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Kentucky TPL Professional Learning Task Force Meeting

Minutes

September 12, 2012

9:00 AM – 3:00 PM ET

Kentucky Historical Society

100 West Broadway Street
Frankfort, Kentucky

The minutes of the meeting follow this important notice. 
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Joellen Killion
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Elizabeth Ross, NASBE
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Welcome and Overview
Joellen Killion, senior advisor with Learning Forward, welcomed new and returning Professional Learning Task Force members, as well as teachers who are serving on the Teacher Advisory Council. She expressed appreciation for having the “teacher voice” in the room to enhance the Task Force’s perspectives. Joellen also acknowledged the funders for this project – the Sandler Foundation, Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, and MetLife Foundation. Joellen reviewed the two outcomes for today and our ongoing task force norms.
Outcomes for the day:

1. Review and revise the draft recommendations for the Kentucky comprehensive professional learning system.

2. Develop a stakeholder feedback process to gather broad-based input on the recommendations.

Task Force Norms:

1. Engage fully

2. Speak honestly

3. Contribute productively

4. Hold students’ success firmly

5. Limit sidebar conversations

6. Share perspectives with everyone

Focus Activity: Triad Conversations (7 minutes)
1. Find two people you don’t know well or at all.

2. Number off 1, 2, and 3.

3. Introduce yourselves.

4. #1 – Ask your colleagues a question related to being at this meeting – something about which you would like to hear their responses.  

5. #2 – Share two hopes you have for today’s meeting. Ask your colleagues what their hopes for today’s meeting are.

6. #3 – Probe for more information about any response you heard from your colleagues. Invite them to do the same.

Joellen reminded the participants that the whole country is interested in the work Kentucky is doing. Those in Kentucky can be proud of that. However, as Carl Glickman’s research concludes, successful schools are always dissatisfied with the work they are doing, always seeking better solutions to meet the needs of every student. Kentucky personifies this quest for continuous improvement.
Participants were given a handout that listed Kentucky’s goals for ensuring every child proficient and prepared for success, and Learning Forward’s goals for Transforming Professional Learning. They were asked to:

· Review both sets of goals.

· Identify the goals that resonate with you because they relate to your work.

· Share one of those goals and how you anticipate it will impact your work.
The activity enabled those who have attended previous TPL Task Force meetings and those who were attending their first meeting to engage in conversation together about the goals that underlie this initiative.

Team Presentations Highlighting Recommendations

As a transitional step prior to engaging in conversation around the draft document, Comprehensive Professional Learning System for Kentucky Educators, each of the work groups provided highlights of recommendations that are emerging from their group.  

Third Party Providers Work Group (Joellen Killion)

· This group is trying to figure out three things: (1) Who provides professional learning? (2) What do they provide? and (3) What do people think about it?

· Currently Kentucky has a registration system, not an approval system. They don’t decide who qualifies.

· The work group wants to use technology to assist in sharing information among those who have used the services of the provider – sort of like an Angie’s List of recommendations.

· The intent would be to provide an honor system in which there would be a code of responsibility both for providers and for consumers.

· An issue is how to deal with those who get poor ratings. If the provider disagrees with the rating, are there liability issues on the part of the Department of Education?

· This leads to three other issues: (1) What kind of data to gather? (2) In what format? and (3) What becomes public?

Mentoring and Induction Work Group (Jana Beth Slibeck-Francis)

This group offered a handout summarizing their assumptions about mentoring and induction followed by several guidance recommendations. Among their recommendations were the following:

· Provide resources such as links between the Kentucky Teacher Standards, KTIP programs, and teacher effectiveness (TPGES) system.

· Provide districts with resources to use in their mentoring programs, such as the Kentucky Guide to Teacher Reflective Practice.

· Develop a continuum of teacher’s professional growth over the course of a teaching career.

· Create a Model Professional Learning Framework that addresses…

· Multi-year induction

· Mentor training

· Formative assessment

· Common planning time

· Program evaluation

· Differentiated support

· Felicia Cuming-Smith offered the comment that those participating in KTIP will not be participating in the pilot teacher effectiveness system.

· Another comment suggested that legislation is powerful when it promotes conversations among the varying levels (PK-12 and IHE). It limits when policy is highly specific on effectiveness.
Comprehensive Plan Work Group (Cindy Galloway)

· Everything we do needs to start with the experience of students on a daily basis and their needs.
· Many questions that their group had were answered when the work of all three groups came together in the compiled document. 
Monitoring and Evaluation Work Group (Steve Preston)
· Charge was to generate information that decision makers might need to make good decisions. 
· Four assumptions drove the work of the group (see page 7 of the report.).

· Evaluation is a summative event and monitoring is a formative event.

· Evaluation of professional learning needs to be implemented at all levels and not just by an evaluation specialist.

· Evaluation must be continuous and show progress toward clearly identified goals.
· Specific guidance recommendations are listed in the report on pages 8 and 9.

Assignment – Review document: Comprehensive Professional Learning System for Kentucky Educators
The rest of the morning was spent in conversation with seven table groups, each led by a facilitator. The groups used a specific protocol and data catcher to structure their conversation around a document compiled by Joellen Killion from the work submitted by the work groups.  

The protocol and the data catcher are as follows:

Protocol for Reviewing 

DRAFT Comprehensive Professional Learning System 

for Kentucky Educators

Form mixed groups with a facilitator. Be sure there are representatives from each work group and from the Teacher Advisory Council in each group.

	Time
	Process

	5 minutes
	In round-robin format, each member states his or her name, school/organization, and one hope he or she has for improved professional learning for Kentucky educators. What were your hopes when we began this work, as you learn more about it, and as you look forward?

	10 minutes
	Reversing the sequence and continuing in round-robin format, each person states one overall strength of the document and the rationale for citing this strength. If time has not expired and every member has had an opportunity to speak, volunteers may add additional strengths and rationale.

	10 minutes
	Members identify the questions they want answered related to the document. Questions address the document and may focus on seeking clarification or further details, inquiring about the purpose, reason, etc., or deepening understanding. Questions must be genuine, have no preconceived response, or offer advice or suggestions. All questions will be recorded and shared with the respective work groups for their attention.

	10 minutes
	Members generate a list of gaps or oversights they find missing. This is an opportunity to identify what is missing from the document that members expected to see in it. Gaps will be recorded and shared with work groups. Do not use this time to generate ideas for addressing the gaps, but rather for identifying them.

	10 minutes
	Each member, in turn, identifies what worries him or her about the ideas in the document. Members state one worry clearly and explain what causes the worry. After all members have shared their worries, volunteers may add others. All worries and causes will be recorded for work groups to address.

	5 minutes
	Volunteers share what they learned, valued, appreciated, or found challenging about the review process. 


Participants used the Data Catcher document on the next page to record the important points from their table conversations. Joellen asked one person from each table to record the questions, gaps, and worries to share later with each of the work groups.

Data Catcher

	Area
	Notes

	Hope to accomplish


	

	
	Section
	Page(s)
	Details

	Overall strengths


	
	
	

	Questions


	
	
	

	Gaps


	
	
	

	Worries


	
	
	

	Additional notes/

thoughts/

suggestions


	
	
	


General “theme” comments from each of the groups are summarized in the following table:

Data Catcher

	Area
	Notes

	Hope to accomplish


	· Connect teacher professional learning to student learning so we can judge the impact

· Get strong legislation in support of professional learning (PL) and assessing job-embedded PL

· Get high-quality training on PL so we all have the same understanding, with the same language and insights

· Create something that will be sustainable when resources disappear.

· Create a clear, comprehensive system so there are not multiple interpretations

· Synthesize the work of all our groups to streamline work for teachers

· Restore professionalism to the teaching profession

· Figure all this out so Washington can learn from Kentucky

	
	Section
	Page(s)
	Details

	Overall strengths


	
	
	· P. 2, Bullet #2 “Collaborative, job-embedded …” Collaboration is critical to student success. 

· P. 6, Bullet #1 – Allocation of resources for PL is critical.  Q – Is there anything in legislation now?

· P. 6, Policy Recommendation: “Revise leadership standards …” Critical because this will hopefully create common knowledge, understandings and practices among leaders.

· Recommendations include time for collaborative learning

· P. 2, Definition … bullet #3 – leadership – again, emphasizing capacity building among leaders.

· P. 3, bullet #1 – “uses formative and summative …” a well planned, informative assessment system built in up front and not as an after thought.

· P. 8 – Data collection at state level, never been done before for PL.

· Very thorough; takes research into consideration which policy doesn’t always do.

· Honors Kentucky’s past and yet moves them forward.

· Understandable for external groups.

· Assumptions help to clarify.

· P. 7, PL must be addressed based on the outcomes and these should be aligned with student achievement.

· P. 2, second bullet is powerful.

· 50 hours of PL and 24 out of school is a bold idea.

· P. 14, mentoring focuses on seamless progression, transition.

· P. 10, code of responsibilities for 3rd party providers
· This document will be an excellent teaching tool, the beginning of a comprehensive list of guidance products.

	Questions


	
	
	· What’s the definition of teacher-leader? Are there clear criteria for what a teacher-leader does?
· How is a PLC defined? Do we need a definition of that?
· P. 4, guidance recommendation – will there be guidance for parent involvement?

· P. 7, bullet #4 – will the evaluation be data-driven or subjective?

· Much confusion over the 50/24-hour requirement. How to make this clearer?

· In 3rd party – What are the legal ramifications associated with assessing provider’s work or products? 

· 3rd party – Will this ensure that decisions are based on quality and not on the financial capacity of the provider?
· Are coops considered 3rd party? Coops view themselves as a partner with the schools and not a 3rd party.
· Is there a place where you use in-house experts as a resource?

· Pg. 6, “district would file an annual report” – would this include all learning opportunities or just those offered by the district? Seems overwhelming.

· Pg. 6, 3% allocation and 6% allocation – how would this work? Does that place a burden on administrators? If the 3% were put in right now, it could be a financial crisis.

· Is it clear that higher ed. is part of the system? Do they assist with PL at the school level?

· How do you keep leaders current when research is constantly changing? Who will do this? Instructional leaders are overwhelmed.

· Shouldn’t we address student achievement in the 3 purposes for PL?
· Where does ASSIST get mentioned?

	Gaps


	
	
	· Policy and guidance recommendations should be preceded by commendations for the work Kentucky has done already.

· Governance structures need more fleshing out.

· Not enough emphasis that PL is for administrators too; seems focused mostly on teachers.

· Be more explicit about partnership and alignment with IHE (KTIP, re-licensure, leadership)
· Strengthen the expectation of how/who will interact regarding mentoring. Where is CPE in this mix?
· P. 3, Definition doesn’t have enough emphasis on sustainability in PL. (mentoring, follow-up, revisit and refine.

· Need to include leadership mentoring.

· More clarity on the 3 purposes – particularly the program (Does it show a connection with student progress?)

· Personal professional development goals need to be tied to the SIP plan; it’s not clear where the linkage is.

· Is there specific mention of PL focus on pedagogical content knowledge? PD for math education is very different from other disciplines.

· Need a list of responsibilities for PL by role group. This might help to operationalize the definition.

· Is there enough definition of how to develop leaders? Just saying there are leaders standards isn’t enough. How will leaders be trained, supported on the job?

· P. 4, needs more examples of what it would look like in practice (in a rural area, in an inner city, etc.)

· Does CIITS tie in anywhere? What is the linkage to PD 360 and CIITS? Alignment? 

· Required expenditures is not clear about requirements for Title I/non-Title I

· Needs diagrams to show connections between such things as IDPs and CSIPs. Report in general needs more graphics and less text.

	Worries


	
	
	· Concern about putting 3% per student allocation set aside for PL, especially where districts have other funds to support PL. Perhaps it is 3% of total budget?

· Multiple comments about the 3%. Who is funding this? What happens in a district that doesn’t have the funding for personnel – where does the 3% come from? Will this be mandated? 

· We have to be careful about not giving this to districts and schools all at once. Could we pilot it?

· How can we market this? Are there models somewhere?

· Right now the professional growth plan is an individual endeavor. Could it ever be a collective endeavor?

· How will the recommendations from this work help teachers see more linkages between professional learning and their actual learning gaps?

· P. 6, last bullet – How do we make this meaningful and not just a check off?

· Will the evaluation component really help to connect data to PL?

· How can legislation protect against those who by-pass the review process? Will there be a perception that providers on the list are effective?

· How do you measure the impact of professional learning? Are there interim measures?

· What do we take off the table? If this is transformational, are we being intentional about what we should stop doing?

· Stop the “sit and git!” Is that being communicated in this document?

· 50 + 24 hours could still all be crap – will it be transformational?

· Do you have to measure impact before you earn hours? You don’t earn the hours until we see the influence in the classroom? Our lawyer said that wouldn’t work.

· How does the new teacher effectiveness system provide evidence?

· Is this aligning with the teacher evaluation system? Is it coherent? If not, why are we investing all this time?

· Does this support and promote intrinsic motivation for educators within the system?

· Mentoring: How do we ensure that novices are mentored in their subject area? How do we provide time for novices to visit other classrooms?

· Is there enough focus on ongoing mentor support?

	Additional notes/

thoughts/

suggestions


	
	
	· Not sure why final bullet on page 6 is in the section on comprehensive system rather than the monitoring and evaluation section.

· Need to do: Look at alignment of regulations, products, and reports from all official documents. May need a policy audit for alignment and elimination of redundancy.

· Helpful to have a visual for page 2 to show alignment for different programs (may look at Florida’s policy) – maybe an issue for comprehensive system.

· Document should clarify the connection between the evaluation to CSIP and DSIP.

· Second bullet on page 8, add individual educator.
· Ideas in bullet 3, page 7, need to be more explicit in the following pages to show the importance of evaluating changes in teaching practices and student learning.

· How is the 3rd party provider going to be held accountable?

· We need someone with a marketing background working to help us market this work to educators throughout the state and beyond.

· We have to make sure in all this work that we are equally focused on teachers and leaders.


Summary of major points in the protocol conversations (Table report-out)
Strengths
· Depth of document
· Format and recommendations

· Alignment of all elements

· Inclusion of definition and assumptions

· Honors Kentucky’s past and bridges to the future

· Focus on continuous improvement and growth
· Data collection
· Job-embedded

· 24 hours must be based on needs of students/teachers

· Attention to differentiated needs (Ex. mentoring)

Questions
· Where did the 50 hours come from? (Why 50?)

· Will we be able to use the 24 hours for job-embedded PL eventually?

· Does the 3% and 6% figure allow for attendance at conferences?

· Does the 3% allow for subs for PL?

· How will we know if the money is truly going for PL?

· P. 3, last bullet: How do you know if expertise does reside within? How do you know what you don’t know?
· How does PD 360 fit in with all of this?

· What about ASSIST (the platform being used for accreditation)? Where does it fit in?

Gaps
· What are the roles and responsibilities for teacher leaders? Will they get a reduced teaching load (Ex. to serve as mentors)?

· We need to revise the leadership standards – more specificity and changes in leadership training.
· Need more specificity on “collaboration” on the last page.
Worries
· How great a burden will it be for those who have posted reviews on 3rd party providers to answer all the follow-up phone calls they are likely to receive from others who are considering using that provider?
· The training of mentors needs to be ongoing. They should have their own learning community.

· What are the other ways to support new teachers through mentoring?
Message from the Superintendent
Superintendent Holliday joined the group to bring greetings and a message. He said it was time to reclaim our profession. The work of the task force will help Kentucky customize professional learning for our teachers. We will go forth this November with recommendations for legislation based on the work you are all doing now.  This work is important. The superintendent’s message seemed to motivate the task force members to work harder and to value the contribution they were making to the state.
Work Groups – Time for Revision

Task force members and those from the Teacher Advisory Council divided up into work groups around the four areas of focus we have been working on for several meetings. Each group was given the questions specific to their work that had arisen during the protocol conversations.  These questions helped to launch conversation around suggested revisions to the comprehensive report.  Summaries of the conversation from each of the groups follows.

Mentoring and Induction Work Group (Notes from Frederick Brown and Deborah Childs-Bowen)
· Pg. 15 guidance recommendations - language was good.

· KY guide to teacher reflective practice is an old document and it’s being suggested that it be used again. It’s an excellent document that may have been ahead of its time. But this is a good time for it to be brought back. (Not reinventing the wheel.)
· Another great document: What Teachers Should Know and Be Able to Do! (based on the national board’s 6 core propositions).
· Mentoring is a very important aspect and needs to be encouraged and honored.

· KTIP should be a 2-year program with mentoring during the first year and mentoring and evaluation the second year.

· Worry:  The issue of time. Need somewhere in the document a definition for the 50 hours.  Why are they there?  Does research support it?  We know the answers, but the document needs to reflect it.

· Are the 24 hours part of the 50 hours?  Are we continuing the 24?  Will there need to be legislation for the 50?  Overall, what are the legislative needs?
· Timeliness of KTIP: Sometimes doesn’t begin until 60 days into the school year.
· Big worry from teachers:  Does mentoring and induction mean more paper work for teachers? 

· Gap: We don’t address induction for school leaders.  We still have KPIP for principals, but because of lack of funding, it’s not being done.  In NJ, principals pay for the support.  Holly suggested that there are policy levels in KY that can enable a good mentoring program…that could be funded by districts. It’s part of a broader discussion about how we put principals on a system of continuous growth and support.

· The notion of the coaching model - Positioning mentoring and induction as a targeted improvement tool.  How does mentoring and induction line up with the evaluation system?
· What is done with teachers identified as struggling? Do we need coaches that are included in the process?
· Should it be called mentoring, coaching, and induction?
· Do we need to infuse different learning processes (teams, PLC, video, etc.) into the mentoring language?
· Need to define the acronyms.

· Have to be careful about not putting the evaluative language in the mentoring and induction process.  Doing so creates a place where teachers may not feel safe.

· How do we make sure we include the elements of the professional learning community within the mentoring process?  We don’t want to lose all of what we know about how people learn when we put together this process.

· We have to be so careful when new policies are developed…sometimes the language isn’t aligned with other policies.

· Need to think about how we effectively use our teacher-leaders:  teachers of the year, National Board certified, etc. We need to tap into this resource.
· Need definition of “teacher leader” – recommend we use the national language. Should teacher leadership be formal or informal?
Monitoring and Evaluation Work Group (Notes from Linda Munger)
· Reference to guidance recommendations on pages 6-7 prior to section, Monitoring and Evaluating Professional Learning. Not sure why it got put in that section starting with “requires each school and school district to monitor . . .”

· Professional development plan is part of comprehensive school improvement plan – making sure there are not separate documents (reference to CSIP on page 6). 
· There are so many different initiatives. Try to avoid silos--rather a big picture of looking at the connection. 

· Identify and/or fit the alignment to reduce the redundancy so they need to see how everything is connected. Title I expectations don’t always fit in with the professional learning standards. 
· Policy audit will help to see the discrepancy but not necessarily address “the how.” 

· It would be helpful to have a visual (3rd bullet under definition on page 2) – balances three purposes for professional learning – individual improvement, school and team improvement, and program evaluation. (Note – to share this issue with Comprehensive System work group)
· Is there an assumption here? Programs in the state will be aligned with each other to ensure consistent expectations to do a fair evaluation. 

· Page 8 (3rd bullet from top) The monitoring and evaluation systems must itself be monitored and evaluated.
· Page 8 (2nd bullet from bottom) School districts conduct annual evaluation of professional learning quality and results . . .

· This is what I was referencing CSIP to be consistent with the language of what is already in existence. 
· Is that level of understanding that you have pervasive throughout your state? CSIP is comprehensive and meant to cover everything?
· State system needs to be clear about what is already going on and then the evaluation group needs to keep this in mind as an assumption/recommendation. Utilize what is already in existence. 

· Also we might need to consider what might be missing. Evaluation of the current system. This refers to the evaluation of the monitoring and evaluation system.

· 2nd bullet on page 8 – The monitoring and evaluation . . . must be integrated and articulated with the goals of educators, school, district and state improvement plans.  (add educators)

· Page 8 (missing guidance recommendation): changes in what educators do – change in practice.  Needs something that talks about changes in practice.  

· (Need to add guidance recommendation related to the criteria already noted in reference to changes in practice.)

· Outcomes of professional learning related to what educators do – changes attitudes, practices.
· 24 hrs. is minimal – We have to figure out how to give credit that is meaningful and impacts student achievement. 
· How is the IDP monitored? What does it have to do with monitoring changes in practice? Not only showing evidence of participating but the changes in practice with evidence of student learning.

· Make it standard operation yearly to work on skills, what evidence of changes in practice and student learning. Link between CSIP and IDP.
· 3rd bullet in assumption on page 7 – not clear with “inputs, outputs and outcomes”

· Needs to show up in guidance recommendations about changes in practice and student outcomes.
· Unit of analysis question – whether we are talking about individual, school, or third-party provider – What is the unit? Need to look at teacher outcomes.

· Are the outcomes of professional learning expressed in ways that we can see in terms of changes in teacher practices and student outcomes?
· Need to get to the point of how we measure that? How would we use the data from teacher evaluations to measure the impact of professional learning?

· We want to influence the educator supports. There needs to be a linkage even if the systems are different. In some systems there is a professional learning system and then a separate teacher evaluation system separate. They need to be linked. 

· Our evaluation system acknowledges that professional learning system and individual evaluation have different purposes but are linked. Need to make this clear. Professional learning evaluation system somehow will get mixed up with individual performance system. Should there be a visual?

· There seems to be a missing piece of how third-party providers are being evaluated. 

· To what extent can third-party providers take on some of this? How can they show that what they offer impacts outcomes? Will this raise the cost of providers? It seems to be one part of the evidence.

· Who is holding the third-party providers accountable for what is listed in code of responsibilities?
· What are the connections between professional growth plans and professional learning plans?  

· When we write instructions for individual plans, they need to have as part of their plan where the school and district are (e.g. alignment of goals – individual, team and school, district). 


Comprehensive Plan Work Group (Notes from Pat Roy)

· Need more clarity about the 3-6% budget allocation—does it include Title I; how is that figured especially when there is PLC, job-embedded models being used? 
· Lots of discussion of the 24+ 50 hour—who controls the 50 hours. Need to clarify what it is and what it is NOT {analyzing student data, peer observation, PLC, common planning periods, teamwork, after school meeting related to student achievement, mentoring). Define job-embedded in similar terms.
· Page 2 move bullet 4 up to 2.
· Include roles and define responsibilities for new PD including principal, teacher, PD coordinator (as they did in MI).

· PD needs to connect with the Teacher Evaluation system.

· More clarification about the Annual Report—how will this all happen; does it include job-embedded time? Seems like a compliance issue. Maybe there would be an evaluation report of the growth and development work rather than an annual report.

· Need to clarify that professional learning is about continuous improvement versus events.

· Need to involve leadership development beyond preparation—leaders role needs to be included more explicitly.

· Clarify how CIITS relates to PD; group was not clear whether CIITS was aligned to the Common Core.

· Need to clarify how to align individual learning plans with school improvement plans and district plans. Someone added the idea of a triangle of service using an RTI model. 

· There was a guidance recommendation that mentioned templates, resources, etc.—need some examples to explain that—wanted more detail.

· Dimensions and Functions of School Leaders document is being used within the state and should be mentioned.

· One teacher reflected that there seemed to be an emphasis on content knowledge rather than pedagogy.

· In definition section— Is it possible to break up individual, school and team improvement, and program implementation and use these as headings for the bullets that follow?
Third-Party Providers Work Group (Notes from Dale Hair)

What is a 3rd party provider?

· Anyone not employed by the district, state, or school receiving the service. 

· Examples would include external agencies such as PD 360 or ASCD or Learning Forward.  It would also include internal agencies such as the Kentucky Center for Mathematics, the Kentucky Reading Association, KCTM, and other non-profit or for-profit providers.  

How does Kentucky currently track providers?

· KDE has an electronic bulletin board where providers can register.  This is in statute and thus open to all. 

· Having your name or your company name registered on the provider bulletin board does not indicate “approval” by the KDE.

· The bulletin board has evolved, and now consumers can provide feedback regarding the provider using a 4-point Kirkpatrick model.

· The feedback/rating system isn’t widely used.  So far, only those who have provided the service have used the feedback system to give themselves a favorable rating.

Who will maintain/monitor the input/feedback on providers?

· The KDE monitors quality, usage (number of times used), frequency of hits on the provider’s page, and references.  There is no limit to the number of references a provider can list.

· At present, there are various search fields that can be used to narrow options that consumers might be seeking.  These fields include subject, grade level (K-12), audience, and standards.

· Who evaluates the quality of the service provided? It should be the consumer. 

What are the legal ramifications of posting comments or ratings that might be unfavorable?  How can technology assist in eliminating the pitfalls?

· Posting should be anonymous. (Some conversation earlier around whether it should be anonymous. The work group seemed to favor keeping it anonymous.)

· If feedback is given immediately at the end of the service (an event), then it would provide some assurance that those posting the information were actually present at the event. This might prevent non-attendees from posting either highly favorable or very negative ratings or comments.

· Kentucky has a system (MUNIS) adopted from government in which everything you purchase has a code; every vendor has a registration number.  It is possible for every provider to have a registration number if the state, district, or school paid for the service. Both the state and districts have access to this.  It could assist in tracking feedback on providers; and it can provide tracking of expenditures for professional development as well.

· Would there be a way to follow-up to determine the value of the service/session a short time afterwards? Did participants actually use the material/information in their work or classroom?

Our first task is to get clear on what we want. Then we can determine how the technology can assist.  

· We need standardization of procedures for the evaluation of professional development across the state. Districts or schools could have additional data; but all would have a core standard of components for evaluation.

· What would an evaluation for our meeting today look like? 

· It could be based on the objectives of the session and how well the session met those objectives. 

· It could include evidence of impact later. (This part would be useful for the provider, but may be too much detail for the KDE to monitor.)

· Could the provider offer tools for determining the value? Tools to measure implementation and student impact?

· What would be done with the evaluation information? (No response.)

· How could we incentivize the use of any system?

At this point, time ran out on the work group conversation.  The conclusion was that a basic foundation for monitoring 3rd party providers already exists, but greater clarity is needed around how to ensure that any system is fair, easy to use, and useful both for providers and consumers of professional development.
Feedback Process for Sharing and Gathering Constituent Input
Based on the recommendations that have come forth from today’s meeting, Joellen will write another draft of the comprehensive plan.  This next revised document will be ready for review and input from the broader base of constituents and stakeholders with whom those on the task force interact.  October 19th is the date when feedback from constituents is due back to Joellen.
Table groups were given time to discuss who their constituents might be and how best to gather their input. Given the short timeline, focusing on the most effective way to gather feedback from one or two key groups was emphasized.

Suggestions for ways in which to gather feedback included the following:

· Survey

· Focus group

· Jigsaw the report with a group and have them share comments with each other and with you as facilitator.

· One-to-one interviews

· Roundtable conversations

· Send to professional organizations for them to send to their constituents.

· Use the categories we used today as a structure: strengths, questions, gaps, and worries.
· Ask for concentrated feedback on a portion of the document that most relates to that group.

· Webinars

· Skype

· Use the normal process for public review in Kentucky

· Gather “how to market this” suggestions from constituents too. 


Things the task force would like to have from Joellen:

· A letter of introduction that Kentucky people can include or take with them. It should include a purpose statement and the assurance that this is a DRAFT and is not in regulations now. Knowing that this will create coherence among all the initiatives in Kentucky will be important for them to know.
· Need an electronic version of the next draft document to expedite sharing. Suggest it contains a watermark labeled DRAFT.

Conclusion and Closure

The meeting ended with an opportunity for each person to state something that was a highlight from today’s meeting.  Some of the comments were…

· Dr. Holliday’s message and how this would become recommendations for legislation

· The opportunity to be a voice for teachers

· Seeing the pieces and parts come together

· Courageous conversations

· Productive small group discussions

· Enthusiasm for policy and the opportunity for input

· Level of deep thought

· Depth of questions

· Maintaining a focus on students

The draft Comprehensive Professional Learning System for Kentucky Educators is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.education.ky.gov/KDE/Instructional+Resources/Literacy/Professional+Learning+Task+Force.htm" �http://www.education.ky.gov/KDE/Instructional+Resources/Literacy/Professional+Learning+Task+Force.htm�


At the beginning of the document posted is background information and suggestions and the timeline for gathering feedback. All members of the Professional Learning Task Force members and the Commissioner’s Teacher Advisory Council are encouraged to share the document and to seek input from their constituents prior to the October 24th meeting.





A survey to gather feedback on the recommendations is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22GQW9B8Z36" �http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22GQW9B8Z36�
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