the experts, and the Secretary and I will be available during lunch, if you have any questions. 


Thanks.


MR. JUPP:  Thank you, Carmel.


I am going to ask my colleagues who are presenting and my colleagues who are discussants to joint us, and I am going to ask the presenters to sit over here.  We are going to change the view just a tiny bit.  The presenters were over there last time, so I'd like Chris and Jim to sit over here and to ask my colleagues who are discussants to sit in these three seats over here.

Fantastic.


As we begin today, I think Carmel has done an excellent job of setting up the thinking that we need to take on together.  What I'd like to do is to ask my colleagues to introduce themselves with their name, with an organization, and maybe a sentence or two, so that yo know who we're working with, starting with the presenters and then going to the discussants.


And then I'm going to quickly frame what is now a familiar procedure and also give you a couple of questions to think on as we go into this, and then we're going to turn it over to the kind of dialogue that we've been trying to construct in the teacher and leader development arena, but now in the new arena of differentiated accountability.


We will begin with Jim and Chris.  Jim, why don't you begin introducing yourself.


Differentiated Accountability


Session One:  New Approaches to


Measuring School Performance

MR. LIEBMAN:  I am Jim Liebman.  I am at Columbia University, and I spent 3‑1/2 years as the Chief Accountability Officer in New York City.


MR. DOLAMESKI:  Hi.  I am Chris Dolameski.  I am with the National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment.  We are based in Dover, New Hampshire, and we work to promote student achievement through helping States with their assessment and accountability practices.  We are a non‑profit organization.


Prior to being with the Center for Assessment, I was the Associate Superintendent for Assessment and Accountability in the State of Georgia for about 7 years.


MS. HAYCOCK:  I am Kati Haycock.  I am from the Education Trust here in Washington.


DR. SMITH:  Eric Smith, former Commissioner of Education, State of Florida for the last 4 years.


MS. THURLOW:  Martha Thurlow, Director of the National Center on Educational Outcomes, which is at the University of Minnesota.  We focus particularly on assessment and accountability issues for students with disabilities.


MR. JUPP:  So we have a fantastic panel who I think can help frame our issue from a number of different perspectives.


As they are framing our issue, I would like us as a group to think about some questions.  One, in addition to student achievement and graduation rates, what indicators should States consider when measuring school and district performance?


Two, how should these indicators be assembled in a meaningful measures of school performance?


Three, how can these performance measures be designed, so that there is still transparency into the performance ‑‑


Oh, the microphone, dag nab it.  I don't have to start over at one.   You guys can almost hear me.


How can the performance measures be designed, so that there is still transparency into the performance of all students in the schools?


Four, how can the school and district performance measures be used to set ambitious targets?


Five, what can States do to create coherent systems of measurement?


Six, how can States avoid unintended consequences that some earlier measurement systems created, such as lower performance expectations for students?


What methodology should be used to identify reward, priority, and focus schools?


What can States do to anticipate the reset of accountability systems that will occur in the year 2014 and '15?


And finally, how do you validate your system over time?  How do you know you're succeeding?


No presentation is going to answer all of these questions.  No discussion is going to answer all of these questions, but if you neglect to consider these questions as State leaders, your work won't be complete.


So what I want to do is just prime your thinking as we go into this and then prime our thinking one more time with two great presentations.  After we give Chris about 12 minutes and Jim about 12 minutes ‑‑ and they're going to be rushed, and I'm going to hold them to their time ‑‑ then we're going to begin a clarifying question period in which our discussants will first ask short‑answer questions and then a probing question period where they will ask questions that require some elaboration.


There is going to be some back‑and‑forth here now, because we've got not one single unit being presented but rather two points of view.


Then finally, for about 30 minutes, what we're going to do is to invite you into the discussion.  After that, we'll have a quick wrap from each of the two presenters.  They'll each get about 5 minutes each, and our State leader, who is going to be giving closing remarks on this session, is Keith Owens from Colorado.


So, with that, what I'd like to do is to give it to Chris first and then to Jim.


MR. DOLAMESKI:  Okay, thanks.


We'll you're very right.  Twelve minutes is ambitious to even make a dent in this talk.


MR. JUPP:  But it's similarly ambitious.


MR. DOLAMESKI:  That's right.  Ambitious.  We'll see if it's attainable.


What I want to do is very briskly go through what I think are some provocative questions, issues to try to frame the conversation and allude to what I believe are some promising practices.  Hopefully, we'll have some opportunity in the subsequent discussion to delve more deeply into some of the ideas, to extend them, and to kick the tires a bit on these ideas.


These are the framing questions that I'll be organizing my brief comments around, the selection of valued indicators, identifying, prioritizing outcomes, considering the evidence that's going to bolster the credibility of this system, then looking ahead towards coherence.  I won't spend any more time on this slide, because the subsequent slides will really bear some of those thoughts out.


Some of this repeats what many of you heard yesterday, but I think for new listeners, it's important information, and for those of you that heard it before, I'd like to continue to start with this in order to really frame the issues well.


Also, I should pause here for a moment for a bit of a caveat.  We have all read the flexibility guidance, and probably we've walked away with different impressions about what flexibility exists for what kinds of practices.


I've taken a very optimistic view.  My read of it is that we really do have some flexibility and some opportunities to innovate.  Certainly, I'm not a United States Department of Education staffer, and I throw that out as a caveat, but my interpretations again are meant to provoke some thinking about promising practices.  Perhaps others can rein me in, if you think I'm being overly optimistic in the ways that States can respond to this, and perhaps that will come out in some of our discourse.


But I do believe that broadening indicators is going to be an important thrust of how States respond to this flexibility guidance, and I think the focal point for what do we look at as around college, career readiness ‑‑ and I don't think that's going to be a news flash to anyone ‑‑ I think that when we talk about readiness, as we teed up yesterday, we can think about it along at least three dimensions.


These progression towards readiness indicators, I think about things such as assessments that signal a track to readiness or think about things outside of the realm of assessment, such as course credit.  If we expect a student, for example, to acquire 12 credits in mathematics by the time they graduate, if that student is a sophomore and they don't have 6 credits, then that's something that we want to pay attention to, something to provide a signal to say is a student on a kind of pace that we think is sensible in order to attain these outcomes.


The second category is the one that we probably most directly think about when we consider readiness, and that is the attainment piece.  These are the outcomes, has the student graduated with a diploma that signals college and career readiness, are there other things that the student can do in the secondary environment, such as taking a class that satisfies as a readiness signal, such as an AP or IP class or a joint enrollment activity, so there are things that can occur in the secondary environment that provide an indication of readiness.


Then maybe the more ambitious lens to look is postsecondary, what evidence do we have in the world of college and career that gives us a trustworthy indication that the student has in fact met that standard and is going on to demonstrate success in postsecondary environments.


I would consider the role of nontraditional measures, and we know there's been a good bit of research about this.  It's more than just best performance that make a student college‑ and career‑ready.  We know from the work of David Conley and others that things such as academic behaviors and contextual skills are important to consider, and so I would encourage leaders to think about how those can be brought into the accountability system, even if we don't bring things into the system for the purpose of classification.


I brought the point up yesterday that there's at least two ways that indicators function in an accountability system.  One way is that they can inform again these classifications or these ratings for school effectiveness, but the other is policy drivers that inspire specific behaviors and responses, and that is very important to think about as we craft these theories of action around our accountability systems.


We also showed this slide yesterday, and I will just touch on it briefly again.  This comes from my colleague Brian Gong at the Center who constructed this as a way to visualize how States might approach setting targets or outcomes, and it shows that there are different perspectives that one can consider that from.


If you look at the yellow line, the horizontal line indicates hypothesized bar for college and career readiness, and imagine that your State, your district is at that far left position, that starting point where only a portion of the students are college‑, career‑ready.  What does the ideal outcome look like, and how might your accountability decisions be tailored, depending on which of those three instances to the right best match where you hope to go?  Is it that you expect some kind of uniform push in terms of student achievement, above and beyond that bar, even if students change positions in that distribution?


Is it that you imagine a fairly compressed distribution ‑‑ that is that second‑to‑the‑far‑right column ‑‑ a fairly compressed distribution where students have attained readiness, this gold standard of readiness, but there's not a great deal of differentiation between the highest and the lowest performing student, or does it look more like the far right in which there is a great deal of spread, the high fliers are flying even higher, and all students are pushing up?  That is the most ambitious view of equity and excellence.


We found it useful to consider this diagram as we have conversations about how to blend components into an accountability system.  We know that there is a prominent instance of growth and status in the flexibility guidance and how we think about accountability systems, and we often think about how can we blend the two together, and what does this tell us about school quality, what does this tell us about how we should regard schools.


Just to orient you to the chart here ‑‑ again, I think it's familiar to many of you ‑‑ the growth dimension is along the horizontal or X axis.  The status dimension, you can think about as percent proficient, if you like, or a mean scale score, but it's some point‑in‑time measure of academic achievement.  And obviously, the higher you are on the Y axis, the higher the status indication is, and similarly for the horizontal axis.


We would probably all agree that schools located in that upper right quadrant are schools that we're pleased with.  These are schools that we're going to give a favorable classification to, and similarly, we would agree that schools in the lower let quadrant, schools that are neither high on growth or achievement, are the ones that we want to pay very close attention to.  They're the ones that we're most concerned about.


But we get some interesting conversations when we look at these off‑diagonals, and this is something I picked up on in Commissioner Chester's remarks in the previous session, as they thought about this from an educator evaluation context.


What do we want to think about when we have a school that is high on growth but low on status?  Usually, these conversations take a frame of, well, low on status to a point before you declare that there is some concern here and that a complete offsetting is warranted.  Again, reasonable people can disagree about that, but folks on the one hand would say, "I'm not convinced that a school is demonstrating quality if they haven't met a threshold of status"; whereas, another will counter and say, "Unless we give growth, substantial weight in the accountability system, we will never let schools and districts get past the old quandary of demographics being destiny," this idea that all schools have the ability to demonstrate high achievement, even if they serve traditionally low‑performing students or historically low‑performing students.


Similarly, if we look at the upper left quadrant and we ask ourselves what questions does that invite about our notions of school quality, a school that is high on status but low on growth, how do we want to regard that school?


In some instance, they will say, "Well, they have passed that threshold, so we don't want to focus our resources, our attention," but others will say, "It's a great consideration to consider high‑achieving students who are languishing, and we need drivers and we need mechanisms in the system to ensure that we push those students to even greater heights."  And I think that kind of goes back to the previous slide where we said what's your ideal outcome and how are you going to reconcile these issues and framing and accountability system that is going to reflect policy values.


I know I am talking fast, but I am being very aware of my 12 minutes.


Growth expectations.  I would like to present a sample frame for how one can think through setting good enough growth targets, because I know that's on the minds of many SEAs as they think about incorporating student learning games in their accountability systems.


And we talked about this a little bit yesterday in some of the breakout groups.  I will advocate for combining both a normative and criterion reference lens in order to think about what are these appropriate targets.


The normative lens gives us the idea of what is attainable, and again, in its simplest form, if we were to produce a frequency distribution by school of magnitude or rate of growth, where would we draw lines to say the line at which 20 percent of the schools have met or exceeded is my definition of attainment or somebody else would say no, no, no, it's more like 25, or it's 30, or it's 5.  But again, I think that's the starting point of a conversation that says where do we have some proof of concept that our expectations are actually being realized by some schools.  That's a useful lens to start this conversation.


And I would also say, not to overly complicate it too quickly, I believe that it's appropriate to think about that for different types of schools and for different types of students.  This is the differentiation piece.  How might that look different for whatever we are going to call our subgroup of students, whether that's a specific demographic subgroup or whether that's some super subgroup made up of a hodgepodge of different factors, but how might those rate of growth or even conditioned on some kind of performance demand?  But let's take a normative look to see what's attainable, what do our data tell us about what's possible to expect and what we see occurring.


And then the criterion lens says for schools or students that grow at that rate, do we have some evidence that they're getting somewhere, do we have some evidence that they're arriving at a destination that we would say is valuable, is prized, is the kind of thing that we should be incentivizing.


This chart that you see on the right, for those that are familiar with student growth percentiles, you are probably familiar with this chart.  My colleague Damian Betebenne at the Center has done a great deal of work in this area.


The chart shows ‑‑ and again, just briefly orient you do it ‑‑ the horizontal or the X axis is a time dimension.  The tick marks are grades, and then over on the far right ‑‑ and it corresponds with the darker lines ‑‑ are growth trajectories, so the top line is a 90‑percentile growth rate.  The bottom is a 10‑percentile.  There were some units in between that.


And the shaded regions indicate performance‑level band.  So this is an exemplar of a State that perhaps has three performance levels on their assessment, a below readiness, readiness, and above readiness band.


One, for example, could come out of a normative process and say we believe that 50 or 65 percentile growth ‑‑ and I am not, by the way, shilling for growth percentiles.  This could be done in any kind of growth metric, any kind of value‑added approach that you could think about.  A growth rate of X or a growth score of X, if we play that out over time, where do we see students growing at that rate land?  Do we see students such as with the very top line that move through proficiency?  And in this example, students are starting at that borderline position of just below readiness.  Do we see them moving above and beyond readiness, or is it more like the bottom band, where if we set this as our growth expectation, we're not going to see students arrive at a destination that we would consider desirable?  Likely somewhere in between.  Maybe it's the 50 percentile.  Maybe it's the 65, or we say we have evidence that students are growing towards an outcome that's meaningful and credible.


We have heard a lot of conversation, and again, I come from an SEA background, so I can identify all too well with this idea of building the plane while it's in flight.  I can appreciate the stresses and pressures that my SEA friends are under right now, but I want to advocate as much as I can for a little bit of a preflight check for some test runs to use all of the information that you can in order to make the best decisions about these models and about how the accountability frameworks will come together.


We want to look at stability.  This is the reliability dimension.  Do we find evidence that classifications are reasonably consistent over time?  We expect a little bit of bounce, to be sure, but one of the quickest ways to unravel the credibility of a system is for schools to have dramatic shifts in classifications from year to year.


If a school is at the highest level one year, the very lowest the next year and so forth, then there is only two possible interpretations.  One is that that is a real reflection of what's happening in the school, which is possible but probably not probable, or it's a quirk in the accountability system.  And my hypothesis is that most stakeholders will go to the second assumption.


So, looking at the stability ‑‑ and again, there's many ways we can think about that, and if the conversation takes us there, I'm happy to share some ideas about that.


How do the results jive with other variables such as percent economically disadvantages or the size of the school, regions of the school?  If our results show that high‑poverty schools don't have access to higher scores in the accountability system, that's something to think very careful about, or that we see a lot more bounce in the smaller schools or regions and accountability classifications that are more attainable to suburban versus urban schools.


So, if we start from the lens that says that every school has an opportunity to demonstrate quality, in order to believe that there is no, for example, high‑poverty school that is showing success is, again, to come to a very different kind of assumption about what's happening in the State.


Evidence that the claims of classification are credible.  Surely, we had some evidence, some qualitative evidence in our States of schools that we think have got it right, and I would encourage us to think about those profiles as we set these performance standards and as we evaluate the credibility of the results.


Where were the schools getting the blue ribbon awards?  Where are the schools where amazing things have happened, even in cases where there are challenging populations to work with?  Let's use those as exemplars to frame our expectations about what we expect in the State and check those schools when it's all said and done to see how they're faring the accountability system.


I had a professor in college who was fond of the phrase, "The results are best when they're interocular," meaning they're right between the eyes.  When we see results that make sense in a very intuitive common sense way based on our observation, that lends some credibility to the system.


That is not to say these things can't surprise us, but that we should avail ourselves to all evidence and regarding the efficacy of these systems.


Are the results useful for improvement and these negative consequences mitigated?  Are we working against collaboration?  Are dropout rates being inflated?  What things do we want to look at in order to fully evaluate the consequences of our decisions?


Finally, just a word, because I know that I'm out of time, on coherence.  Again, I hope this is something that we can draw out in our discussions, but as we consider multiple accountability systems ‑‑ and there is at least three that come to mind for me, and that would be a student, a class, and a school dimension to accountability.  We can add to that district.  We can add some other dimensions to that if we like.


What evidence do we have that everybody is marching in step together?  What evidence do we have that we're not loading priorities in one accountability system that are counter to another?  Are the performance targets congruent, for example?  Are we asking schools to push for some kind of baseline performance, but we've got an educator and leader effectiveness system that has an entirely different kind of performance target or uses different information or weighs content areas in dramatically different ways?  All of those kinds of things will thwart a State's effort to have all of the pieces working together to be mutually supportive.


I look forward to extending some of those themes in our conversation.


MR. JUPP:  There we go, Jim.


MR. LIEBMAN:  Can you give me like the high sign, 2 minutes or something like that?


MR. JUPP:  Yes.


MR. LIEBMAN:  Okay, great.


So I'm going to essentially just give you an example of how New York City tried to deal with a lot of the issues that Chris just talked about.  There are all these things you are balancing, so this is one system.  It has been in effect in New York City since 2007, so it has kind of a track record, and it's been improved dramatically since the beginning.


I don't mean to say this is "the" way or I think it's "the" way to do it.  It is "a" way to do it, and I am talking to you about it, because I think it will just give you a sense of the range of the possible.


I am also not saying that I think this system would sort of automatically qualify under the guidance.  That is something that we could have some discussion about, but the main point is there is now a tremendous amount of technical expertise out there.  You can almost measure anything that you could imagine that you want to measure.


So the real thing is not to say, "Well, gee, there's three ways to do it.  I just have to pick one of those ways."  It is exactly what Chris says.  Figure out what your theory of action is.


All of this is about the idea that if you measure student outcomes and use that to measure schools, districts, teachers, whatever, that students will learn more, and so how do you expect that you are going to translate the measurement of these things into more student learning?  How do you think that is going to happen?  And then once you figured that out, well, then what would you want to measure to see if your theory of action is proceeding the way that you expect it to do?


Now, you may want to change your theory as you go along, because the evidence shows it's not working, but you definitely want to start from a place and then measure and then ask the technical experts, "How could I go about measuring that?"


So, in New York City, just to give you an example of this, again, this is not to say everybody should adopt this, but here is an example of a strategy.  The idea is that we are going to evaluate, use our evaluation system to identify from among the 1,500 schools in New York City, a million kids, 1,500 schools, the highest‑performing schools, given their populations, that is, with an eye to the populations, and use those results essentially as the benchmark and say, "The best school in your group, you should do as well as that or better," and then to enforce consequences for your outcome, so that there is a motivation to move forward, then to empower schools by giving them a lot more control than they ever had over their resources and everything else and enabling support through technical advice and facilitation to enable them to move forward.  And then as schools start beating that benchmark that we set, move the benchmark up, and so you have a raising of the bar.


So I am assuming as I talk about what New York did, everybody is thinking they have college‑ and career‑ready standards, and you have got some assessments that you can use.  The assessments, of course, are going to get better, but right now you're stuck with the ones you have, and I think you can work within all of those.


And I am also assuming something that Carmel Martin said, which is that you are doing this to measure all of your students, all of your schools, all of your districts, and then you are going to superimpose upon that ways to extract from your overall accountability system, information that will enable you to identify the three categories of schools and things like that.


So, in New York City, for example, we measure all schools and give them all a grade of A, B, C, D, or F, and I think it is not perfect, but I think you could say our A schools are essentially reward schools.  The C and D schools would easily be something like focus schools, and the F schools would be priority schools.


So what I want to do now is organize sort of the rest of my conversation here around some principles that we followed in New York City and then how we put those principles into effect through certain kinds of actual measures.


What I have got here, you will see this slide over and over again, but the first principle is proficiency and growth.  It is really important.  You are all measuring proficiency.  You have been, so I am going to talk more about growth.


This slide is to indicate a lot of things about growth, but one of them is kind of how could you translate a system that you have of assessments into a growth measure without much trouble.  If you get better tests, it will be easier, but you can use whatever you have.


New York State, which I have right in front of me here, so they are going to keep me honest here, has a four‑part system.  So the State assessments, you can get a Level 1, 2; 3 is where you have hit proficiency; 4 is something like mastery.


So what we did in New York was to take that scale ‑‑ it's along the X axis there on the bottom ‑‑ and said, "Okay.  We are going to just put every student on where they are on that scale, but we are going to break it up into many more divisions."  So we did a decile, essentially, within the 1's, a decile within the 2's.  So, if you are 2.5, that means your scale score essentially is halfway between the scale score that would enable you to get a 2 and the scale score that would enable you to get a 3, so we call that a 2.5.


What this chart shows, by the way, what this chart actually measures is what over years of actual experience in New York City, how many students who got each one of those proficiency levels as an eighth grader on math and ELA, 4 years later graduated, on time with a regents diploma, which is a rough judgment about college readiness.  We can do better than the regents, but what is what we have got now.


And what this shows is that dramatic improvements in your graduation possibility can occur from very small increments or changes in your proficiency.  So you can see that if you go from 3.0 just to 3.5, you are going from a 55 percent chance of graduating 4 years later on time with a college‑ready diploma to 85 percent, and even the small increments in between, you are jumping up 5, 6 percent in terms of your likelihood of graduating on time.  So growth, really important, and if you are making incremental changes, you are actually changing life chances by a dramatic amount.


So how can you measure growth?  Well, one way you can do this ‑‑ and this is the way we started out doing it ‑‑ was simply to say on average, how many deciles do your students on average at your school go up or down.  So that says if you go from 2.5 to 2.6, you get the same credit as if you go from 3.5 to 3.6, and you just kind of measure it that way.  You can do that with pretty much any State, and we started out doing that.


It turns out, as the people in Chris' shop have been showing States for a while now, that people at different starting point predictably make different levels of progress, so that you can make a lot more progress actually if you are at the lower level.  It is harder to make progress if you are at the higher level.


So another way to do this is just to say we know that if you start out as a 3.0, on average you get .2, and the next year on average, the students are at 3.2.  So you call that, that's the 50th percentile, and you could give anyone who gets the 3.2 jump from a 3.0 a 50.


So, in this case, if you look over on the other side, somebody who starts at a 4.2, on average they stay about 4.2.  If they jump up by those 2 tenths of a level from 4.2 to 4.4, they have actually jumped up in a way that is in the 90th percentile.  That is a very high jump, so that kind of student in the averaging at that school would get a 90 percent, and so you'd average that.  So that is another way to do it, and that's how New York now does it.  It averages the growth percentile.


Okay.  So you can actually use this, by the way, to measure for high school.  Say you don't have annual tests in high school, and New York doesn't.  Well, it turns out in New York that our eighth grade scores predict outcomes on the regents test, so you can use this same approach, which essentially says what's the predicted score that an eighth grader who is at X level will get on the regents test 3 years later, 2 years later, whatever.  If they beat the odds, because they are at a higher percentile, then you predict, give more points.  If they fall below what you expect, you give them less points, so you don't even have to have annual tests, and the same test, you can tie one test to the other


We even do this in New York in the early childhood years by coming up with a demographic profile of students and then using their third grade test, the first grade we test, to see if they beat the odds or not, and we can rate from all of that.


Okay.  Next two principles here are measure what educators, add not what students bring.  In New York City, we don't want our schools to be graded on their zip code.  Zip code is not destiny.  If you have all low‑performing students at the beginning, you shouldn't expect to get a low grade.  You are doing God's work; you should expect to be able to get a high grade.  So we have come up with a system where only about 5 percent of the variants in our elementary and middle schools in New York City is predicted by socioeconomic status.  That compares to about 65 percent from the old NCLB standard, so we have tried to move away from that, because it motivates schools to know that even though they have very difficult students, they can get an A.  In fact, that is exactly what we want them to do.


There is also this principle of focusing on all students, but focusing more on the students who need it most.  So, in New York City, on all of the key measures of student outcomes, we get one measure that is the median outcome for all of your students and one measure that is the median outcome for the bottom one‑third of your students based on their starting scores.  So, if they are in that bottom cohort, they get counted twice, and so a lot more attention is put on them, and the achievement gap can be dealt with in that way.  It creates a motivation.


We also give a lot of extra credit points to schools that make really exemplary gains in closing the achievement gap.  So, if there are populations that have an achievement gap and do citywide make a big gain compared to other schools, they get extra points for that.


Another guiding principle is transparency.  We don't believe in regressions in New York City, and the reason for that is, we used to rate principals by regression, and they'd say, "Some years, it fell from heaven; some years it didn't.  I have no idea why it did, but if I got a bonus, I'm glad, and if I didn't, I didn't care, because I didn't know what it meant."  So we have only scores that every single teacher and principal using plain old math, eleventh grade mathematics or really eighth grade mathematics, can figure out ht score for themselves knowing their data.


And so that way, the first thing principals do when they get their report card is they look to see if we got it wrong, and we want them to do that, because when they look, they are also very quickly going to see exactly which kids and which subject and whether it's progress or proficiency that they are falling down in.


I want to also go to this idea of multiple measures and give you some examples.  The first example here, we rate all of our schools on attendance, and we also rate all of our schools on parent, teacher, and student surveys.  And those give you a sense of the actions that people are taking in those schools that we think are related to student outcomes.


They only count for 15 percent total, but they really help us in selling this to parents and selling it to teachers and other folks, and they do add some information.


Another example here is ‑‑ let me just go on to look at this one.  This is in high school, and in high school now, we are measuring on college prep course index, so did kids take Algebra II and other kinds of courses that are very highly associated with success in college AP, are they actually getting credits from their ‑‑ some kids are getting credits from college when they're in high school, things like that.  We have got a College Readiness Index.  Our City University can tell you based on your SAT scores and your regent scores whether you are going to need remedial services or not, so all of our students at schools who beat those and aren't going to need remedial services, that counts towards the high school grade and the like.


Okay.  This is how it all rolls up, into a score, 60 percent for progress, 25 percent for proficiency, 15 percent, as I said, for student environment, and then a bunch of extra credit for closing the achievement gap.


Is there anything magic about those numbers?  No.  You can do it any way you want.  It goes back to the point, you have tremendous flexibility to figure out how you want to do those things.


And we also do a quality review of all of our schools annually.  It does not figure into the score card.  The score card, it is about actual outcomes, but in terms of figuring out consequences, if a school on this leading indicator has a really good score, we might delay the consequences, closing the school, taking the principal out for a year, because even though the lagging indicator says the school is doing poorly, if the leading indicator says it's doing well, then we might keep it open.


And what we are really looking for in those schools, through that review, is how well schools themselves use the data, were providing for the accountability system and other assessments to determine how they can make kids learn more every year.  So, essentially, we're trying to use the accountability system to give a real strong incentive for using all this information, not just as a score or a separator of this school versus that school, but actually as diagnostic information that schools can used.

MR. JUPP:  So we have just had a whole lot of information squeezed into slightly more than 30 minutes, and what I want to do now is to draw out some of the nuance on that information by asking our discussants first to clarify what was said.


I think we will go around at least once and maybe twice on clarifying questions, especially if we can keep the clarifying questions to yes, no, or one‑sentence answers, which means that you have to have a question that asks for a yes, no, or a one‑sentence answer.


Then, from there, we will go to about 15 minutes of probing questions, because what I then want to do is to make sure that the audience has a full 30 minutes to interact on this.


So who would like to begin with a clarifying question?  Go ahead, Martha.


MS. THURLOW:  I have one for Chris.


MR. JUPP:  So we will just go down the line at least once.


MS. THURLOW:  It is the first time I have heard the concept of a super subgroup.  Could you explain in one sentence what you meant by that?


[Laughter.]


MR. DOLAMESKI:  Something other than 39 hurdles.  That's the one sentence.


Combining an equity group made up of factors that could be multiple demographic groups or a performance range, but instead of parsing out subgroups into multiple components, combining it into one.


MR. LIEBMAN:  In New York, the way we do that is we do certain things by the bottom one‑third of every school.  Every school has a bottom one‑third, and then we also have a measure that's about the bottom one‑third of the city, so that is trying to capture all of those people that you are really interested in, in one place.


MR. JUPP:  So a quick clarifying question.  Using what you call "super subgroups" doesn't preclude using all of the subgroups as well?


MR. LIEBMAN:  Not at all.


MR. DOLAMESKI:  No.  It doesn't preclude who goes into that group, nor does it preclude who is reported separately that doesn't go into an accountability classification.


MR. JUPP:  Eric.


DR. SMITH:  Jim, what do you mean by lagging and leading indicators, and which ones are used for accountability purposes?


MR. LIEBMAN:  So the student outcomes are lagging indicators.  They are traditional lagging indicators.  They are really what you care about, but oftentimes, a lot of stuff goes into that and takes a long time.


The leading indicator is the quality review, which says this school is getting really good at looking at its data that shows that on the lagging indicators, it is not doing well, and learning how to do better.


So the idea might be ‑‑ the main thing that drives the accountability is the lagging indicators, the student outcomes, the report card, but we might say about a school, "We're not going to close you, even though you meet the standards for school closure, because we see a lot of good things happening at that school in our quality review, so we'll give you another year."  So that's how we use the leading indicator to kind of temper.


MR. JUPP:  Kati.


MS. HAYCOCK:  I want to stick a little bit with the indicators question.  I am sitting here, I'm an SEA that's had an accountability system that's been just about reading math, a little bit of science, attendance, and grad rates, and I am looking at your long list, Chris, of indicators and, Jim, the even longer list that you guys have because you are a district and have more data available than most States will.


I am thinking you are mostly describing Version 3.0.  These guys are mostly going to be building Version 2.0.  So what has to go in, or what would you say is most important to get in next to Version 2.0 on the classification end of things?


MR. DOLAMESKI:  In a short answer way, I would say outcomes, attainment of outcomes along graduations, along distinctions, which is to say not only are we looking at our students graduating or not, but what are outcomes for students in which years, and how can we track through the pipeline of what students are getting to those outcomes in those years.


I would also emphasize course credit.


MR. LIEBMAN:  I think that is reasonable.  I'd say stick with that.


MR. JUPP:  Martha.


MS. THURLOW:  Let's see.  Jim, you indicated that you identify schools based ‑‑ you said we identify schools given their population.  Can you say just a little bit more about what that means, "given their population"?


MR. LIEBMAN:  Okay.  I want to be careful here, because this is something we do in New York that may be not entirely consistent with everything that the department of ed wants.


But our view is that if you've got a school full of special ed students, you're doing the right thing.  We want you to do well, and we do not want you to fail because you did that, because you took on that challenge.  A lot of these systems, essentially the answer is if you want to get better, get better kids.  That's the wrong answer.  If you want to get better, get the kids who you have to do better.


So, essentially, what we do is we compare schools partly to all schools that are like them in terms of their population, and we also compare them to all schools in the city.  And it is a mix of those two, actually 75 percent for your peer schools and 25 percent for the city, but you could do anything like that.


So we are always saying you got to hit the best, the level of the best in your group and then the level of the best in the city, but we want to give you an acknowledgement that you have those students that are harder to move along.


There is a second thing we do, even more perhaps controversial, but when we measure growth in New York City, we know that a special ed student at any level, even an autistic child who is scoring at 4.2, very high level, will make less progress on average than a student who is not in that special ed category, and so we just count that.  We know what the predicted percentile growth for those kids are, and if you make that or beat it, we give you credit for making or beating it in that way.  So you're not penalized at all for having those kids, but you are really strongly encouraged to make them go as far as they can go.


MS. THURLOW:  I will come back to that in a more in‑depth question.


DR. SMITH:  So I'll come back to it again in another way.


[Laughter.]


DR. SMITH:  So, defining a school as being like them, whatever, there are lots of different ways of looking at that.  A State could choose to do it from demographics, could do it from the percent ELL, special needs, the type of special needs, or they could do it based on achievement.  Schools that are like that, historically low performing, regardless of the demographics and whatever, is there an advantage or disadvantage to choosing one over the other, or does it have to do with the ‑‑ again, I hate the word ‑‑ the theory of action?


MR. LIEBMAN:  What we found out actually, it does have to do with the theory of action, but we found out that the best way, start with the scores of the kids, the last you gave, but we adjust those by two things, special ed and overage for grade, because those are harder to fit into the other things.  But basically, you can do it with just the starting scores.


MR. JUPP:  Kati.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Neither one of you explicitly addressed the question of district accountability.  I mean, could you elaborate how these ideas should in your head be applied to the district level?


MR. JUPP:  Kati has officially begun probing questions.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Oops.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  That's okay.


MS. HAYCOCK:  I learned that from Ross.  I'm sorry.


MR. DOLAMESKI:  That's an interesting question, and it is not one that has been probed very deeply by a lot of thinkers, or at least not that I'm aware of.  There are probably two general classifications you could think of.  One is just a roll‑up, that districts are roll‑ups of schools.  I think that's the way we're most accustomed to thinking about it.


The other is to consider that there are specific outcomes that are different for districts that we would expect for schools, and one that comes to mind, to provide an exemplar, is something along the lines of efficiency, doing the most with the least and making management decisions that work well for the schools.  Again, really playing that out in some specific examples is not something I have a deep familiarity with, but two possible lenses to look at that.


MS. HAYCOCK:  One conceivable third alternative would be what proportion of your schools are meeting their targets, and is that yet a third way?


MR. DOLAMESKI:  I would consider that part of the roll‑up.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Oh, that's the roll‑up?


MR. DOLAMESKI:  You're responsible for the performance of your schools, right.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Okay.


MR. JUPP:  So we are now on probing questions.  Martha, do you want to take that, or do you want to give it to Eric?


MS. THURLOW:  Well, I will start it, and then ‑‑


MR. JUPP:  Good.


MS. THURLOW:  ‑‑ you can add to it.


So the notion of prediction based on what is given current conditions seems concerning to me, and so a lot of what I hear talks about prediction.  And of course, special ed kids are the ones I know best.


I think that we have seen very high rates of growth when they are in schools that have the right conditions in place, and so maybe just talk a little bit more about that notion of prediction and why that isn't concerning.


MR. JUPP:  Martha, I am going to direct a couple of different answer paths on this.


MS. THURLOW:  Okay.


MR. JUPP:  I would love to hear our experts talk about this, but I would also love to hear Dr. Smith, who I am sure has wrestled with this ‑‑


MS. THURLOW:  Yes.


MR. JUPP:  ‑‑ both from a district and a State perspective to chime in.  Okay?


MR. LIEBMAN:  So let me start.  In New York City, a million kids, 1,500 schools.  So, when you say there are some places where they make the best progress, we have got one of those.  We have got several of those.


And most States, I think, do, even if you don't have it in every district.  So our theory is we are going to take that school and its outcomes.  That becomes the standard by which we measure all, so we worry a lot.  And Kati Haycock made us worry a lot in our early thinking about this ‑‑


MS. HAYCOCK:  Good.


[Laughter.]


MR. LIEBMAN:  ‑‑ about always setting a standard that is essentially is a crappy standard, because everybody is doing crappy, and the answer is we found ways to really fight against that.  You have to think about it constantly, but I don't think you can ‑‑ I think you can do that and still use these predictions.


Now, why would you use predictions?  When I talk to educators, they say, "You give me a target that I know I can meet because somebody else has met it, and I will work my butt off to meet it.  You give me a target like all schools proficient by 2014 that I know I can't meet, I'm going to go do something else," so you got to balance that.


MR. JUPP:  To paraphrase Louie in "Casablanca," I'm shocked ‑‑


MR. LIEBMAN:  That I could say that.


MR. JUPP:  ‑‑ shocked that Kati made you worry.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  Chris, do you want to answer before we ask Dr. Smith?


MR. DOLAMESKI:  We see our way through this also in the technical attributes of growth.  When we have a growth model that conditions on one's academic peers, then we get a better sense for what expectations are, relative to start in place, and in the context of, again, students who are similar and are following a similar path.


And it's not to say that we can't differentiate.  Again, our expectations, we can do it either embedded in a model, or we can do it post hoc, which is to say that we have one way of describing growth, but we have differentiated targets that come out of that growth based on, again, some subgroup classification or some school classification.  And I think those are the kinds of approaches that are very thoughtful.


MR. JUPP:  Do you want to respond, Eric?


DR. SMITH:  Yeah.  A critical issue for the State level.  I think the message, both the spoken message and the unintended messages around that issue are key that school performance is a function of the students we serve or is a function of the quality of the school that serves the children.  And I think a good accountability has to be crafted around the latter; that is, driving a school to perform way above the predicted, what might have been historically the same, but really drive to a new level is key.


I have a question, kind of a fundamental question.  There's a lot of them.  Both of you talk about a number of objectives that you're going after.  In your work, a million objectives is really no objective, and maybe two is too tight to really define what is important for children to be able to do.


Is there a magic number?  Is there a way to look at the number of objectives that a State would want to identify as being critically important to college readiness that could be translated to a teacher or principal that makes the accountability model understandable, so they can do the work and know what is being really asked of them and make sense, and also understandable to mom and dad and a business leader that says, "Oh, I get it.  That's an F school.  I see why"?  So is there magic number that States might want to be wrestling with?


MR. DOLAMESKI:  I will take the first crack at it, and it won't surprise you that I don't have a number to cite.


I will draw on some of the themes that I think you rightfully elicit in your question, which is the complexity comes on several dimensions.  It comes from both within and across, which is to say what are the academic areas that ought to be incentivized.  We have got some flexibility now to really consider beyond English language arts and mathematics, which of the areas we are going to care about, and what is going to be the contribution to each.


And then we have these multiple targets or multiple outcome objectives that maybe was more the focus of your line of inquiry, and I can think of the prominent are going to be a status or proficiency or readiness, growth, equity.  These are the kinds of things that really emerge, but your question gets at how do we pull that together in something that is manageable and something that can be communicated very clearly.


Now, in many States where I work, that is one of the first things we hear straight away is make it intuitively clear, make it something that we get and that we can use and we can digest, but often there is a tension between that and flexibility.  Also, make it something that works for alternative schools, and these two things are a bit of a tug of war.


The only, just broad advice I have is try to find the balance point with that, and I think the best way to do that is to be very crisp on outcomes, be very crisp in terms of your labels and what those labels mean and what folks are supposed to do and think about those labels, even if there is a bit of complexity behind the curtain.  Sometimes that complexity is needed again to deal with some of those nuances.


MR. JUPP:  So, this is a complicated issue, and I definitely want Jim to weight in, but as Jim sets himself up, Kati, I may ask you to respond to the question, especially around high school performance, because I think there are some really tough practical problems that States need to consider.


High school performance, in particular, if you designate the wrong dominant goal, you can get the wrong outcomes on really important things in complex institutions like high school.


I know you have done work even in Denver around ‑‑ where I'm from, for those of you that don't know me ‑‑ around trying to get the goals right at the high school level, so I am going to ask you to weigh in substantively on this.


Jim, I think that the way we can talk about this, so that people in State offices can think not only about what district offices can do, but how district offices have to do school supervision, which is really difficult, try to make that chain of command clear to people in your answer.


MR. LIEBMAN:  Okay.  So, first of all, this is a big problem, because if you only have one measure, it is going to be inaccurate because it can't measure everything, unless it's a roll‑up of other stuff, but that's sort of a cheat, because then it's multiple things.


On the other hand ‑‑ and this is a real big problem ‑‑ if you get too much of a proliferation of standards, then it's Lake Wobegon, because everybody can be above average on something, and then, therefore, above average, and that is fine.


First of all, I think one thing is just to have one big focal point.  When I came in and Joel Klein and the Mayor asked me to do this accountability system in New York City, grading schools was not kind of top of my mind, but I am a complete believer in it now, because it does focus the mind.  And as long as you have a belief in the credibility of that A, B, C, D, or F, it goes a long way to give you the power that you need, even though there is a lot that goes into it.


This is the progress report that the parents get.  There are four areas where we measure schools:  progress, performance which is proficiency, learning environment, and then closing the achievement gap.  And you get a grade on each one of those, and those grades add up to an overall grade.  So I think you can take multiple measures but make it pretty intuitive in the way that you do that.


In terms of the question that Brad asked and just thinking about this, actually this flexibility ‑‑ parents and business leaders that you mention, they want it really simple, right?  But schools demand that it be more sophisticated, because they know what they are up against.


So I actually think that you need to make that balance in some sort of way, so that you don't make it too simple, so that you are really hurting your schools, because then they won't work hard.  It won't push them to do what you want them to do, but then you have to really work hard to make it seem simple to the public.  And it took us some years to do that, and we suffered because of it.


MR. DOLAMESKI:  Can I chime in with one additional point on this topic?


I appreciate that letter grades are something that many States are thinking about, because it seems to be an example of something that's very clear and intuitively appealing.


Whatever the mechanism, whether it is letter grades, whether it is stars, whether it is smiley faces, whatever the mechanism for communicating the classification of a school, I think it is critically important that there is a clear understanding of what that grade means.  I guess the analog to that is something like a performance‑level description that we think about for an assessment, what does it mean when a student exceeds expectations, that they have these knowledge, skills, and abilities.  And I think a way for States to think through that is to say what does it mean for a school, what is a profile of a school, is this an exceptional occurrence when this happens, is this a typical occurrence.


Some people regard a C as failing; some people regard it as a desirable outcome.  Kind of a pithy example I use sometimes to make this point is, when the U.S. credit rating was downgraded to AA plus, we all threw into a panic, but if we called a school a AA plus, what would that say about the school?


We don't get inherent meaning just by the different vestiges of the labeling.  The meaning needs to be layered onto it.


MR. JUPP:  So Eric has got something to say.  I am going to let Kati chime in on this answer, and then, Kati, you get your probing question before we turn it over to the group.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Sure.


DR. SMITH:  Go ahead.


MS. HAYCOCK:  No, you're next.


DR. SMITH:  Okay.  Question.  Looking at this thing at the State level, getting your objectives right, what you value right, make sure that is the right number and so forth and the right things you want to incent and recognize for good performance, the other major piece of work has to fall around the formula.  What do you do with the measures of achievement on that?  So you have got one, two.  What are the objectives?  And then number two, what are the formulas?


And within both those, there is a very technical term, what I call a huge opportunity for holes in the boat.


MR. DOLAMESKI:  I think there is a better word for it.


[Laughter.]


DR. SMITH:  Holes in the boat where the water will just absolutely pour through.


For example, you mentioned alternative schools.  Well, we're going to do this for all schools, and alternative schools can set over to the side, because they are so different, odd, and they really don't have any predictability, and we don't know what it is and so forth.  And you will have in your State, I swear, the biggest cottage industry of alternative schools you've ever seen.  You have lit a fire on alternative schools, and all kinds of difficult‑to‑teach children will end up in alternative education.


How do you and your model in New York City and how do you, in advising States to do their work, avoid the holes in the boat?  It could be called the unintended consequences.  It could be the things that you don't measure but also where you send kids, so they don't count, so my grade will be an A, even though I am not doing the work right.


MR. LIEBMAN:  So a couple of things to say about that.  One is, our alternative schools get graded A, B, C, D, and F, and it is a very similar system.  It took us a while to get there, but no school escapes.


Number two, we do a lot of this in New York for high schools.  If a student starts in your high school, their outcomes count for your high school, wherever you send them.  You may think there is a better high school for them.  That's great, but you better be sure it's a high school where they are going to improve, because if it doesn't, it is going to count against you.


The third thing I would say is listen to your principals or listen to your teachers, because they will tell you, "Hey, those guys, they are getting away with it," blah, blah, blah.  And if you listen, first, you think, "Oh, they are just complaining.  They don't want to be rated," but if yo listen, you find out, and then you go and you make some change.


MR. JUPP:  So, Kati, you've got both a response and a question coming to you.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Yeah.  I want to stick a little bit with this grading thing, because I understand the desire for sort of something simple, something that people can grab on, but I think we need to think a little bit about this issue of communication and what that says to parents.  It scares the heck out of me that we are giving A's to the school that may be the best school for poor black kids in New York City but is objectively not nearly getting the kinds of outcomes that a school with the more affluent student population is.  And it makes me crazy that in Florida, we give A's or B's to schools that have enormous achievement gaps.


So one of the questions for me is, can we take this desire for something that communicates rather simply, like grading, and think about grades for where you are, status‑wise, and grades for improvement that help to at least keep parents from interpreting an A as that school is great for my kid?


MR. LIEBMAN:  So you could just take this, take the A up at the top off, and this is exactly the school that Kati mentioned.  It has got a C in student performance, because on proficiency, the kids aren't doing it, and then you could just leave it at that.


There is no right way to do this.  Every time somebody says this is really an important concern for us, the one Kati said, the answer is there is a way to solve for that, and don't make it into a matter of principle.  Make it into a matter of technical solution of a problem, and I think you can do it.  And I think there are lots of alternative ways to do that.


MR. DOLAMESKI:  I will chime in, and I will try to also dovetail it back to Dr. Smith's question previously, which is this happens, I think, most frequently when we have a fully compensatory combination approach.  So, if we just said we are going to take status 50 percent and growth 50 percent, we're going to put it together, and any old thing that comes out of it, we'll scale, I am not suggesting that is a bad idea, and I completely agree with all the comments that we are saying about there is not a one‑size‑fits‑all solution, and what works for one State may work less well for another.


But when we have a solution that is, again, fully compensatory like that, it allows for what some people will consider to be counter-intuitive results.  But when there is some way of combining factors that are considered profiles ‑‑ and we have seen some examples of it already in this conference, where we have matrix of indicators here, matrix of indicators here, and we ask ourselves what happens when those things merge with particular attention to the off‑diagonals, what do we think about the high growth, low status, or the flip side of that, which forces these policy considerations.


And it goes back to what we talked about before.  It bothers you that those schools get an A, because you have a notion of what an A is, and other people have a notion about what an A is that may be different from your notion.  I don't suggest that anybody is wrong.  I suggest that we have got to have some clarity about what we are calling these monikers that indicate school quality.


MS. HAYCOCK:  Right.  But as a country, right, and as States, arguably we are trying to get all of our kids ready for college and career.


So, at some level, if we are accepting for the meantime different definitions of what that looks like, because the kids have more challenges, I mean, that gets you in some serious trouble pretty fast.


MR. LIEBMAN:  Let me go at this directly, because it is a really hard problem.


I actually think it is worse than Kati is saying.  A parent will say, "I would never send my kids to that school," middle class parents, and a lot of people that are in that school would say, "I wish I didn't have to, even though it got an A."  So you don't have to think about national policy.  Just think about parents in your system that you give a school like that an A.


On the other hand, all of what we tried to do in New York City was to drive principals and teachers to do better, and if they know they can get an A, it is really important to them.  So that is the balance.


But do you have to choose one or the other?  No.  The point I think is to try to find a system that gets the right balance, because I think if you go one way or the other, you are going to lose something.  And there is tremendous flexibility to find that balance, so don't get sort of, oh, my God, it's a dilemma, and we're going to get ‑‑ you know, we're never going to get it right.  You just get the right balance.


DR. SMITH:  Just one last thing.  I think the balance there for a State that is going to struggle with this, the answer is found somewhere between the number of objectives, when do you get that data.


You mentioned AP and IB comes in, in November.  What are you going to do with that when a school closes up in June?  We wrestle with that in Florida, so you have huge issues around broadening this to more things that really are important.  And you probably choose to use them, but how do you use them when you roll it in.


The other major piece is how you calculate that formula, so that it makes sense to educators and parents, and intuitively, it makes sense, so you don't end up with this disparity between perception of what a school is really doing for children and the reality in terms of the data, what it's really doing for children, and what that grade looks like.  So it is somewhere between the objective and the formula, so you can help minimize some of that problem.

MR. JUPP:  So what I now want to do is to turn the questions over to the group.  There, I am sure, are a lot of questions in your mind, especially given the fact that we were just given the answer that there is no single answer.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  So what I want to do is encourage folks to ask question not only of the presenters but also of the discussants.


As we go through this ‑‑ and we have got about 25 minutes for it ‑‑ what I am then going to do is to turn it over first to Chris and then to Jim for a last word.  They each get 5 minutes, and then to ask Keith Owen from Colorado to give his thoughts about this from a State perspective.


Who has a question to start this off?


MR. ABBOTT:  Thanks.  Dave Abbott, the Deputy from Rhode Island.


Jim and Chris both described a system where multiple measures of student performance drive the classification, and I just wanted to tie the earlier conversation to this one, because presumably the whole point of a teacher evaluation system is actually improving the instructions of the teachers that are kept in that building.


As we build these evaluation systems, for the first time, we could have quantitative measures of whether that school is using its evaluation system to tie to decisions for individual teachers of what professional development they need and is the school quantitatively improving the instruction.  Sure, it would still be student performance‑based.


I just want to throw out the idea.  We have this opportunity to really rethink how we classify schools, and should we be thinking behind just the student performance box and think about multiple measures in terms of measuring multiple things, now that we are really being able to do that?


MR. JUPP:  Dave, this is a really important question for the room.  I have heard people buzzing about it for the entire 18 hours that we have been together.


I am actually going to ask each one of the five people up here to make a quick response, because I think they all have important views on this.


I want them, as they do, to not only just run to what might be the right answer, but to think about the perverse incentives that might be created if this kind of multiple measure system is constructed the wrong way.  Okay?


Who would like to jump for this ball first?


MR. LIEBMAN:  If the highest flying organizations, public and private, in the world do what was just described, that is, what they measure is how well you respond to measures, that is actually what you want to do.  How do you actually learn?


But in order for them to do that, you have to put a huge amount of resources into it, because you have to have an inspection system that enables you to go and look at that with a great deal of care.


In New York City, we have these quality reviews, and they provide some of that, but we don't have the resources to do it at a level that you can do it and make it work as well as it does, so I would say you need to be really careful, because it can become a SOP and a way to get out of what you really need to do.


So I would say start with the kinds of systems we are talking about.  Start to build really good qualitative measures of how well people are responding to the metrics, and as you get better and better at that, then you can start thinking about substituting it for the metrics we're talking about, but if you think about starting there, I think you are going to just be starting in a real low level of quality.


MR. DOLAMESKI:  Three quick points on this topic.  Pick an indicator and value it in the system if, A, it is a policy lever, that's important.  If you want more kids to take AP classes, hold schools accountable for percent of AP enrollment.


Again, I am not advocating for that in particular.  I am saying there is a room full of smart people that know what mean, what student success is connected to.  Pick it if it is important, if it is a policy lever.


The second is pick it if it is a dimension that needs to be captured in the system.  If it is a redundant dimension, then you may not need it in general, and building models parsimonious value, which means you want to get the furthest with the most efficient solution, but if you can't incorporate that dimension, then consider what else captures that dimension.  And I believe there is much that is not currently captured, as we talked about readiness means a lot more than academic performance when we talk about college readiness.


And finally, pay attention to uniformity, standardization.  That is a really thorny piece when we talk about these, quote, "softer indicators," for lack of a better word.  Is to something that every school will be able to draw from in a similar way?  In other words, could it be gamed, or could it create some counter-intuitive results from the schools?  That is something that has to be paid attention to.


And you may say it doesn't satisfy Criterion 3, but it does Criterion 1, which then argues for more complexity here, do I have, say, multiple categories within a dimension as a menu approach.  I get to pick one of these three things, and you can see how that introduces some new complexity.


MR. JUPP:  Whoever over here wants to jump at the answer?  Kati.


MS. HAYCOCK:  I would just say simply directly to your question, I would say no, not now for classifying schools, but yes, at least over time for deciding consequences.


MR. JUPP:  Eric?


DR. SMITH:  Interesting idea.  You got the weekend to work it out.


[Laughter.]


DR. SMITH:  On the surface, the objective is college, career readiness.  So, if you think about grading a school or evaluating a performance of a school, you think about a high school, for example, how many are committed to the issues of reading math instruction, perhaps expand it out to APIB, but are all teachers different by the same focus on college/career readiness, or are some things more important than others?


I think the underlying point that you are making, I believe, is that this certainly has to be coherent.  You can't have an evaluation system over here that is disconnected from your accountability system over here.  So there does need to be some really deep thought about how those align and make sense to classroom teachers that are expected to deliver every day.


MS. THURLOW:  It is hard to add anything to that, all these really good comments.


The only other thing I would want people to think about is not just the big holes in the boat, but the small leaks, so making sure that you are thinking about all as you do this in terms of who is included in various ways and if there are some educators, students not included, they are leaking out, what are the consequences of that.


DR. SMITH:  I will reinforce that.  A small leak that's identified early will become a big hole.


MS. THURLOW:  That's right


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  So we are deep into a metaphor here.


Let's take another question, this time from the left side of the room.  Do we have anybody that has a question over here?  Clearly, not all questions have been answered.  Is there somebody on the right side of the room?  There is somebody in the near right center of the room, more like the center.


MS. TATE:  Hi.  Veronica Tate from Virginia.  Two very simple question for Jim Liebman.


I am intrigued by the category of additional credit, and can you tell us what qualifies as exceptional gains, is question one.


And then, two, can you tell us a little bit about how a 65.9 comes to mean an A?


MR. LIEBMAN:  Okay.  So, essentially, what we do is we look at the historical experience of all schools in the city over 3 years, and that changes, because everything is going up in New York City, and so that is going ‑‑ and we essentially say, "In ELA or math, did you get gains in the highest 5 percent or 10 percent of the city with particular," you know, whatever ‑‑ we call it "NCLB."  I guess I will call it "SEA populations" in the city, and if you do, you get extra points for doing that.


So it encourages you to do well with those students.  It actually encourages schools to take those students, because if they know they can make a lot of progress with their students, then they want to educate those students, and so there is a little incentive here to diversify your schools.


The second question was?


MS. TATE:  The second question was related to the 65.9.


MR. LIEBMAN:  Well, I am going to stare at my folks here from New York State.


New York State changed, raised the bar.  Good thing they did.  They said proficiency ‑‑ I don't know if you noticed on that slide, but it used to be that a proficiency meant you had a 55 percent chance of graduating on time, so they said that's not good, we got to raise that.  But they raised it all at once, and since we measure everybody on progress and proficiency and we lowered ‑‑ they made it harder to get proficiency, a lot of our schools were pulled out of that, so that's why you might get a score like 65 being potentially an A.


But that means that there are very, very few schools that are getting above that, so it is not as if this is 100 scale and everybody easily can get 100, but that sort of is how it works.


MS. TATE:  That makes sense.  Thank you.


MR. JUPP:  Other questions?


MS. CASSELLIUS:  Hi.  I am Brenda Cassellius from Minnesota.


I just want to see if I heard you correctly when you said that if a student starts high school in the ninth grade, that it counts whether that student moves to another high school or not against your graduation rate, and how then do you calculate that with multiple students moving around in ability?


MR. LIEBMAN:  You just count it the same for both schools.  I mean, you can do this any way you want.  You could count them half, you know, give half, half weight to that student as if it's half‑a‑student or two students counts as one, but what we do is just say it counts on the sending school's account as if the student is there, and it counts on the receiving school's account, because the student is there.  So your computer just puts it into the ‑‑ that student gets counted twice.


And you say, well, that's kind of crazy, but it isn't if what you are really trying to do is motivate behavior, and we really want to motivate behavior, so don't push your kids out of your school.


Some of our schools, we found we are doing really well by pushing their kids out and making those kids a problem somewhere else, so we said okay, we are just going to count them.  And that means if you still think you are not the right school for that student, that's fine, but you better find a good school for them and be responsible for that, otherwise it's going to count against you.


MR. JUPP:  We need a microphone up here.  You are going to get the second microphone.  Go ahead.


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


So I'm trying to connect to this discussion to the setting of AMOs in the request.  So the two defaults that are in the request form are still, you know, looking at progress towards getting to that 100 percent.  So my question might sound like a clarifying question.  Maybe it is, or I suspect the answer might not be so simple.


But in models that you two have discussed, do we get to 100 percent at some point, and when?


MR. DOLAMESKI:  Well, I think the important thing about blending readiness or proficiency in growth is that you can credibly link it to demonstration that you're on a sufficient pace.


I don't want to oversimplify it or whitewash.  Students who have a long way to go that grow at even probablistically exceptional rates may not get to a proficiency or a readiness level in what some people consider to be a reasonable amount of time, and what I'm understanding is that we have to understand that there is a real diversity in the distribution of achievement.  And that solutions that credibly link readiness rates with the growth piece are the ones that are going to be considered most plausible.  That's the best I can do with that one.  Maybe the department has a more specific response.


MR. LIEBMAN:  I might actually, as I think about the answer to Kati's question about the districts, it seems to me that that might be a very sensible measure for a district, which is how many of your schools ‑‑ and I wouldn't give them a date.  I'd give them credit for every single new one that they had.


In high school, you get extra credit essentially.  You get credit if your students take the regents exam in ninth or tenth grade instead of eleventh and twelfth grade, because we think it's a good idea to get those ‑‑ you get kids at that level early.


One way you could do this is just measure districts by how many of their schools reach that point and accumulate that as a thing that could do it, so I think there are lots of ways that you could build that in that doesn't lose the power of that, while still not holding people to a standard that essentially is unmeetable in some cases.


DR. SMITH:  I would come back to, again, a lot of that has to do with the formula, how you structure that thing up, where you give the priority weight, whether it is to growth, whether it's to proficiency in terms of the message the State is sending that we do expect our kids to be able to, regardless of background, able to graduate from high school, ready to go on.


MS. HAYCOCK:  And let's be a little bit careful about language that implies goals aren't meetable.


As at least some of you know, we did an analysis with 11 or 12 States' data looking at progress over the last 5 years, and certainly, we didn't model out the first of the two kind of default systems that the administration has proposed, but we did model out the second one.  Already in most of those States, 25, 30 percent of their schools are on that trajectory.


So, to suggest that this is not ‑‑ that the default goals the administration has put forward are somehow as pie in the sky as the original NCLB, I think isn't borne out, at least by our analysis of the data.


One of the things we have not talked honestly about is that where you go where, which kind of model you choose depends a lot on where you've been over the last 5 years.  There are certainly States, like New York City thinks it is at least, that have lots of growth and lots of high performers, even amongst the highest‑poverty or highest‑minority schools.


If that's so, that allows you to choose, essentially use more of a normative base, but still have stretched goals.  There are other States that have been quite stuck and where there is very little variance in performance, and that is especially true of most States at a high school level.


So I think we need to acknowledge their attentions here, but that when you dig into the data in at least a majority of States, there are a lot more schools that are growing fast and that we can use to say this is an achievable goal.  We didn't have that kind of data back in 2001.  We do have that data today.


MR. JUPP:  Ira?


MR. SCHWARTZ:  Ira Schwartz, New York.  This will not be somewhat of a follow‑up question to the one that you just addressed.


This is an ESEA waiver conference.  It is not an ESEA elimination conference.  ESEA, as it was structured, was really what I would call a common standards, differentiated challenge system, because there was the idea was everybody would be proficient, but as Jim said, the net result of that many times was that your zip code determined your accountability status, because the challenges were very different under the system.


And you've talked also, Jim, about how you have been trying to make this into more of a common challenge system, where everybody can be successful.


Right now under the current rules, the growth models that have been approved are ones that are based upon a common standard, and essentially, compensatory growth for those who were furthest behind.  And, Kati, you have indicated some concerns about when we set up this common challenge.


So, as States are looking at how to put growth into their systems, what kind of growth are we talking about?  Are we talking about growth towards a common standards, or are we talking about growth in terms of best in class?


MR. LIEBMAN:  Well, I guess I would say if the State had really good assessments of the Common Core and you're really measuring what you want to do, then I would say you can just measure growth along the assessments that you have.  That's where we're all heading towards.  We're not there yet, because we just have the Common Core standards or some other comparable set of standards, if yo want, and we are just working now to get the assessments to get there.


I think if you can't get perfection right now, I would say come up with a system that measures growth in some way that is actually pushing schools to say about every student in their system, that student should do better, and if they are not doing very well now, they should do a lot better than they are doing now each year along the way, to push that to happen.  And then once we get these better assessments in place, I think the assessments will help to do that, because they will truly be measuring what you should be at, at sixth grade or eighth grade or tenth grade, in order to graduate college‑ready when you get out of high school.


DR. SMITH:  I'll just jump in what whatever.  The department is the one that has to answer this, but it has got to be to a common standard.  Otherwise, it is college‑ready for some, and which ones?  It falls apart.  You should really get fired up and get concerned.


So it has got to be for all; otherwise, holes in the boat really don't matter.  You can have as many holes as you want, so it's got to be pushing kids to that same, that common performance, to be able to move on with their life after they have gone through public education.


MS. THURLOW:  And the recognition that we need greater growth for those kids who are farthest behind.


DR. SMITH:  Absolutely.  That is where the afternoon session goes, with support and technical work and so forth.


MR. JUPP:  Chris, anything to add?


MR. DOLAMESKI:  Nope, I'm good.


MR. JUPP:  Good.  We have time for one or two more questions from the floor.  I think we need a mic up here.  I bet Carmel doesn't have a question.


[Laughter.]


MS. MARTIN:  I think in this last discussion that we had that we are getting a little bit ‑‑ the lines are blurring between growth with respect to an individual student and progress of a school.  So our intention is that if you are looking to measure growth of a student, we are looking for you to show that they made enough growth that we think they will catch up, so growth to standard.


But we are also introducing something that is not really in current law, which is that you can ‑‑ when you are talking about rating your schools, intervening in your schools, providing support for your schools, as New York has done, you can take into consideration progress of groups of students.


So they are two different things, and I feel like we are sort of merging the two concepts.  You could have a growth model that says you are going to call a student proficient or on meeting standards, even if they are not proficient.  If they have made enough growth, that we have confidence that you will catch up.  That is consistent with the current law growth model.  We are saying we are encouraging States to adopt that if they have got the assessment systems that allows them to do that in a good way.


Not all States have those assessment systems, but we are challenging you all to put them in place aligned to these new college‑ and career‑ready standards.


Separate and apart from that are performance targets that you set for groups of students and for schools and for districts, and in that context, we are open to you coming up with a third option; that is, not all kids by 2020 or cutting the gap in half, but we want to see that in setting that third way that your measure of growth or progress in that context for schools or groups of students is similarly ambitious, which I know is not the greatest and most clear term.  But it gets at the point that Kati was making.


In some places, pegging your progress for your schools and for your students to the top 10 percent in your district or your State could be a really ambitious goal.  In some States, it is not going to be an ambitious goal, and we want peer reviewers to look at that and call that out, if that is the case.


MR. JUPP:  Thanks, Carmel.


There is time for one question, if it's out there, and I am going to use my middle school teacher's ability to hang on wait time for a minute.


While I am waiting for that question, and I am pushing over there to the left side of the room because they have been ominously quiet, I also want to set up the fact that I am going to ask Chris and Jim for a 5‑minute closing statement and then ask Keith Owen for a 5‑minute closing statement from the perspective of a State.


Come on.  Somebody on the left have a final question?  Here is your chance.


[No response.]


MR. JUPP:  Okay.  Hearing none, we will get back to you.  Don't worry.


Closing statements.

MR. DOLAMESKI:  Well, I don't think I will use my full 5 minutes.  I will just thank the Department for this opportunity to be here.  I really appreciate engaging in this really, really provocative conversation, and I appreciate what this flexibility package, the kinds of cs it's generated, and the kinds of reform ideas that I am hearing from the States.


I can tell in the 2 days that I have been here that States are thinking really innovatively that some fantastic ideas are being considered, and I encourage everybody to really consider how to get the most out of this.  I have great optimism that we are on track to really improve education accountability.


So thanks for the opportunity, and I look forward to the work ahead.


MR. JUPP:  Jim?


MR. LIEBMAN:  So one thing I just want to emphasize is as you develop these approaches, you are not going to get it exactly right the first time, and so you need to think about how you are going to get them better over time.


Two points I will make about that, that I think are really important, one is ‑‑ I've said it before, but listen to the complainers.  Some people do not want to be held accountable, and they will complain, no matter what, but a lot of what they will be telling you is you are not measuring what you think you are measuring or you want to measure.  And if you hear that, you can learn a lot from that, and you can make things better.


And I think if you do a lot of vetting of this stuff and working with district people, with principals and teachers, as you're going along, before you actually roll it out, you can learn a lot of that at the beginning, and you can really, really get it better.


Second thing, though, is I think you also want ‑‑ it's a little bit ‑‑ and as you improve it, what you are doing is you are looking for the leaks, and you are filling the leaks, because there will be leaks.  There always will be leaks, and if you just say it's not that we are going to build a leakless boat, we are going to build a boat that can be fixed, then you will be in good shape.


But the second thing that that then leads you to need to do is to really create expectations that it is going to improve, which means it is going to change, and so people need to kind of roll with that, because there is a way in which people think that any time you change something, you are admitting that it was bad.


We don't have a concept in this country of improvement in a lot of ways, so that as you actually improve, you think people would say, "Oh, that's good.  It got better," but mostly what they say is, "Oh, it must have been really bad, because you changed it."


So I think if you can set that expectation at the beginning by saying we are going to listen and listen and listen and improve and improve and improve, that will help you deal a little bit with the fact you will want to be changing it somewhat over time to make it better.


MR. JUPP:  Jim, I am going to reflect on something you said, and then I actually want to ask you a question about the first of the two points you made.


We have talked a lot in the last 2‑1/2 years about cultures of continuous improvement, maybe even longer and further back, and I think in much of our conversation, we give the concept of a culture of continuous improvement lip service.  And we actually don't really build systems that continuously improve.


I think that we have seen today and yesterday in presentations, more than lip service paid to this concept.  I think the extraordinary edginess of some of the conversation with Tennessee and Massachusetts earlier about how you get your system better, when you don't know perfectly what the system is going to do, does create the very different circumstances that Jim has described, ones where State leaders stop engaging in a kind of system servicing happy talk and instead engage in a kind of honesty around which the system itself gets better.  And that is a challenge for all of us, especially when we live in highly politicized environments.


Now, I don't want to say that there is an answer to it.  I want to commend the audience for actually getting past the lip service over the last couple of days and really getting a bit more, I think, honest with each other about it.


To that end, I think the question I want to ask Jim is about gathering information on the complainers on the measurement system.  New York is bigger than most States in the United States ‑‑ New York City is bigger than most States in the United States, and I am imagining that there was either a systematic or a semi‑systematic way that New York entertained listening to its complainers on this measurement system.  And my guess is that the example that New York City used might inform us how we could at a system‑wide scale begin to consider how we would gather that kind of input and use it to refine our measurement system as we go forward.


So, Jim, how did you guys do it?


MR. LIEBMAN:  We didn't do it right at the beginning, but we learned how to do it.


But essentially, every time ‑‑ New York has made a number of changes, so every time we come up with what we think we are going to do and we run it a hundred ways with the data to try to figure out what we think it looks like and we make a lot of changes before we even go out, then what we do before we go public or anything is we put it out to, in our case, the principals and tell all the principals we create a document, we create a PowerPoint, and we go out and we try to hit as many principals as we can, as close to 100 percent as we can, but certainly get to 15 or 20 percent of all principals, and just run it all by them.


And we build this in, and then when they complain about it, we actually have a 2‑, 3‑, 4‑month process where we respond to all of that, and then we've learned from those meetings, who are the people who really care about it and really know something about it.  So, after we fix it or think we fixed it, we send it out actually to them, and we kind of reconvene them as a kind of high‑powered focus group.  So then by the time we are going out, we have had a lot of going back and forth on it and put it out.


Another thing ‑‑ and I learned this from Florida ‑‑ is you should write manuals that explain everything you're doing that a teacher in any one of your schools can understand, and if you can't write the manual that says that, then something is wrong with what you are doing.  And forcing yourself to make it that simple will help you explain it and help you get people to understand it, so that's another thing that I think is really important in doing that.


MR. JUPP:  Very good.  Thank you.


I am going to turn it over to Keith Owen to offer the perspective from a State in the audience.


MR. OWEN:  Great.  Thank you.  I don't know where is a good place to go, but ‑‑


MR. JUPP:  There isn't one.


[Laughter.]


MR. OWEN:  First, I would like to really thank this panel.  That was a really great discussion, and I think this is the type of discussion that really helps push everybody's thinking, so thank you to everyone up here.  I really appreciate it.


From Colorado's perspective, we are kind of going into our second year of using a multiple measures accountability system, and you are going to get to hear from Rich Wenning, who is here, who really helped put that together for Colorado.  This afternoon, he is going to be on a panel.


But a couple of things that jump out after going through that process for us was we really had to focus in on how do you let schools and the districts have an opportunity to request reconsideration of whatever label or whatever frame that you give them.


For Colorado, we do performance frameworks for each of our schools, for each of our districts.  That request for reconsideration piece is a huge piece of bringing multiple measures in that we didn't consider.


Our standard is set throughout the State, but it gives each of the schools and districts and opportunity to build a case for why the rating is effective or not effective, and it has helped push our thinking.


A second piece we really had to consider was our rural schools.  We have huge geographic distances throughout the State.  As a former Superintendent in Durango, Colorado, which is about 7 hours from Denver, we really had to build a system of outreach to help support some of our really small schools.  They just didn't have the capacity as we were building the system to explain it to their school boards, to explain it to their communities, so that's a critical piece that we found.


Then the third piece that has really unified our performance frameworks in the State is a unified improvement planning process, which really builds on each of the schools taking a hard look at what the rating has meant to them and how do they take that and the make improvement with it.  I think that has been a critical unifying piece.  All of our schools in the State have to use that.  It is linked to their performance framework, and it really has helped drive the conversation the right way, which is how do we improve outcomes for kids.  It has been a real strong piece of our accountability system, and I think it has had a lot of pluses.


The last thing I would like to just quickly mention, as our friend from New York keeps bringing up listen to complaints, I can't tell you how important that is.


As we have gone through this process, it really helps guide the improvement that's necessary.  First, I think there is an inclination to think that these complaints are people that just don't like it, they didn't get the rating that they wanted.  They are trying to figure out a way to game the system, but after we dug in and really started looking at some of the complaints that we were getting, it really has helped us take our system to a better level.  And each year, we are trying to look at those complaints, build it into how do we make our accountability system better, because none of them are perfect.


And that's the thing that we've had to learn.  We don't think we have got to exactly right, but we think we are on the path to getting something that's much better, much more meaningful for our schools, much more meaningful for our districts, and that is really the goal at the end of the day, I think.


So, again, thank you to this panel.  It has been great listening to you.  Brad, I really appreciate your support in building this.  This has been a great discussion over the last 2 days.


Thank you.


MR. JUPP:  Thank you.


I want to thank Keith because it took me almost a day to get somebody to mention the word "rural," and I had to beg him this morning to do it.


I do think lightheartedness aside, this has been the first of two really important panels on differentiated accountability.  I want to thank our discussants, Martha, Eric, and Kati, for livening up the conversation and bringing their strong views to bear, so thank you, guys.


[Applause.]


MR. JUPP:  And Jim and Chris, I think deserve credit not only for clear and thoughtful presentations, but for running into a breach.  You know what that means.  You guys have read "Henry IV," right?  That is not an easy thing to do, to go into the breach.


This is a place where there is not a kind of preformed knowledge, and what we are really trying to do is to encourage you all to think differently.  And I am really glad that we have grave experts like Chris and Jim, who can run into the breach and begin to prod you to think in different ways, so that when you go back home, you are going to be able to do the same.


So I would like a big round of applause for Chris and Jim.


[Applause.]


MR. JUPP:  These guys can step down.


We are going to be breaking about 5 minutes early.  Ha!  So you are getting some of the time back.  That means that you can't be late for when the Secretary is here.  You can't be like moiling around and talking with your friends.  It's the Secretary of Education, okay?


So we are going to have you back here in your chairs eating your box lunch at 12:30, and we look forward to having you ready to go at 12:30 sharp.


Thanks.


[Recess taken.]

MR. JUPP:  Ladies and gentleman, thanks.  We actually got you all here and eating your box lunch on time.  That is what we wanted.


I actually have never introduced the Secretary of Education before, so I asked some people for some help, and they said just introduce him.


[Laughter.]


MR. JUPP:  It didn't help me at all, so here I am helpless up here, having to introduce one of the most important people in the country in our field. 


I want to say two things that I know are true.  The first is that Arne Duncan, since he was CEO of the Chicago Public Schools, has thought of this meeting as part of a personal mission, that getting the measures right at the State level, so that they are right at the local level, so that they are right for the principals and teachers who are doing the work is something that Arne has cared passionately about, since long before he ever thought he was going to be Secretary of Education.


The second thing I want to tell you is that I don't participate in a ton of meetings with the Secretary, but every one of them is memorable, and the most memorable, I was on the phone, because I wasn't able to sit in on it.  There were high‑level folks around the table discussing really important issues on our position on teacher policy in particular, and it was a tough meeting.  And it lasted about 60 minutes.


The team was not totally focused on their position, and what the Secretary continued to do throughout the meeting was to say, "No.  I don't think you are being courageous enough.  I need you to be more courageous," and whenever I think of Arne, I think of somebody that actually asks his staff to be more courageous, and I think that's the spirit of this meeting.  On the hand, it's the fulfillment of a lot of work that we have all been working toward, but on the other hand, it's the moment where we have to bring our courage to bear, so that we are doing the right thing.


I am going to ask Carmel Martin and Michael Yudin to join the Secretary, and I'm going to introduce the Secretary of Education.  Thank you very much.  I hope.


[Applause.]


Lunch


Remarks by Secretary Arne Duncan,
Followed by Q&A,


Supported by Michael Yudin and Carmel Martin

SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Thanks for having me.


Can we have a huge round of applause for Brad for all of his leadership in putting this together?  Brad, thanks a lot.


[Applause.]


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  I will be very, very quick.  I just want to have a conversation, two quick things, and then talk about waivers, just other things we're thinking about.  This is hugely important but not the only thing on our agenda.


Obviously, the jobs bill, we're continuing to push very, very hard.  Hopefully, you know what it would mean for your States and your districts, $60 billion there, 30 to save teacher jobs, 30 around capital construction.  Getting stuff done through Congress these days is not easy, but this to me would be a big, big deal, so just know we're continuing to push that very hard.


The President is out all over the country talking about this, and I'm trying to do whatever I can and didn't want to miss the opportunity here.


Secondly, we put out this morning, so it's hot off the press and you guys can look it up, Our Future, Our Teachers, really thinking about what we do around schools of education, and we think we have not done enough there.  We want to make some pretty significant changes there to work on the pipeline.  So, as you travel back home later today, over the weekend, take a look at what we are proposing, but it's some fairly, somewhat radical, little bit controversial ideas, but really trying to improve the quality there, trying to move towards a model much more like Louisiana, Tennessee, and North Carolina, looking at, actually focused on what is the impact that teachers are having on classrooms, and there's huge variation there, trying to have a continuous feedback loop.


We think we have been a big part of the problem in this area.  We have not been creative enough, very bureaucratic.  Under the current structure, we ask States and schools of ed for about 440 pieces of information each year that are all inputs, none of them outcomes.  It doesn't quite make sense, so we are going to push hard to do more there.


We want to think differently about scholarships for people going into STEM areas, going into underserved communities.  We think we can play a much greater leadership role there, and then finally trying to invest more in minority‑serving institutions.  I worry a lot about the lack of diversity of our teacher workforce going forward and not reflecting the great diversity of the country.


So, as usual, we are challenging the status quo, upsetting some apple carts, but we love your feedback, and we are going to try and move forward with this pretty aggressively.


Really interesting, we had Dennis Van Roekel there from the NEA, fully supportive; Wendy Kopp, there from Teach For America, fully supportive.  Deborah Ball from the University of Michigan is going great work, fully supportive.  So it's a diverse set of folks who are helping us on this, which is really good to see and feel good about that.


Now to waivers.  That was the quick inshow.  Let me just sort of step back, and I think Brad actually alluded to this a little bit in the introduction.  Why is this important?  This is really important because, quite frankly, I think the work you guys are doing is, at the end of the day, a lot more important for changing outcomes for students than the work that any of us are doing here in Washington.


When I came here from Chicago, I came from a superintendent's position.  Lots of my fellow superintendents gave me the very clear advice to sort of bypass States, you know, States are broken, States are just functional, you know, and I had some of those same feelings.


I don't know if Chris is here.  Is Chris here from Illinois?  Chris isn't here, but ‑‑


ATTENDEE:  His staff is here.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Oh, his team is here.


I was the CEO of Chicago Public Schools for 7‑1/2 years.  In that 7‑1/2 years, Chris was the ninth State superintendent I had in that short amount of time.


Now, thank goodness, he stayed and done well, but my personal experience at the State level was not real positive, and that maybe wasn't the norm.  That was maybe the extreme example, but at the end of the day, what we have honestly tried to do is to try and make the State department of education and the State superintendent job much more important than it has been historically, and there's so much power that you have that we frankly don't.


We can't set standards; you guys can.  We are barred by law from touching curriculum; you guys can.  We can give advice around assessments; we can't lead that.  In terms of funding, we are the minority minority partner, 8, 9, 10 percent if we're lucky.  Most of you are 45, 50, 55 percent.  You are the majority shareholder in this enterprise.


So the best thing we can do is to support you and help you be successful, and what I've seen for far too long is Washington sort of get in the way of what's going on at the local level.  Everything we are trying to do ‑‑ and please hold us accountable for doing it ‑‑ we are trying to be a much better partner to the hard work you guys are doing.


Having said that, this is not going to be a free pass, and hopefully, you guys have gotten that message.  If your goal is to stop evaluating special education students, which I've honestly heard from a couple States, we are not going to partner with you.  I don't have an interest in doing that. 


If your goal is to assess students, not every year but every 3 years, that's not something that we are going to look kindly upon, and I am very interested in growth and gain and how much a student is improving, and we know those measures are imprecise and not perfect, but if we wait 3 years to assess and that child has three bad teachers in a row, they are going to be so far behind, they are never going to catch up.


So the opportunity before you, if I can just really challenge you to think not individually, to think not just about what you do for your State, but what are you going to do collectively here, and you guys have to help lead the country where we need to go.


We want to be a great partner.  We want to give you lots of room to innovate and to be creative, but if you guys come do this, 50 States individually, I don't quite know if we get where we need to go.  You guys should think through formally, informally, how you guys have a very high bar before anything gets to our desk.


It's interesting.  I've had certain States calling me already saying, "Well, I know you are not going to approve so‑and‑so's State.  Their application isn't good enough," and we're having to make those tough calls.  We have and we will, but you guys here should work together and figure out how.  You are going to have such a high bar, that nothing comes to us that you guys collectively can't support, and how are you going to move this thing forward together.


And not that you're going to grab every issue.  It's a big, big country, lots of variation here, but the more you guys can have your own set of checks and balances, the more you guys can work together in ways that you never have, that would be extraordinarily helpful, again, not just in helping your State but helping the country.


The goal here is not just to give out a set of waivers.  Waivers are a strategy, a means to end.  The goal here is obviously how do we significantly increase student achievement, given tight resources, given all the pressures we are all under.


If this waiver process, if you guys can collectively seize on this opportunity to lead the country where we need to go, then you would have made, I think, the most of this opportunity.  If we all sort of do it individually, if everyone is calling us, saying what we should do or should not do for some other State, that to me, I think, really misses the point here.


We can walk through the details, walk through the principles, walk through anything we want, but I just want you to understand what I see as an amazing opportunity for the country, but we are not going to get the country where we need to go.  I think you guys collectively can, and again, hold us accountable for being a better partner than we ever have.


I don't know if you have collectively ever had an opportunity like this before.  It may not come around again.  We didn't want this opportunity.  We wanted Congress to reauthorize; hopefully, they still will reauthorize, but we can take their dysfunction and use that as an opportunity to do something that I don't know if any of us have ever had in our careers.


I just want people to understand what a big deal this is and think about how you support each other to have a very, very bar in how we do this, to really challenge the status quo in ways that we haven't, give you a ton of room to move, much more flexibility, much more autonomy, much more room to innovate than you've ever had, but to get something for children that we just haven't collectively done a good enough job on.


So I will stop there, open it up to any questions you might have, but I just wanted to sort of frame the context in which we see this work going forward, so we'll open it up.


Yes.  Stand up, please.


MS. CASTILLO:  Hi, Mr. Secretary.  Thank you so much for your leadership on providing this waiver opportunity and for your staff, all the staff that is here today, helping us and giving us lots of encouraging words to be bold and to move forward.


Right now the words that you just said, I guess I just wanted a little bit of clarity.  Earlier we were having conversations about how every State has an opportunity to do it in their own way and to be innovative in their own way, and now you are encouraging us to work together and not have all these different proposals that come forward.


I just wanted a little bit of clarity on what you just said.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  It is a great question.  I guess maybe I'm trying to have my cake and eat it, too, there.


[Laughter.]


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  This has to have a local/State context to it, but I guess what I am asking for, suggesting, that as States come to us, share your plan of other States, get honest feedback, this works, this doesn't, this doesn't make sense, why are you doing this.  I think there is so much knowledge, so much commitment in this, and I think historically, we haven't provided incentives for States to work together enough.


While every State should have their individual plan, there has got to be some core principles, I have to believe, that are common here, and where States are stepping outside those core principles, having other States challenge them or think about it, and to have each State design their accountability system, divorce from all the other work going on around the country, to me just doesn't make sense.


To me, that has been the challenge in education.  We have all tried to do our things in our little individual silos.  We haven't learned from each other.  I just think this is a huge opportunity to learn to be transparent, and to not take advantage of that, I guess that is what I am challenging.


Does that make sense, or does that answer your question?


MS. CASTILLO:  Thank you.  Yes.


MS. MILLER:  Judy Miller from Kansas.


I thank you so much for giving us this opportunity to ask for flexibility.  The timing is just really great.


But my question has to do with the priority and the focus schools.  In Kansas, less than half of the schools are Title I, and yet when we look at the definition and we start calculating priority and focus schools, there are a lot of schools that potentially could be much lower performing or have greater achievement gaps than the Title I schools.


I know we can publish the data on all of them, but the lists that we are going to be turning in on our flexibility, the ones that we are going to be using the resources for are only the Title I.


I know under the SIG grants when we had the Tiers I, II, and III, we were looking at eligible Title I schools and stuff like that.  Do you have any ideas or any suggestions of what we can do to make it possible where we are truly getting at the schools that are the lowest performing or have the greatest achievement gaps that may not be Title I schools?


MS. MARTIN:  So, in order to make that change in the SIG program, we had to get an appropriations rider to give you the flexibility to drive resources to Title I eligible but not receiving schools, and we are trying to carry over that flexibility into this context with respect to Title I eligible but not receiving high schools.


But we are limited.  We cannot waive the requirement and frankly don't want to waive the relationship that Title I money is driven to the Title I schools where they have the large percentages of students in poverty.


We would encourage you that in the accountability system that you are building that you would use the same framework for all your schools, not just Title I schools.  It is just in terms of where we are requiring interventions and/or paying for interventions, we are limited by the statute, and it's not something we can waive.


MS. KNOPF:  Mr. Secretary, I am Rae Ann Knopf from Vermont, and I want to thank you and your staff for the work that you did, both on this flexibility forum and the event that you had today and last evening.


My question really has to do with how do we translate.  Clearly, what's defined in the flexibility guidelines is reflective of what States have asked for and what States have said they really needed in terms of redesigning their accountability systems, and so my question really has to do with what do you recommend to us to help ensure that when ESEA is reauthorized, that these same principles are reflected in that, because I would hate to see Congress sort of ‑‑ maybe "one‑up" is not the right word, but to act quickly on something that would end up shutting down this kind of innovation.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  That's a great question.  I probably should have hit that, because we are actually thinking a lot about that.


Not to put more pressure on you, but I think the quality of the applicants we have coming in is going to set the bar for Congress, and if we get a lot of low‑quality, you know, bottom‑of‑the‑barrel, minimum creativity, minimum accountability‑type proposals, I think Congress will gravitate towards that.


But if we see across the country, north, south, east, west, Democrat, Republican, it doesn't matter, urban, rural, suburban, State, the more we have a cross‑section that is a really high bar, I think it makes it very hard for Congress to backtrack from there.


Again, not that are all going to agree on every issue, but the more they see directionally where this thing is going, that is going to be very positive.


We have gotten some pushback from Congress on putting this out, as you have seen, but honestly, that pushback has been relatively muted, because there's been such unanimous agreement around the country, around the need for this.  And if we didn't have that, if somehow we were pitting west versus east or Republicans versus Democrats, you would see a lot more outcry here, but that hasn't happened.


So I think on the first step, Congress is sort of really taking notice, this is something the country wants, regardless of politics, regardless of geography, so that is sort of the entry ticket.  If they can now see the work reflects the similar high standards, commonality, to put in politics an ideology, geographies aside, just doing the right thing, it puts them in a very difficult position to backtrack.


So I think the onus is on us, and if we do this well, it makes me very hopeful about ultimately where reauthorization goes.  If we're scattered, if we're screaming at each other, if we're all over the map, it just creates a lot more cracks for them to come in and do something that doesn't make sense.


MR. FABRIZIO:  Mr. Secretary, my name is Lou Fabrizio from North Carolina.  Thank you for pushing the Congress the way you have been and giving us now this flexibility through the waiver process.


One of the things that I have noticed in the materials ‑‑ and if I missed it, I apologize ‑‑ but currently, there are certain States that have been approved to have modified assessments for the 2 percent, quote, kids.  We know that in information that has already come out of the U.S. Department of Ed that in '14‑'15, when the different assessment consortia are in place, there will be no such thing as those 2 percent.


My question has to do with this transition period, from where we are not to '14‑'15.  We are in the process of moving forward with new assessments based on the new Common Core standards in the '12‑'13 school year, so we will have 2 years of assessments based on the Common Core prior to the assessment consortia.


We currently are planning to implement 2‑percent assessments, which currently we know is allowed.  My question is, are we going to be told as we continue down this path that 2 percent won't be allowed if it's on new assessments prior to '14‑'15?


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Mike.


MR. YUDIN:  We believe that the ‑‑ and it is built into the principles of this flexibility ‑‑ that the assessments in 2014‑2015 will be available to assess all kids, and then, of course, you have the 1 percent alternate assessment.  So the plan is that when these new assessments are online, they will in fact be available to assess all kids, including the 2 percent.  So the 2‑percent assessment would not be available anymore.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  But his question is in the interim, in the next 2 years.


MR. YUDIN:  Right.  So the reg will remain in place.  For States that are using it, you will be able to continue to do so.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  That's a great question.


MS. REICHRATH:  Mr. Secretary, I am Martha Reichrath.  I'm Deputy in the State of Georgia.


I want to get you to respond just to a plea that I am bringing on behalf of our State and perhaps some others.


We heard a great deal from Carmel yesterday about peer review and about the process that's going to be used for our waiver approvals.  I am very hopeful, and I know I speak on behalf of our superintendent, Dr. Barge, that we are going to bring to you, for example, a pretty out‑of‑the‑box proposal, and we are hopeful that during a year or so of refinement that we will be able to take advantage of what you have just suggested, and that is, the wisdom of other States, the best practices that we are going to see that's related to what this waiver of ours will contain.


Can you give us some assurance that we are going to have opportunity to do that?  I stay concerned that things can get clogged up and that it can take so long, and we have got a lot of momentum going on in our State right now, and we'd like to keep it there.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Well, you guys have done great work.  Obviously, I met with John recently.  I think not just where you've gotten in terms of the product of the potential waiver, but also the process involving the community, getting feedback, has been fascinating to me, so you guys should feel really, really good about it.


On the peer review process, and you probably went through this, we take that very, very seriously, and the more you guys can help give us great folks to be part of that team, did you make that plea?


MS. REICHRATH:  Yes.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Okay.  So I won't repeat it.


I would say I retain the right to override, and if I feel compelled to, I will, but I've never done that yet.  I think if this becomes sort of me picking and choosing, it just doesn't ‑‑ you lose something there.


I think having a process with real integrity ‑‑ it is a human process.  I promise you it won't be perfect, but it will be pretty darn good.  The more you can help us get great folks into that, that would be great.


Like I said, just over the past 2‑1/2 years, we have had people with great integrity who have done great work, and we have taken that very, very seriously.  If you help us get great folks in there, then things hopefully won't get bureaucratic and bogged down, and so I can't overemphasize how much you can be a partner for us in making sure that process runs as smoothly as possible.


MR. YUDIN:  As I said earlier this morning, there really is no one timeline, right?  So, if your State is ready to go and you can have your application, your request in by November, and you feel really good about it, that's great, and we want to support that effort.


If you want to spend more time to think it through, that is great, and we want to support that effort, and we will support that effort.


So we absolutely are planning for multiple opportunities, not even within the submission.  So, if you submit November 14th and the peers say, "You know what, you need a little more work," we'll provide additional opportunities for you to do that, but if you still need more time, we are going to set up a whole new peer review process for the spring.  In mid February, we will have a second window submission to go forward to get you through the school year, if you need an answer before the end of the school year, so you can impact your decisions for the next school year, for the '12‑'13 school year.  And if you need more time, we are planning to do it for next year as well.


There is no deadline.  There is no timeline here.  If your State needs more time to be thoughtful, we support that completely.


MS. MARTIN:  I think the question, though, might have been once you have been peer‑reviewed and the waiver has been accepted, if you want to make modification moving into the future, is that going to be possible, and the answer to that is yes.


MS. BROWN:  Thank you.  Marci Brown from Indiana.


For those few of us, crazy November or bussed States ‑‑


[Laughter.]


MS. BROWN:  ‑‑ is there going to be an opportunity to work more with the staff from the Department in that short timeline?  I wouldn't expect other gatherings like this, but individualized support, maybe along the way, if we have some questions once we start digging a lot deeper into this.


MR. YUDIN:  Absolutely.  I have a bunch of staff here from my office, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education.  We have already held two webinars.  We are going to hold another one next week.  We are going to be setting up office hours.  We are going to assign staff to work individually with States to be responsive, to answer your questions, provide you with technical assistance, to hook you up with however we can do that.


The ESEAflexibility@ed.gov mailbox is the vehicle for you to contact us, say, "You know what, we need a contact.  Here is our State contact," and we will work with you.


MS. MARTIN:  I guess the other thing I would add to that, we are operating under the assumption that trying to convene you all again in Washington or even in some other location before the November deadline is probably not realistic, but we are open to hearing if you have ideas on virtual convenings on particular issues.


For example, we did Principles 2 and 3 in this convening.  We are open to doing something potentially on Principle 1 in terms of implementation of college‑ and career‑ready standards, that I know Brad and Matt and their team stand ready to do something around that if it makes sense, but we will only do that if it seems to make sense for folks.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Again, just to reiterate, they are saying we just want to be a good partner.  So, if it's a physical convening, we'll do it.  I agree with Carmel, it probably doesn't make sense, but whatever we can do to be helpful without getting in your way, and it is always that sort of fine line.  So you tell us where you need help, and again, I keep saying no competition between States.  So, if you are struggling with something, probably five other States have similar questions.  How do we get us talking with you?  How do we get you guys talking together?


I do think that first set of States, to me it is hugely, hugely important they be very strong.  So, if States are interested in backing off of accountability, if they're not serious about closing achievement gaps, we're just not going to play.


But that first set of States, whether it's 5 or 10 or 15, who knows, if they do a great, great job, then that sets the tone for the country in terms of what other States are doing, and it sets the tone ultimately for reauthorization.


So we are going to put a premium, absolute premium on quality for this first group, because I think that is going to send a signal to the country, either we're serious about this, either you guys are taking this to a different level, or we're backing off or we're getting lax or we're getting complacent.  And folks are going to be watching for that as they watch everything.  It's a fair question.


Whichever States are thinking about going early, again, not that you have to copy each other's applications, but the more you are talking, the more you are sharing, the more you are holding yourselves mutually accountable for doing the right thing, that makes the process that much easier.


MS. PARK: Judy Park, Associate Superintendent from Utah.


I really appreciate your Principle No. 4 that talks about reducing burden to our local districts and schools; however, one of the greatest burdens that we place on them is to fulfill the burdens of Federal reporting and Federal data collection.


So could you talk for a few minutes how that notion of reducing burden can trickle all the way through all of the systems, so that as we reduce it at the Federal level, we then can in turn reduce it for our districts and our schools?


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  Just give me a couple of examples of where we could concretely reduce that burden on you.  What would you like to see us stop doing?


MS. PARK:  Well, the reports that I get from my IT staff is that many of the requirements through EDEN are duplicative, and oftentimes, things are asked for multiple times or the deadlines are not in a logical sequence, so that would just be one example.


MS. MARTIN:  That is something we have been looking at.  For example, the student count definition in IDEA and Title I are not the same, so you have to report the same data twice, and we have eliminated that.


We are trying to take it upon ourselves to review the data we are asking for to make sure we don't have those redundancies, but if you can give us, you could ask your staff to send us a list of the things that you think fall in that category, that would be really helpful to us.


I also mentioned yesterday ‑‑ and I think we are going to put something in the Federal Register either today or Monday around this A‑87 project, which is a terrible name for it, but it is an OMB circular that drives a lot of our data requests, so it's not an Ed‑driven activity.  It's an OMB‑driven activity.  Basically, we are going to try to run some pilots that allows us to pull back on some of our reporting requirements in exchange for higher level of reporting in terms of performance, so we are trying to get at that issue of data reporting in that context.


In the flexibility package, we are also trying to get at this issue by giving you greater flexibility to merge your funding streams.  As I said yesterday, if a funding stream is attached to a particular group of students, like migrant or homeless students, there is on flexibility.  You need to use those funds for those students, but you can transfer funds, for example, from Title II into Title I.  Under current law, you can do that up to 50 percent.  Under the flexibility package, you can ask to do up to 100 percent.  So it would alleviate some of the requirements that stem from having different categorical programs.


I think bigger picture, as I mentioned yesterday, as you move towards effectiveness models with these new teacher and leader evaluation systems, you still need to report HQT, but we are trying to take off some of the compliance requirements around State and local plans under Title II of ESEA.


So those are just some of the things that we are thinking about to get at your concern.  We are very open to hearing that there is more we need to do.  To the extent, as the Secretary said, you could give us concrete, specific requirements that you want us to move on, that just makes our job a lot easier in that space, and then just hope that as you put in place a new system under this flexibility package, that you are thinking about how to line your system at all levels to the new way of operating.


MS. BARTON:  Mr. Secretary, Emily Barton in Tennessee.


First, I wanted to thank you for holding us to a high bar, because it actually gives us the cover to really do the hard work, and I hope you will continue to do that.


Second, I wanted to ask a total softball question, but I promise it's not sucking up.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  I'll take it.


[Laughter.]


MS. BARTON:  What do you think is the missed opportunity?  You know, 10 years, 20 years from now when we look back, what do you really think we would say we missed the opportunity to make the most of that?


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  That is not a softball.  That's a hardball.


[Laughter.]


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  I'll tell you what I do think.  I do think despite the horrendous budget pressure that we are all feeling, I do think we have a once‑in‑a‑lifetime opportunity to break through together, and I do think progress for children in this country has been far, far, far too slow.


Given the globally competitive nature of the job market, the stakes for our kids and for our country have never been higher, so a huge opportunity, huge sense of urgency, and the swing either way has never been bigger.  So those can be sort of pressures that sort of beat us down or paralyze us, or they can be pressures that help us improve at a faster rate than we ever have.  And for me, that's the opportunity, despite the tough times, can we get better faster than we ever have.


If we miss that, then I think the consequences for kids and for the country are huge, are huge.  We have to break through here.  Other countries aren't waiting on us, and in a country that is becoming minority majority, not taking on the tough issues, it doesn't just hurt those communities.  It hurts the country.


MR. UNDERWOOD:  Mr. Secretary, I am Steve Underwood from Idaho.  Like everybody else, thank you so much for the opportunity to submit for these waivers.  I think it means a lot to all of us.


A question from me is in regard to rural States with remote populations.  One of the challenges we face is that more than half of our school districts are either rural or remote and smaller than 600 kids, which is smaller than an average school in a lot of urban locations.


I was wondering, in regard to the priority and focus schools, would you be open to an accountability plan that goes after priority and focus districts in lieu of schools to turn around the lowest performing, say, Title‑funded districts or something similar in which, hypothetically, we could target some of those districts as schools in and of themselves and then differentiate with larger districts based on their schools and sizes and so forth?


MS. MARTIN:  We would definitely be open to looking at that.


MR. UNDERWOOD:  Thank you.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  For me, the principle is where we are trying to have maximum impact.  It sounds like you are trying to have more impact, rather than less.  Intuitively, that is interesting to me.  If you are trying to have less impact rather than more, that is something I'd be less interested in.  So I think philosophically, that's very, very attractive.


MS. CHISM:  I have a question, but I don't know if I need the mic.


Hello, Mr. Secretary.  Welcome.  Greetings from Illinois.


ATTENDEE:  We need to get you a mic.


MS. CHISM:  You do need a mic?


ATTENDEE:  Yeah.


MS. CHISM:  Okay.


Just greetings from Illinois from Chris and Suzie.


My question relates to the intersection of Title III.  Can you talk a little bit how you see this flexibility waiver intersecting with Title III, and should we be thinking about similar flexibilitas for Title III?


MS. MARTIN:  The flexibility package doesn't waive any of the requirements under Title III, but we do want to make sure that you are marrying what you are doing in Title I with Title III, including if as you set new AMOs, that they should be incorporated into Title III, but you would still need to set performance targets around English language proficiency as you do under Title III.


MR. LEATHER:  Good afternoon.  Paul Leather from New Hampshire.


Again, I also want to thank you for this wonderful opportunity, Mr. Secretary.


Many of us have been examining how we can reach what we are referring to as the "north star," if you will, of a college and career readiness that reaches to both national and international expectations, and many of us also have been working hard to create a set of principles and create a road map to 21st‑century accountability systems.  I think you are well aware of that.


I guess I want to say, I really want to urge you and the Department not to be too narrow in your definition of bold new initiatives, but to be open to State‑level innovation, so that we truly can reach that bar, and if we could work together to find new ways to get there, I think that this could be a tremendous boom to the country.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  It's a great question, and again, hold us accountable on that.  That is clearly our intent.  Will we always do as well as we want to do?  I think that is where you need to challenge us.


I absolutely see this as a partnership.  So, if folks see us being too bureaucratic or too "our way or the highway," push back.  Push back.


The other thing I didn't say that I should have is part of the reason I feel so good about this is I have seen the courage of many States recently doing the right thing, doing the tougher thing politically but the right thing educationally.


Many States historically did not do that, and so I think the tide is turning.  I am also cognizant States could always slip backwards, but I am way more comfortable doing this today than I would have been 2‑1/2 years ago when we got here, just because I have seen the level of courage and the good work that States are doing across the country.


So, again, your leadership, your progress made us think this opportunity was that much more important and potentially game‑changing.


MS. MILLER:  Just clarity on Carmel's answer about Title III.  AMAO No. 3 in Title III is about AYP for English language learners.  So, if we have a flexibility waiver and we are creating accountability in a different manner, are you saying that we can use that new system to meet AMAO 3 under Title III, or we're still going to have to calculate old‑fashioned AYP?


MS. MARTIN:  No.  You would use the new AMOs under the flexibility package, and use those for purposes of Title III.


SECRETARY DUNCAN:  That may be all we have.  So, again, I just really, really appreciate you taking the time and going forward.  The more we can be a good partner, the more you are letting me and Mike and Carmel know what you need, what you don't need, where you need more help, or you need us to get out of your way, we are learning with you on this.  We are going to make it up every single day as we go along, and we are going to do everything we can to help folks be successful.


But just to end where I started, the more you can help each other be successful, I can't overstate how important that is, I think, for Congress, for kids, and for letting the country know, we are in a very different spot than we were 4, 5, 6, 7 years ago.


So thanks so much.  Good luck, and this is a start.  A lot of hard work we gave you, but I also think an amazing opportunity, and we look forward to going through this with you.


Thanks for having me today.


[Applause.]


MR. JUPP:  So you think you got out from a short break by ending your questions 15 minutes early?  Ha!  Here's the deal.  It's about 17 minutes after the hour.  We come back at 32 minutes after the hour, a 15‑minute break.  If we are good, we get out early, okay?  But we're not going to cut the break short.


So let's take a 15‑minute break, get back here on time, start on time, and keep ourselves moving.


[Recess taken.]

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Differentiated Accountability


Session Two:  Rewarding Success and Supporting


Priority and Focus Schools

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


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


Greetings, Colorado Team.


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


MR. JUPP:  Kati?


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


MR. JUPP:  Very good.


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


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


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


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


Ben, why don't you get us started.


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


[Laughter.]


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Those are the four pathologies.  I'll stop.


MR. JUPP:  Very good.


Rich?


MR. WENNING:  Thanks, Ben.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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

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


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


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

ask you to list.


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Sure.


MR. LEVIN:  Yeah.


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


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


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


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


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


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


So those are a few.


MR. JUPP:  Good.  Rich?


MR. WENNING:  I will throw out four.


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


MS. HAYCOCK:  Can I follow that up?


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MS. HAYCOCK:  Got it.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  It is not a clarifying.


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. LEVIN:  I agree completely with that.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. WENNING:  Right, exactly.


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


MR. WENNING:  Shall I take that?


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


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


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Rich, good.


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


MR. LEVIN:  Yep.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


We had to have the districts mobilized, absolutely.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


MR. WENNING:  May I ask one thing?


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


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


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


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


MR. LEVIN:  Yeah.  Actually, we did.


MS. HAYCOCK:  But not like ours, right?


MR. LEVIN:  No.


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


MR. LEVIN:  Right.


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Delia.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. LEVIN:  Yep.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MS. POMPA:  Good answers so far.


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MS. HAYCOCK:  Sure.


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


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


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


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


MS. HAYCOCK:  Yeah.


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


MS. HAYCOCK:  Mm‑hmm.


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


MS. HAYCOCK:  Mm‑hmm.


MR. LEVIN:  Everything is about that.


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


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


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Time for one more question.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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

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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Delia, Kati, comments?


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


MR. BONK:  Thank you.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


MS. HAYCOCK:  No.


MR. JUPP:  Okay.


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


[Laughter.]


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MS. HAYCOCK:  Okay.


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


DR. SMITH:  We're together.


MR. JUPP:  Amy?


MS. McINTOSH:  Amy McIntosh from New York.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MS. HAYCOCK:  All of which Charlotte did.


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


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


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


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


From our pal in Michigan?


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


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


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


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


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


Do you want to take a whack at this first?


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. WENNING:  Sure.  Wage that political campaign.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


MR. JUPP:  Rich?


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


That's all I have.


MR. JUPP:  Fantastic.  Thank you very much.


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


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


[Applause.]


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


[Applause.]
Closing Remarks and Evaluation


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


[Applause.]


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


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


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


[Applause.]


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


[Laughter.]


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


[Applause.]


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


[Applause.]


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


[Applause.]


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


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


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


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


[Applause.]


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

