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July 5, 2013 
 

TO: Kathryn Matayoshi 
 Superintendent, State of Hawaii Department of Education 
 

CC: Wil Okabe 
 President, Hawaii State Teachers Association 
 

 Don Horner 
 Chair, Board of Education 
 

FROM: Shannon Kaaa and Ronn Nozoe 
Educator Effectiveness System (EES) Joint Committee Team Leads 

 

RE: Joint Committee Review of Educator Effectiveness System Design 
and Implementation for 2013-14 

 
In the 2013-17 Hawaii State Teachers Association (HSTA) and State of Hawaii 
collective bargaining agreement, the parties agreed to establish a “Joint 
Committee” of the HSTA and Department of Education (DOE) to review the 
DOE’s Educator Effectiveness System (EES).   The committee’s inaugural 
meeting was June 17-18, 2013.  The committee presented its recommendations 
to the Superintendent at the conclusion of the meeting on June 18; 
Superintendent was joined by HSTA President Wil Okabe in hearing the 
committee’s recommendations. 

The committee’s in-person meetings were followed by review of documents 
including the committee’s recommendations and the implementation manual and 
a telephone call to discuss the impact of the Joint Committee’s feedback on the 
DOE’s EES plans. 

Attached is a document summarizing the committee’s recommendations and 
considerations regarding the 2013-14 design and implementation plans.  The 
meeting facilitator reviewed the document representing the final content with 
you on June 29, 2013 in advance of your presentation to the Board of Education 
of the 2013-14 EES plans on July 2, 2013.  

The Joint Committee process was collaborative and rigorous.  We came together 
as a professional learning community to focus on continuous improvement of the 
EES so that our students and teachers will have an effective education system 
which includes a “quality performance evaluation system that provides teachers 
with formative feedback to inform practice and advance student learning,” as 
envisioned in the process of agreeing to the HSTA contract.  The committee 
members described the process as “open and honest” and look forward to 
continuing the work as the EES implementation rolls out and data become 
available for review. We remain committed and steadfast to improving support 
for our professional educators and learning for Hawaii’s children. 

The committee will continue to meet to ensure that the system designed is fair 
and reliable in evaluating teacher effectiveness and achieves the goal of 
advancing student learning.  The committee will meet again during the Fall; the 
next meeting is tentatively scheduled for early October.  
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State of Hawaii Department of Education EDUCATOR EFFECTIVENESS SYSTEM (EES) 
JOINT COMMITTEE SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS (June 17-18, 2013) 
 

Topic and Design 
 Initially Proposed by DOE 

 

Committee Recommendation: 
 As presented by team leaders to Superintendent 

(and HSTA President) on 6/18/2013 

Key Points of Committee Discussion 
(+/- points identified) 

 

Issues Discussed for Ongoing 
Consideration, Data Collection and Review 

 
Principles/Values from the Teacher 
Evaluation MOU 
 
 

1.   Affirmed the 6 values that were stated in the 
MOU: evaluation system should be fair, 
transparent, equitable and comprehensive and 
should improve teacher practice and student 
learning. Meeting this objective requires 
multiple measures.   

+  The Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) 
study confirms that multiple measures increase 
the validity of process (a case where the sum 
is greater than the parts). 

 
-   MET study design is not identical to Hawaii 

DOE  EES system (MET study used Value 
Added Measure for student growth based on 
test scores, student surveys without 
consequences, and observations with multiple 
observers) 

The Joint Committee expressed a high level of 
excitement about working together over the 
coming years and that the EES—the policy and 
implementation as well as the collaboration 
between DOE and HSTA—would be a model 
for other states/districts.   

Composition of Student Learning and 
Growth Component:  
 
Measures: 
• Student Learning Objective (SLO) 
• Student Growth (Hawaii State 

Assessment data.  Indicator is 
Student Growth Percentile--SGP) 

 
 

2. Combination of SLO and SGP are appropriate 
to represent student learning and growth. 
• SLO may be a “group SLO,” selected by 

grade level or department or school though 
specific performance targets may differ by 
teacher 

• For non-classroom teachers with 2 SLOs, the 
measures may be implemented one per 
semester or two over the course of the year, 
based on teacher’s choice 

 
 

+   Contains multiple measures 
+   SLO contains rich information about student 

learning on a particular academic content 
standard (depth)  

+   SGP information provides information about 
learning across a number of standards 
(breadth). 

+   Focus on growth is important because it 
reflects what teachers are doing everyday – 
helping students to make progress. 

+   A rationale for schoolwide SGP for teachers in 
non-tested grades/subjects is that vertical 
teaming and schoolwide planning (e.g., data 
teams) contributes to student growth 
schoolwide, not just to students in a specific 
teacher’s classroom. 

+   SLO:  Represents the important learning that 
teachers are focused on helping students to 
master   

 
-  “Attribution” of SGP:  Teachers whose students 

aren’t tested (e.g., teachers with only 11th and 
12th grade students) shouldn’t be assigned 
schoolwide SGP since the teachers have not 
worked with students contributing to school 
SGP scores.  This also applies to all high  

• Explore use of more tests in more grades 
and subjects to provide SGPs for more 
teachers including SGP based on ACT 
scores (so that more teachers will have 
classroom level SGPs) 

• Review data for different “demographic” 
characteristics: patterns in the patterns: 
experience level, new assignment, new 
hires, location, subject, school 

• Need to identify how the data will be used to 
inform professional development at the 
individual teacher, group 
(department/grade/team), school, complex 
and state levels 

• Suggestion that even non-classroom 
teachers should be observed (e.g., librarian 
during instruction of students, counselors in 
session with students, mentor teachers or 
curriculum coordinators in a training 
session) 

• Review impact on SGP of transition of state 
assessment (from HSA to SBAC) 

• Review extent to which an SLO can 
measure both breadth and depth of student 
learning and growth depending on goal 
selected. 
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Topic and Design 
 Initially Proposed by DOE 

 

Committee Recommendation: 
 As presented by team leaders to Superintendent 

(and HSTA President) on 6/18/2013 

Key Points of Committee Discussion 
(+/- points identified) 

 

Issues Discussed for Ongoing 
Consideration, Data Collection and Review 

 
Composition of Student Learning and 
Growth Component: (cont’d)  
 

     school teachers since classroom SGP not 
available. 

-   Everyone will have a significant learning curve 
during the first year of implementation. 
Therefore, expecting more than one SLO for 
most teachers may be unrealistic. 

-   Equity for teachers in non-tested vs. tested 
subjects with respect to SGP and that teachers 
in tested grades/subjects represent about 20-
30% of all teachers (which means less than 
half teachers in bargaining unit have classroom 
SGPs) 

-   Equity of non-classroom teachers vs 
classroom teachers regarding use of portfolio 
and their schoolwide SGP 

 

Composition of Teacher Practice 
Dimension 
 
Measures: 
• Classroom Observation (Instrument: 

Framework adapted from Danielson 
Framework for Teaching) 

• Core Professionalism (Instrument: 
Component 4f of Danielson 
Framework for Teaching) 

• Student Feedback Survey 
(Instrument:  Tripod.  Indicator:  
Normal Curve Equivalent based on 
Hawaii data) 

 

3.   “Hierarchy” of Weights for Measures of 
Teacher Practice:    

Classroom Observations should receive the 
greatest weight, followed next by Core 
Professionalism then Student Feedback 
Surveys 
 

4.    Consider broader range of Core 
Professionalism beyond Danielson 
Component 4f (Based on new, 2013 
Danielson rubric that has a “compressed” 
Domain 4 for Core Professionalism) 

+    Contains multiple measures 
+    Balances breadth and depth;  
+    Reflects full scope of the duties of a teacher:   
+   Core professionalism encompasses all 

professional duties (breadth) 
+   Classroom observation provides rich feedback 

about a “snapshot” of teacher’s practice 
(depth). 

+    Including core professionalism (expanded 
beyond component 4f) represents the breadth 
of teacher’s daily duties and responsibilities. 

+    NCE allows for an even distribution of ratings 
across teacher types (e.g., primary grade 
responses more favorable than older 
students’ responses so NCE “evens out” the 
differences)   

+    Observation: Discussion that this represents 
teachers’ core and daily work 

 
-    Using NCE of Tripod scores as the indicator 

of student survey data rates teachers against 
one another on a forced curve presuming that 
some teachers will be low and some will be 
high.  Concerns raised about comparing 
Hawaii teachers to one another. 

-    EES was piloted for two years and data was  

• Consider using a compressed Danielson 
Domain 4 rubric for Core Professionalism 
based on new, 2013 version 

• How can evidence on core professionalism 
be collected and rated reliably and 
efficiently? 

• Continue to monitor concerns with language 
of Tripod questions. 

• Best practice is for a teacher to be rated by 
multiple observers (MET study). This can be 
operationalized in some schools by principal 
and VP each conducting one observation 
cycle of all teachers rather than each 
observing half of the teachers twice.  

• Need to communicate that observation 
ratings do not have one to one 
correspondence with summative ratings.  

• Tripod norming:  Consider norming Tripod 
every couple of years or using national data, 
instead of Hawaii data, to norm Tripod.  
Consider using favorability scores instead of 
NCEs to report Tripod data.  Also look at 
national elementary vs. secondary trends in 
considering benchmarks or norming. 

• Review data based on different 
“demographic” characteristics: patterns in  
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Topic and Design 
 Initially Proposed by DOE 

 

Committee Recommendation: 
 As presented by team leaders to Superintendent 

(and HSTA President) on 6/18/2013 

Key Points of Committee Discussion 
(+/- points identified) 

 

Issues Discussed for Ongoing 
Consideration, Data Collection and Review 

 
Composition of Teacher Practice 
Dimension (cont’d) 
 

 -    reported on “Favorability” scores (mean 
percent favorable responses), not using NCE 

-    Use of Tripod for evaluation since Rob 
Ramsdell developed it as a formative 
measure 

-    Per Danielson, 2007 edition of Framework 
was not intended for evaluation. 

• the patterns: experience level, new 
assignment, location, subject, school 

•  Need to identify how the data will be used 
to inform professional development at the 
individual teacher, group 
(department/grade/team), school, complex 
and state levels 

Summative Rating:  
Use an index of weighted measures 
(Step 1) 
 
Student Learning and Growth 
*Initial Proposal by DOE: 
Teachers in tested grades/subjects: 
• Student Growth (SGP):  25% 
• Student Learning Objectives (1):  

25% 
 
Teachers in non-tested grades/subjects: 
• Student Growth (SGP):  5-10% 
• Student Learning Objectives (1):  40-

45% 
 
Non-classroom teachers: 
• Student Learning Objectives (2):  

25% each 
 
*Initial Proposal by HSTA: 
Teachers in tested grades/subjects: 
• Student Growth (SGP):  10%  [Option 

for teachers to opt out of SGP to 
focus on SLO] 

• Student Learning Objectives (1):  
40% 

 
Teachers in non-tested grades/subjects: 
• Student Learning Objectives (2):  

25% each 
 
Non-classroom teachers: 
• Student Learning Objectives (2):  

25% each 

5.   The index approach with weights assigned to 
each measure results in a rating for each 
component:  Teacher Practice, and Student 
Learning and Growth. 

 
 

+    Weights identify value of measure in 
relationship to other measures 

+    Easy to communicate 
+    SGP: Data shows breadth 
+    SLO: Supported by data team process 

(Individual teacher, group of teachers, entire 
school) which promotes good practice 

 
-    Proposed weights for measures offered by 

DOE OHR and HSTA were in the ballpark of 
initial proposals for all measures except SGP 
and SLO 

-    Rationale for SLO being greater weight than 
SGP: Small proportion of bargaining unit 
members have classroom-level SGP (per 
DOE, about 33% are in grades 4-8 but as low 
as 25% may have classroom SGP due to 
small class size). Schools will be dedicating 
more time to producing the SLO than SGP 
data. 

 
 

• Teachers whose classes are too small for 
a single year SGP could have an SGP 
rating based on multiple years of data. 

• Examine how often ratings on individual 
measures relate to component rating (and 
summative rating). 

• Review data for different “demographic” 
characteristics: patterns in the patterns: 
experience level, new assignment, new 
hires, location, subject, school. 

• Need to review cases where component 
ratings are different. 

• If a teacher is missing a measure (e.g., no 
TRIPOD for SpEd preschool), then the 
weight of the missing measure should be 
distributed evenly among the other 
measures. 
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Topic and Design 
 Initially Proposed by DOE 

 

Committee Recommendation: 
 As presented by team leaders to Superintendent 

(and HSTA President) on 6/18/2013 

Key Points of Committee Discussion 
(+/- points identified) 

 

Issues Discussed for Ongoing 
Consideration, Data Collection and Review 

 
Summative Rating:  
Use an index of weighted measures 
(Step 1) (cont’d) 
 
 
Teacher Practice 
*Proposed by DOE OHR: 
All classroom teachers 
• Classroom Observation:  30% 
• Core Professionalism:  5-10% 
• Student Feedback Survey: 10-15%  
Non-classroom teachers 
• Framework Portfolio:  30% 
• Core Professionalism:   20% 
 
*Proposed by HSTA: 
All classroom teachers 
• Classroom Observation:  25% 
• Core Professionalism:  20% (25% if 

no Tripod data available for teachers’ 
classroom) 

• Student Feedback Survey: 5%  

   

Summative Rating:  
Use a matrix approach to determine a 
final overall rating 
(Step 2) 
 

6.   The filled in “Matrix,” was a result of critical 
conversations: 

 
Business Rules for “filling in the matrix”: 
• Where component ratings are the same, 

the summative rating is the same (e.g., 
Unsatisfactory/ Unsatisfactory= 
Unsatisfactory, Highly Effective/Highly 
Effective = Highly Effective) 

• If a teacher’s rating on any component 
(“Teacher Practice” or “Student Growth 
and Learning”) is “Unsatisfactory,” the best 
possible overall rating is “Marginal.” 

• In other situations where the two 
component ratings are not the same and at 
least one rating is effective, then the 
teacher should be rated as effective. 
 

+   The matrix viewed as a transparent and easy 
way to communicate the rating. 

+    Component ratings of Unsatisfactory and 
Highly Effective should be rigorous standards. 
Not many teachers are expected to be in 
either category, particularly on the summative 
measure.  

+   The approach allows adjustments to the cells 
over time if data show that changes are 
needed. 

+   The recommended business rules result in 
about ½ of the ratings as effective which, on 
its face, communicates a sense of fairness, 
not that the “deck is stacked” against being 
rated effective. 

 

• Since this is the first year of implementing 
the matrix approach, follow up by review 
of: 
- Results for new hires (since 

summative rating has immediate 
impact) 

- Data-based different “demographic” 
characteristics: patterns in the 
patterns: experience level, new 
assignment, new hires, location, 
subject, and school.  Especially for 
new hires (in 2013-14) for whom 
personnel consequences apply. 

- Cases where component ratings are 
different especially when two levels of 
difference in component ratings (e.g., 
Highly Effective/Marginal) and if there 
are any Highly Effective/ 
Unsatisfactory cases.  Also examine 
these “edge” cases of 
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Topic and Design 
 Initially Proposed by DOE 

 

Committee Recommendation: 
 As presented by team leaders to Superintendent 

(and HSTA President) on 6/18/2013 

Key Points of Committee Discussion 
(+/- points identified) 

 

Issues Discussed for Ongoing 
Consideration, Data Collection and Review 

 
Summative Rating:  
Use a matrix approach to determine a 
final overall rating 
(Step 2) (cont’d) 
 
 

• In a situation where there are two levels of 
difference in component ratings, the 
summative rating should be the “average” 
(e.g., Highly Effective/Marginal = Effective; 
Unsatisfactory/Effective = Marginal) 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Marginal/Effective component ratings 
since the summative rating for 2013-
14 is Effective. 

-‐ Distribution of teachers rated in the 
cells. 

• The group referenced Danielson’s 
descriptions of ratings for observation 
dimensions (e.g., Unsatisfactory is “doing 
harm”).  Descriptors for the summative 
ratings would be helpful. 

• Assumption that teachers’ ratings will be 
distributed unevenly among the cells. 

• Rich discussion about criteria for “tie 
breaker” when component ratings were 
“effective” and “marginal” since each is 
weighted 50%.  The following rationale 
were offered for different business rules 
about the tie breaker:  

For student learning and growth rating to 
be tiebreaker: 
-‐ At the end of the day, student growth 

is what matters most. 
-‐ Student growth occurs as a result of 

teacher practice so effective practice 
should result in effective student 
learning and growth. 

For teacher practice rating to be the 
tiebreaker: 
-‐ Practice rating has more measures 

so there is more evidence. 
-‐ Practice represents teachers daily 

work. 
-‐ Teachers should receive the “benefit 

of the doubt.” 
Student growth and learning 
component rating includes many 
factors outside of a teacher’s control. 

-‐ Teachers have more direct control 
over their practice. 

-‐ More than one year’s worth of data 
could also be tiebreaker (e.g., two 
years of “marginal” on one  
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Topic and Design 
 Initially Proposed by DOE 

 

Committee Recommendation: 
 As presented by team leaders to Superintendent 

(and HSTA President) on 6/18/2013 

Key Points of Committee Discussion 
(+/- points identified) 

 

Issues Discussed for Ongoing 
Consideration, Data Collection and Review 

 
Summative Rating:  
Use a matrix approach to determine a 
final overall rating 
(Step 2) (cont’d) 
 

•   component would “tip” the summative 
rating to “marginal”).  Trend data are 
important indicators of effectiveness. 
 

 
Next Meeting: September/October 2013 
Proposed Agenda Items include:  Expedited Appeals, Training and Supports for Continuous Improvement, Data for Ongoing Review 


