Kentucky Teacher Effectiveness $teering Committee
March 26, 2012
Capital Plaza Tower Ground Floor Auditorium

Attendees Present: Kim Banta, Pete Galloway, Sandy Anderson, Shirley LaFavers, Kathy
Donaldson, Kandie McDaniel, Eddie Campbell, Merry Berry, Brenda McGowan, Dara Bass, Rick
Jones, Mary Ann Blankenship, Ronda Harmeon, Carolyn Witt Jones, John DeAtley, Robert Brown,
Dot Perkins, Alan Young, Amanda Ellis, Tammy Berlin, Susan n, Stephanie Winkler, Cindy
Heine, Amandua Elfis, Nancy Wilson {CELT), Tom Jones, Advan Deborah Nelson, OFA

KDE: Felicia Smith, Michael Dailey, David Simpson, Ren

Stamper, Robin Chandler,
Olivia Willoughby, Bart Liquori :

Facilitator: Jenna Mullins
Welcome and Overview of the Agenda
¢ Student Growth Data: Ken Dr

e Presentation on the field test
Update on regu

Michael expressed
department even during
buildings.and loss of life.

thie contributions to the work of the
s that passed through the area affecting school

Several membe

commented:and expressed the overwhelming support received from across
the state. :

Student Growth Data -

Michael introduced Ken Draut. Ken thanked members for the invitation to present to the group
again on student growth data.

Kent stated he wanted to frame the data from the OAA perspective. He stated it will be the job
of the steering committee to determine how much growth percentile data counts toward
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teacher effectiveness and how all the pieces fit together. He stated it is his job to show you the
data.

The presentation will be posted to KDE's website in addition to a WebEx presentation that IDT
members attended last week. #

Points from Ken’s presentation included:
* Remember growth data is pulling double duty. It has th e main components
* Next Generation Learners
= Achievement
= Gap
= Growth
» College/Career Readmes
= Graduation Rate
*» Next Generation Instructiona
®*  Program Reviews

e student and re-testing the student.
Iy with interim and formative assessments.

Slimmative tests cover a broader set of objectives.
Uses few er items,
nly administered once a year.
ifficult to determine what items measure growth; how is it
more grade appropriate as it moves to higher grades?
Difficult to determine what growth should have the most
" weight or emphasis.
«  SCmember: In thé 2™ year, do you recalculate the growth?

o) Response Yoy,start with our new group of academlc peers.

47
o Res ponse: It WS T O T T e T T TP
¢ SC member: Do you have enough data available to look at the next year?
o Response: No
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e SCmember: Is it possible that there are other things that factor in to the scores other
that academic?

0 Yes—there are other pieces. We can only control the academic side. There
could be other things that change that score or alter that growth. Any
researcher will say that there are other variables.

s SCmember: We need to ask what kind of data we need to show professional growth.
This should be a conversation point. What kind of things did we (teachers)} do o address
the {desired) outcomes? Kids may not make gains we hpped for, but here is what we
did. What did we provide to assist these struggling stud ptg?

o Response: It is a piece of data that goes int gger set of data. What will the
weight be? There will be formative data and itw

¢ SC member: What if children don’t outpace:t|

o Response: We know from 50 years ofdata that we& ot see growth in every
single child. . :
e SCmember: Who will receive student growth data?ls lt the dist articipating in the
field test? ; :
o Response: The dlStI‘lCtS partlapatmg .SGP data
this week. KDE wilf § these data withiallteachers in the state when it is

vhard copy only. IDT members will
Is. They will receive the data

available. The field test dist 'r;ts will receiv
meet face-to-face withithe teachers and princi
letter of WhICh you have-' |

Felicia Smith stated that eventually it will be shared with all teachers. We have worked to get a
better timeline in place. Ken has worked with a couple of districts so that we can learn from
them. The next thing to do is share with a larger group of districts and these are the districts
participating in the field test. She stated “We are maving slowly to go fast.” We need to have
smaller conversations and learn a little bit more about the release of the growth data.

. SC member: What about non-tested areas?
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o Response: It needs to be our next discussion.
o SCmember: Will the data go through CITS?
o Response: For now, it is a hard copy.

Michael reminded individuals that districts will receive two reports — one for the teacher and
one for the school. The teacher will see a report for each course and the principal will see a
report for the school. There are 55 districts in the field test and they are going to tell us what is
working and what is not working. The field test districts will inform the process.

Keep in mind that the field test districts have 1 or 2 select: hools participating. Next year's

conversation will be about starting with the same 55 distrigts in’ the faH of 2012. They will scale

up to all their schools. Then we begin conversations; ithall of the state in January 2013. Supsfal®
i n April 2012, we will begm a

ing that will 'r'eplace a system that is not tied
jthey are using, this is far better than what

evaluation syste iit upon trust.
o ResponseiThe report was shared with SC members earlier. | will share that link

with vou again.

Felicia stated that she and Ken will communicate and follow-up with the Commissioner.

Presentation of Field Test Training

*All action items are underlined and recommendations are bolded.




Michael presented a high-level overview of the field test training sessions. The purpose of the
field testing process is to determine in authentic settings the usability, feasibility, and
appropriateness of the various measures and instruments designed to implement the PGES.

The purpose of the field test is NOT to determine actual individual teacher effectiveness. This
system is composed of multiple measures of teacher effectiveness each having unique
instrumentation tracking to the various standards in the Teacher Growth and Effectiveness
Framework.

Michael indicated that there were 11 training sites and stated:
to the severe weather. He stated that IDT members wou
with those districts.

at one site was interrupted due
rovide one-on-one training sessions

He stated that 21 districts participated in stusz::l rowth, 29 districts participated in the
professional growth planning and self-reflection:and that 13 participated i the student voice
component of the system. There were 137 teachers.and 3,900:students involved in student
voice. : i

He reviewed the learning objectiveg
based on a Likert scale of 1 - 5.

resulls of the training surveys

on the first training seé‘é_ip 1..He'stated that districts really wanted to spend mare time on
understanding the goal sefting process.

+ SC member: Are these satisfactory scores?
o Response: Yes. We are satisfied with the scores. 1 was most interested in the
components and then discuss how to make the adjustments we need to make.
For example, how do we improve training or what else needs to be addressed
for principals, etc.
¢ SC member: Could you share the median and mean score with us?
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o Response: We are still in the process of analyzing the data and wilt use the data
to inform our next steps. Michael will send to members.

Michael introduced Bart Liquori who is a data fellow hired by the department recently. Michael
explained that the Commissioner created the Delivery Unit. This unit is designed to monitor and
track our progress for SB 1 and to ensure all children graduate college and career ready. Bart is
a member of this unit and will focus on the data we need to inform our practice.

Bart explained that a survey will be sent to all teachers participating in the field test asking such
questions as was the training effective, is the multiple mea a good way to measure

effectiveness, are the instruments adequate and more, ] ill be analyzed. Eight focus
groups will be conducted to collect the data in add't' survey. Focus groups will be

things were: presente

Bart did not hand out cd[b’iesiof the survey today because the questions are still being refined.
Felicia stated she did not want the questions to get out to the field test districts.

e SC member: Will the capacity and infrastructure needed at the district leve! be asked?
Will there be open-ended questions?
o Response: We are working with the superintendents in April. We have this on
the agenda.
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» SCmember: There is an article written by the Aspen Institute, Means to the End that is
designed to help school systems and states design evaluation systems that support
teacher growth and development. In this resource, there is a tab that speaks to
developing local capacity. _

o Response: It is downloadable online.

» SCmember: After participants attended training, what was expected of them?

o Response: They were instructed to talk about their experience with their
schools and the instruments they were completinig, Data will be collected from
the instruments for data analyses. Instrume I'be reviewed confidentially.

e SCmember: Will the SC have a chance to review stions before they go live?

o Response: We will share the question ¢, but they must be kept
confidential. We will collect your feedback. Your back may or may not
make it into the survey. You may-reply through the
teacherleader@education.cor mailbox.

© Response: We are using program:
discussion. L

*  SCmember: How is it fair that si
from a program review?

O

ut a better strategy to bring other people to
ot done that yet.

rk in parallel. Both groups should include representatives from the
field test districts. All 185 d to the

¢ SCmember: There is concern that guidance from the state is needed as to test
guestions.
o Response: Before we convene a sub-group on this, let me take this back to the
Commissioner.
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Teacher of Record (Phase 1)

David stated the purpose of his presentation is to update the SC on the progress of the work of
the Teacher of Record {TOR) committee. He introduced Dr. Nancy Wilson from Connecting
Education, Leadership and Technology (CELT). :

She stated she has been working with Ohio, Arkansas, Fiorld-a, Eouisiana and Georgia on TOR.

She stated that the Bill and Malinda Gates Foundation, have given supplemental funding to work
with the states of Kentucky and Colorado. She stated we have about 15 other states that we are
working with also.

Some states have not had teachers at the table: -t is difficult, but | encou"rége you to keep going.

Promising practices include:

1. Data governance. .
State ID for students and educatcrs :
Statewide course codes mcludmg LEA'® jtions.
Scheduling K- 12 mcludlng elementary school::

BOXNO YA WN

programs of wh titutions of Higher Education are accountable.
15. Statewide instructional improvement learning management system as the future source
of this information.

Felicia stated that as the group continues to work through TOR, it might be a good idea to post
the progress on the KDE website.
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David stated that the work began with a team in January and that we were harnessing the
power of technology to create data links. He stated that as we create these links, we will make
it effective so all teachers will be able to see their students. He stated that the SIS is the network
piece that holds student and teacher data.

David reviewed the purpose of connecting teacher and student data links. He stated the Phase
1 TOR definition is:

er who has been agssigned the
e aligned to the Kentucky Core
andards documents.

A Teacher of Record in a Kentucky public school is a certifi
lead responsibility for the student’s learning in a subject
Academic Standards or Career and Technica

¢ SC member: When the collaborative, special:e
together, is one or the other considere “TOR?
o Response (Nancy Wilson): This is how it has happened. It ta
level. 20 students could have TOR'and special ation for five:o
will be TOR. It depends on the level ofire ibility assigned.

e SC member: | am HQ for allicontent, but also for | education. I want to'make sure

. Do you share all students?

ittee will delve into these issues.
tandards, but it could be that

ducation teacher and teacher are working

es place at the school
of the students

m speakihg d listening. We have new standards that
\ niade that a part of summative assessment.

Wilson)iithere are several business rules you will need to
all teachers to all students. What happens with this data? You
e end number, duration and assignment. There will be
around your accountability. | would recommend not putting
ur business rules for TOR. New York breaks TOR down into
minutes; some states have them set at 10 or more hours per year.
* Felicia Smith: How many days really matter?
o Response (Nancy Wilson): Think about percentages. You don’t want to fimit
teaching.
» SC member: Does this include absenteeism?
o Response {Nancy Wilson): You are getting into the rules of evaluation and
accountability. Absenteeism is a huge one. | would recommend it be handled at the
school level. There are already protocols about truancy although they may not
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always be followed. Business rules should protect the students and not the system.
Consider having the ability at the local level.

David reviewed the timeline with participanis. He explained that Phase 1 (lead teacher) will be
field tested this spring and IC functionality implemented in summer 2013.

Update from KDE on Policy Discussion

for review. She stated that
he purpose of this regulation is

Robkin Chandler presented a new version of 704 KAR 3.345 to;
a staff note would be presented to the KBE in April. She st
to ensure that KDE addresses the waiver requirements.:

t. If content isincluded in the existing

Senator Rollins legislation had the waiver language in
‘or Rollins bill may not:pass the legislative

statute, it is not included in a regulation also. S
body.

regulation will need to stay in‘e
Delete bullet number 3 on pag

_ bservmg a teacher is currently in existing regulation.
vreliability is not there, should that be added?

Recommendation:
e

Members were asked to submit additional comments to the teacherleader@education.gov
mailbox.
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CIITS Demonstration
There was not enough time left to view the demaonstration. It will be reviewed at the next SC
meeting in jJune when EDS functionality has been added.

Framework Discussion

» S5Cmember: | have concern regarding the teacher framework. | feel it would not be as
effective as the 2011 Danielson framewaork. The 201; 'Banlelson framework has been
validated in hundreds of school districts. :

¢ SC member: Charlotte Danielson’s 2009 framey

evaluation. It was a starting point for teac_h '

zjrk Was; not intended to be an

expect. | think it was conceived as a way of g
sC member When considerin

uiwould like 1o use the.2Q11
decision is made. Felicia stated
hat we’ve créated a system that is

rk through it. It will be discussed at the June

ted that the next meetmg !S scheduled for june 12 and June 13. We would also like
list of dates for the upcoming school year. We will issue a calendar of dates based
k. Please prowde feedback to the teacherleader@education.gov mailbox.

to generate
on your feed

The meeting adjourne
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