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KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

ADVISORY GROUP MEETING SUMMARY

	ADVISORY GROUP:  
Next Generation Superintendent Effectiveness System Steering Committee


	MEETING DATE:  August 15, 2013
NOTE-TAKER/CONTACT:  Tommy Floyd

	ADVISORY GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT:
David Baird-KSBA, Robert Brown-EPSB, Ronda Caldwell-KASA, Terri Cox-Cruey-Kenton County, Tommy Floyd-KDE, John DeAtley-CPE, Dianne Mackey-School Board Member, Bob Rogers-Murray Independent, Jo Sabol-School Board Member, Owens Saylor-Daviess County, Kerri Schelling-KSBA, Wilson Sears-KASS, Mark Wasicsko-NKU, Henry Webb-Floyd County, George Wilson-GRREC, Wayne Young-KASA, Lu Young-Fayette County and Jim Evans-Lee County participated through online Lync services.


	Agenda Item: Charge of the Next Generation Superintendent Effectiveness System Steering Committee (NxGSESSC).

Discussion/Action: Using the excellent work of the Kentucky Association of School Administrators (KASA), our hope is that the Kentucky System that comes from this committee is a collaborative from the people in this room and the people that you share this work with.  The ownership piece belongs to this steering committee.  

We have a field test group of 16 practicing superintendents engaged in work very similar to the documents in your folder now.  The University of Louisville (UofL) will perform reliability and validity studies on this field test group.  



	

	Agenda Item: Timeline estimates

Discussion/Action: Our targeted goal is that something roles out from this work to boards, superintendents and associations to look at for 2014-15 and a statewide implementation for 2015-16.  T
We will develop a rubric for those districts that don’t want to use the state system.  Districts will be allowed to work on their own document and this group will provide the guidance and the documentation for that rubric.  The Kentucky School Boards Association (KSBA) will help to roll-out of board member training.

We will look at the role of the Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE) and the Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB) linked to superintendent preparation processes.

Timelines are included on the agenda.  We hope to use your conferences and regional meetings to share this work and receive feedback.


	

	Agenda Item:  Review of Current Standards from New Superintendent Work

Discussion/Action: Robert Brown reported on the committee of university representatives directed to align the curriculum for superintendent certification and licensing across the state.  A couple of years ago EPSB was chartered by their standards board to redesign their superintendent work that focused on effective instructional practices toward student learning.  The 2008 standards plus technology standards were used as a starting point and then went beyond to create a set of guidelines to establish what new superintendents should be able to do once they come out of the schools to support that work.  In the process, KASA was doing work around superintendent assessment center.  EPSB was invited to present to KASA on the work and to see where the alignment pieces were.  We wanted to make sure that we continued to align the work, especially around college and career readiness.

Dr. Young- The concern was that they were basing the work around requirements of statute and regulation which was the ISLEK standards from 2008. There was really tight alignment but the 21st century next generation superintendent emerging work and skills was missing.  
Mr. Brown - Those skills were identified and presented to EPSB for regulations.  The task was that EPSB was to submit a document which was reflective of these college and career readiness 21st century skills by August 2014.  This work is now in regulation and all public institutions that have superintendent programs and one private institution are creating their programs.

To further the communications of our work with the superintendent redesign plus the work of KASA, we have a committee that was formed by the institutions called the Commonwealth Collaborative School Leadership Program (CCSLP).  
Mr. Wilson – It is significant that this committee understand what that committee did in the training of superintendents.  KASA training has been enhanced and expanded to a possible two years of training and it is much more intense and comprehensive than in the past.  The Kentucky Superintendent Network (KSN) is continuing the professional development of superintendents.  Most superintendents are meeting four times a year for professional development around all of the areas of superintendent comprehensiveness.
As a part of the RTT Grant received by GRREC and OVEC, we have a piece in that grant application for superintendent growth and development and eventually will have to flush out what that looks like and hopefully will use the work of this group.
Mr. Baird – KSBA have signed on to be a partner with the GRREC/OVEC grant.  We have gone through this process with teacher and principal effectiveness and now we are into superintendent effectiveness and we, at KSBA. We all recognize the fact that we have a tremendous piece of work that has been done with the KASA model and at some point we are going to have to decide whether or not there will be an additional instrument or work to satisfy all the different obligations that we have.
Supt. Saylor – Have there been any discussions of marrying the effective board standards with the effective superintendent standards.  After a year of experience with the standards, there seems to be a really solid correlation there.

Mr. Baird – The work that has been done so far centers on self-evaluation.

Ms. Schelling – They are definitely connected.  There really hasn’t been any discussion but probably could be.  Right now, we are focusing on ramping up the efforts all how boards look at themselves and take responsibility for their own work.  
Dr. Webb – As far as history and on behalf the superintendents that I have talked with that discussion is very important, but you can see why a lot of superintendents have been frustrated with this situation because just listening to the conversation in this room today, everyone has different standards, everyone has different perspectives.  Superintendents are trying to implement TPGES, PGES and dealing with a lot of issues and then we see things like these standards which are an excellent document but people are overwhelmed.  Then you have board members saying they are elected officials.  Why are people telling us that we are effective or ineffective?  There is a lot of frustration around this entire process as there has been a lack of communication several times.  I am not trying to be negative but I am telling you that the history of it is that superintendents are very apprehensive about where we are right now.  They don’t really understand the purpose because it is now really tied to RTT.   What may look good and sound good may not always be practical in implementation.  
Mr. Rogers –The number of hours that our teachers have been spending in pre-school opening has been mostly on mandated trainings not getting ready to teach school.  This is very frustrating to teachers.  At our co-op meeting last month, this topic came up and there was a lot of frustration.  I volunteered to come and speak on their behalf on this committee.  I am sharing a document with you today which has all of the concerns expressed to me from those superintendents. Mandate after mandate is really sending a message to us that we are not sure that you all know what you are doing out there and don’t have a lot of confidence in you so we are going to watch over you.  As I reviewed the document before us today, I see eight standards and 75 practices and 48 artifacts and wonder if my board is capable of doing that.  I can’t image that school boards across the state have the time to do these types of things and to collect this evidence or evidence that we collect for them.  This is all very overwhelming and there are lots of concerns at my end of the state.  I hope that we can come up with something that is workable and doable and still get the job done without putting this massive responsibility on folks.
Supt. Saylor – As a student of the program, I was fortunate to have been part of the original new standards roll out.  I had the opportunity to be immersed in standards for a whole year.  For me, it felt really natural to work through the new superintendent training and it felt unnatural when I started looking at how my evaluation was going to be done.  To be evaluated in a way that was different than the way I had been operating and setting up for the whole year.  I approached my board earlier on to have my evaluation based on those new standards.  We went through a process and I presented the new standards to the board.  There is no way that I was going to be able to present evidence on each one of the indicators.  That wasn’t the purpose.  At the end of the year, I did a capstone which was required in the program.  

I collected evidence (3 or 4 pieces of evidence) and presented to them by best evidence within each of the seven standards at that time under the heading of the larger standard.  I handed that over to my board and ask them to do my evaluation based on each of the seven standards.  I wrote definitions.  Teachers and principals are going to be evaluated under the new system using new definitions… exemplary, accomplished, developing or growth required.  We developed pretty stringent definitions for each.  I brought my evaluation and would be glad to share with everyone here.  
It was manageable for me.  From that, I am now able to develop my own growth plan.  I see the areas that they have said specifically that they want me to put in my growth plan this next year.  It will also come from needs assessment.  

I don’t think there is any way that anyone would be able to collect evidence on each one of those indicators.  Although the standards are important for everyone to see, I am afraid that with the publication and send out a lot of folks have assumed you are going to have to collect evidence on every one of those things.  It is a message that is out there pretty strongly and it is a miscommunication.  

My board literally agreed that it is a much better, more accurate way to reflect the current needs of what the district needed.  I feel strongly that boards should be able to decide what they want and what is best for their district.  Tommy, I have heard you say that boards are going to get a chance to choose.  I think it goes beyond just make one that fits the standards that we choose as a state.  My district has told me that they like the standards but we have to work with them to make it manageable for both me and them. 

There is room for two models.  There is room for those of us that got the initial immersion and there is also room for a model for those who have not been privy to that original model and I think that is the work that this group has to come up with.  How to get that work in there without sending the wrong message.  We have to find a way to bridge that gap.

Ms. Mackey – I am concerned about the time involved as you probably did this as a part of your new superintendent’s training and not everyone had to do that.

Dr. Webb – I never went through the training, but we do pretty much the same process and have never implemented 75 indicators.  I don’t think you have to address all 75 indicators to have a good solid process.
Dr. Young – David and I were able to present to school boards in June and I had a huge “ah ha” at that point when I realized that people were thinking that all the indicators had to be addressed.  That was never the intent.  The practices are based on the research of Bob Marzano, Tim Waters and McREL in conjunction with the work that underpins ISLEK 2008 and CCSSO’s work.  The way we have written it and have always proceeded even with the new superintendents is true when we say that practices are statements which describe the evidence of what one would observe a superintendent doing to address each particular standard.  We heard back from the school boards that 88 were just daunting to them.  We should have never designed the rubric with the lines to look like to does.  It really is that you pick evidences from the list as exemplars of standards performance. 

One of the things that we took back in terms of our feedback loop and promised is that they would see fewer indicators and we would work with UofL to find the high leverage ones that correlate between effective superintendents and effective school and district achievement.  One of the things that we are going to work on today is to look at these and choose our favorite practices.  We are going to ask UofL to go through and look at those leverage points that we find are most highly correlated with good superintendents and good student achievement.  We realize that this was a huge misperception at that time. You don’t have to show evidence of every single one and this was never expected. 
Supt. Rogers – The artifacts seem to place a lot of emphasis on the TELL survey and would like for Dr. Webb to share his position on this.
Dr. Webb – Once again I ask about the validity of the TELL survey.  Where are the results that indicate that if you score a certain thing on the TELL survey that your school is going to perform well.  Once again, we have a school in our district, at least on the achievement scores, has jumped about 10 to 15 points and is one of the most improved elementary schools in the state.  We have a dynamic principal in there raising expectations.  The TELL survey said that 50% of the staff say it is a good place to work.  She is devastated but they had one of the biggest jumps in the state of Kentucky.  There are about five corrective action plans written and a total about 15 staff.  Three teachers couldn’t handle it and left but kids are better off. This principal now has to deal with this and it is going to be part of her growth plan.  She is caught in the middle.  We were told the TELL survey would never be part of evaluation and it is a sticky point for superintendents in the region where I am at.
Dr. Cox-Cruey – It is a concern for us to.  Our school of distinction’s principal had some of the lowest ratings in the district and feels that it is because she was really driving instruction and taking people out of their comfort zone.  I have real issue with TELL survey being factored in because I think that we are going to lose the value in the TELL survey.  I think you will have the opposite effect.  Do we want to keep the TELL survey to get the genuine perceptions of what we might need to improve and how people feel?  When we got those surveys back we went and researched why people’s perceptions were this way.  In some cases, it is because they didn’t know any different. They didn’t know the conditions before they arrived there.  There is a lot of inconsistency in the responses but if we want to use the TELL survey for the original intent, then we need to keep it separate from evaluations.  If we want to use some type of a survey for evaluations, then it has to be aligned toward that. It is a school level survey designed to respond to school level questions.  The master facility plan is another example.  The TELL survey has an awful lot of things on there about what teacher’s perceive should be fixed in their facilities and it may be necessary things but it is not on that master facility plan that it is their turn to get those items fixed.  That is totally out of the control of superintendents.
Dr. Young –We have a webinar on Monday with the 16 field test superintendents and one of the first charges that they will do is to indicate in conversation with their board which of the eight standards they want to gather evidence on.  Then you cherry pick the practices based on the work of your own district.  There should be some blanks too.  A district could be working on an initiative that fits nicely under one of the standards but is not addressed in a best practice.  Then you whittle it down to what’s most targeted for your district.

Dr. Cox-Cruey – Would a good place to whittle be what’s in the regulation for the areas that we should be looking at for the superintendent redesign?
Mr. Brown – That would be a good place to start but in the superintendent redesign regulations and guide will mirror many of these.

Dr. Young – I would caution doing it that way unless I was early on in my superintendency.  Those are licensure regulations as opposed to professional growth and effectiveness of an experienced superintendent.

Dr. Webb – If we adopt eight standards for a superintendent to be certified in a college, wouldn’t we want them to have extensive knowledge on all eight standards?
Mr. Brown – When you look at what is in the regulation, you are going to see that they are all there.  
Mr. Baird – On the same situation with the artifacts; are we indicating that some of the artifacts are included and the board may also choose?
Dr. Young – The artifacts were never intended to do anything except illustrate examples and the reason that is contentious is because at the Superintendent’s Advisory Council Dr. Holliday said that he wanted all superintendents to have the following and those became the first round of mandated artifacts.  That was never the case before and is stated in the narrative.  Those were always intended to illustrate examples of what a superintendent would bring forward to share with their board as evidence.

Mr. Baird – Would it be practical and functional since this is a document that in all intents and purposes is an evaluation piece even though we are talking about effectiveness that maybe we take some of the artifacts like the TELL Survey out completely?  But, we say to boards and superintendents at some point in a board meeting you and your board should discuss the TELL survey and areas you are making improvement and areas that need improvement but not to include it with this document.
Dr. Young – Because I really believe that they are just examples, it gives superintendents a laundry list of things that are already at their disposal.  I am a little reluctant to take it out but maybe highlight in red that you get to pick from whatever you choose to pick from.  Leaving the survey out is a little bit in denial of the fact that it is a potential piece of evidence.  If that becomes a sticking point, I would say erase it.  We never intended to over emphasize the TELL survey and that it be required evidence.  We were listing things in the cross walk process that already existed in the Superintendents repertoire that could be illustrative of his/her work around that standard.

Mr. Wilson – Documents that will be used for teacher and principal, the artifacts are identified on the rubric itself.  My concerns are the same with the TELL survey.  If it is used for what it was intended to be used for, it is valuable information.  If it is identified on the rubric it helps everyone understands or if it is identified in a part of the pre-work and flushed out that these are the artifacts that we anticipate that you will provide us.  
We took this work early on and shared it with one of our partners nationally, Leadership and Learning, which is McNulty Ray Smith and Angie Ingram, and ask that they review and give us feedback about this work.  Basically everything that has been said around this table is what they said and I quote, “Too many practices and a lot of repetition of practices.”  That would lend one to believe that you could narrow those and still maintain the integrity of the work.  They were uncertain when they read some of the practices and in Kentucky you have five lay board members who are going to use this to determine and they were concerned somewhat with some of the language.  

Dr. Young – This is where we want some of the lay board members to read it and highlight language they are not comfortable with.
Mr. Wilson – Another comment made was concerning the language, “a practice is challenged systematically the status quo by leading change and transforming schools with potential beneficial outcomes.” I don’t understand that and I don’t think that I, as a lay board member, could sit in judgment of a superintendent.  Student data results are not listed as an artifact.
Dr. Young – We received push back from day one around linking superintendent performance directly to student achievement results in a school based decision making state.  I think we were somewhere between cowardly and cautious about moving that forward, but I consider that to be a weakness of the standards as TTGES and PPGES both expect a correlation between leader and teacher effectiveness and student achievement results.  In defense of the superintendency, it is one layer removed from actual student achievement and it is particularly difficult in a school based governance state in which case the superintendent doesn’t have direct control over curricular decisions to make that leap at this point.

Mr. Brown –Why this timeline? What is the history of that?  You stated you are sending this out to the deans – to what purpose?

Dr. Floyd – The timeline is so that we can capture everyone’s meetings.  It is completely arbitrary.  On the second question, I want to share with them what we are doing today.  After this meeting today, we can discuss what you think we need to get to them.  

We want this group to take a look at the practices/indicators and let us hear what you think so that we have a place to start at the next meeting and I would also like to give the deans the same chance.  I am open to suggestions.
Dr. Young – I would like to suggest that this group, if you haven’t already, read the document in the blue folder called the Kentucky Next Generation Superintendent Effectiveness Standards Pilot Overview.  People are making some pretty sweeping assumptions about the process without actually taking the time to know the process.  It is really important not jump straight to the ILP in your understanding of the process without knowing the background.  Otherwise we are indicted for intentions and motivations that we never, as a KASA leadership team with new superintendents training, never intended.  We were contracted to develop a new superintendent’s induction model moving away from the original 96 hours of face-to-fact training and it was cut to 70 in 2004 and we are accomplishing it in about 50 face-to-face hours but in a much more competency based, 21st century authentic way than has been done in the past.  In January of 2013, the Commissioner requested take we take the new superintendent’s model and develop it as the rudimentary beginning of a superintendent effectiveness model for the state.  The motives remain extremely pure in helping superintendents grow and be the best they possibly can be.  This is a work in progress.
Dr. Floyd – The history is a very important piece of this committee’s work and what has developed into the new superintendent training.  This is what Dr. Holliday requested to move forward into a state superintendent option system. The document that you have in front of you is a breakdown of the standards themselves, explanations and terminology.  
The field test this year will tell us what kind of a difference this is making in whether or not superintendents are more effective.  The process for 2014-15 is ongoing and will be coupled with the work with the new superintendents.  There is and are going to be conversations taking place between this work and the UofL.
Dr. Young – The data sets in terms of establishing the research base will include feedback from the 2012-13 first cohort of new superintendents to use the pilot standards and from this year’s new superintendents plus the 16 field test superintendents.  There is a self-assessment that we will ask the participants to use.  We will also ask them for open ended feedback about the process. They will eventually be able to correlate the feedback that we get around evidence from the participants around different practices and other success indicators for that district. We are getting feedback that there is repetition and that is because of the interrelated nature of the standards.  An artifact for one standard could actually cut across several.  A best practice in one standard could also apply to another standard.  Everything in here already has a research base, but it is not Kentucky applicable until we go through this validation process. The validity study is multi-year. The validity is the correlation of superintendent performance and student achievement. UofL will make the determination but it will probably be Unbridled Learning and then some. There is a lot of efficiency work that could go into it as well.
Mr. Saylor – This makes KSBA more important than ever in terms of training for boards and their role.  A good, solid training about what a needs assessment is for the district and how they work up that needs assessment can become the development of those goals.  Our partnership with them on this work is essential.

Dr. Young – The statute has stated for a long time that superintendent be evaluated in a manner determined by their board subject to the approval of the Department of Education.  This is not new and hasn’t changed with this.  

Dr. Floyd – It is imperative that this committee effectively communicate today’s discussions in the field to clear up all of the misconceptions concerning this work.  The final document will allow superintendents and boards flexibility.
Mr. Wilson – Is there a possibility of an alternate document? If Bob is presently using the KSBA document and they tweak it to add college and career readiness and graduation rate which satisfies the requirements that we have heard, can I use it?
Dr. Floyd – We are going to develop a system for boards that use their own.



	

	Agenda Item: Review of Indicator Activity

Discussion/Action: I am requesting that each of you take a look at all eighty plus practices on each standard to give a framework of how this committee feels about the indicators/practices.  This doesn’t make it valid or reliable, with what UofL will or won’t do, doesn’t make it valid or reliable with anything EPSB or CPE has done, but it will give this group some ideas.  Please use the color legend on the ILP cover sheet when reviewing these indicators/practices or simply mark them essential, important or nice to have and return to me or Dotty Raley within the next two weeks.  We will compile this information for out next meeting.



	

	Other Items (can include items not on formal agenda, action to be taken, next steps, food for thought): 
Dr. Floyd asked the group to consider that if opportunities arise, would Lync capabilities be an additive to you or not for future meetings.

The next meeting will be October 17, 2013, from 10:30am to 12:30pm.
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