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MEMORANDUM 

 
To:  Ronn Nozoe, Deputy Superintendent, HI DOE 
  Tammie Picklesimer, EES Project Manager, HI DOE 
 
From: Elena Diaz-Bilello (NCIEA) with input from TAG members: Chris Domaleski (NCIEA); 

Suzanne Mulcahy (HI DOE); Irene L.A. Pu‘uohau (HGEA); Raymond Rodriguez 
(HSTA); Richard Seder (Emergent Policy and Systems, Inc.); and Donald Young 
(University of Hawaii at Manoa) 

   
Subject: Recommendations to the HSTA-HI DOE Joint Committee from the EES Technical 

Advisory Group 
  
Date:  April 3, 2014  
 
 
 
 
This memo captures the set of recommendations that the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) defined in 
response to information shared by Educator Effectiveness System (EES) project leads on the current 
design of the system being implemented in Hawaii. These recommendations are organized according to 
the order that each component of the EES (including the overall rating methodology) was discussed 
during the two-day meeting held on February 12-13, 2014.  Within each component section, these 
recommendations are presented in the order of higher to lower priority for the Hawaii State Teachers 
Association (HSTA) - Hawaii Department of Education (HI DOE) Joint Committee’s consideration and 
action.  An important note to highlight here is that the recommendations documented in this memo apply 
to the 2014-15 school year since the TAG did not identify specific issues that would require HI DOE to 
immediately and effectively change the design for the current 2013-14 school year.   
 
Although this memo was developed to capture the set of recommended design considerations and 
modifications to the EES, it is important to note that TAG members applauded HI DOE on the overall 
design of the EES as thoughtfully constructed with broad stakeholder input.  In addition, the key decision 
points made to develop the system were largely influenced by consensus-driven participation from the 
Teacher Leader Workgroup (TLW) consisting of teachers recognized for their expertise in the profession 
and the HSTA.  The process of soliciting input from both groups to improve upon the EES as it evolves 
over time serves as a critical validation check for the system. 
 
Additional EES recommendations to the joint committee will be provided following the second TAG 
meeting to be held on April 10-11, 2014.   The recommendations in April will focus largely on reviewing 
other design aspects of the system not addressed in this memo, and the validation questions to be used by 
HI DOE to evaluate and monitor the system over time as noted in the ESEA flex waiver application.   A 
final meeting will be held in May or during the first week of June to allow the TAG to review overall 
system results based on the final collection of data from all five components.    
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Student Growth Percentiles 
 

1. The use of percentile ranking to rank order the median growth percentiles achieved by students 
instructed by teachers of tested grades and subjects (grades 4-8).   

 
Key concerns: 

• Defining performance standards based purely on norms may prevent teachers from focusing on 
meaningful conversations about expectations for student growth.  

• The norm-based cuts will always flag the same percentage of teachers in each performance 
category regardless of whether the level of growth increased beyond this year’s 16th percentile cut 
point - the lowest rating category on SGPs.  

• Establishing a system that does not recognize improvements made in growth over time goes 
against one of the core design principles of the EES, which values recognition of improvements 
made by teachers. 
 

Recommendations: 
• Evaluate current norm-based cuts with stakeholders and determine whether those cuts reflect 

reasonable expectations for each performance standard.  
• Ensure that meaningful interpretations of growth are tied to the performance standards to 

distinguish teachers in different rating categories.  
• Consider anchoring or setting the cuts relative to a set of criteria or performance standards 

defined by stakeholders, and evaluate growth achieved each year relative to those same cuts.  If 
HI DOE decides to use a baseline SGP approach at a later date (e.g., four years later) with the 
new Smarter Balanced assessments, anchoring the cut-points will be especially important to 
evaluate system-wide improvements over time.  If HI DOE decides not to use a baseline 
approach, it is important to regularly monitor the growth trajectories at various points in the 
distribution to ensure the values that produce more or less favorable outcomes continue to be 
well-aligned to established criteria.     

• Identify business rules that may be used to acknowledge consistent high growth achieved by 
teachers.  For example, teachers who consistently score above the 65th percentile for two 
consecutive years could be recognized publicly in each complex area for their efforts in 
sustaining high growth.  

 
2. Assessment transition impact on growth (SGPs and MGPs) reported in the EES 

 
Key concern: 

• Growth results achieved by students at the teacher level and at the school level may change with 
the transition. 

 
Recommendations: 

• Since the norm-referenced SGPs look at student progress relative to “academic peers” who have 
the same achievement history as other students in the state, HI DOE should be able to continue 
using and reporting the SGPs and the MGPs in the EES during and after the transition period.  
However, in the interest of due diligence, analyses should still be conducted during and after the 
transition period to review how growth results achieved by students, at the teacher level and at the 
school level may have changed with the transition. Depending upon findings from the analyses, 
stakeholders may need to discuss whether it is appropriate to use MGPs during the transition 
period to support high-stakes decisions.  The TAG will map out considerations for using SGPs in 
the EES during the transition period at the April meeting. 
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• Ensure analyses are conducted to review the impact of the assessment transition on growth results 
and if needed, consider re-visiting the performance standards set with stakeholders to identify cut-
points for the system in 2014-15.  Refer to the paper released by Betebenner, Diaz-Bilello, 
Marion and Domaleski (2014) to review recommendations on types of analyses to consider when 
using student growth percentiles (SGPs) for accountability purposes during the assessment 
transition period.  The Center for Assessment’s growth and assessment transition paper will also 
be shared with TAG members prior to the April meeting for their review and consideration. 

 
3.  Resources and supports to facilitate understanding of SGPs. 

 
Key concern: 

• Ongoing training and guidance to the field is needed to help build the capacity of teachers and 
administrators to both interpret and appropriately use the data associated with the SGPs.  
 

Recommendations: 
• Ensure that professional development opportunities, guidance and supports are provided to 

administrators and teachers on interpreting and using SGPs – similar to the type of training 
models put in place by HI DOE for student learning objectives (SLOs).  
 

Student Learning Objectives 
 

1.  Maintain the SLO process as a teacher-driven and student centered process 
 
Key concern: 

• The district with the longest history of implementing SLOs (Denver Public Schools) has found 
that the SLO process has lapsed across schools when teachers no longer see the important 
connection between the process, their instructional practices, and the needs of their individual 
students.   
 

Recommendations: 
• Although the process of setting objectives in data teams should be standardized, teachers should 

always be empowered to apply their expertise in identifying meaningful objectives and targets for 
student growth.  

• Continue the work of providing guidance to administrators and teachers on quality assurance 
checks using the SLO rubric, and conduct audit checks to review the quality of SLOs generated 
across schools.   

• Sustain communications with complex areas to ensure that the SLOs are understood and 
implemented as a teacher-driven and student-centered process, and that teachers are encouraged 
to set meaningful learning goals that meet the specific needs of the students they serve.  
 

Observation Framework 
 

1. Observation requirements for administrators and differentiating observation requirements for 
teachers 

  
Key concern: 

• Maintaining and sustaining high quality observations over time may be difficult when 
administrators are currently required to conduct two full observation cycles twice a year for each 
classroom teacher in their school. 
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Recommendations: 
• Consider setting differentiated observation cycles for teachers with varying levels of experience 

and observation ratings.  For example, more experienced teachers with high observation ratings 
or deemed to be “effective” on their overall evaluation, could have an observation cycle that 
spans every couple of years (e.g., every 2-5 years) relative to new teachers that will require closer 
observations during their initial years of service.   

• Consider a distributed leadership model where certain observations may be conducted by trained 
and certified master teachers who can assist the principal in the process of conducting two full 
observations each year.  Consider piloting such a model to obtain data on the extent to which 
results are comparable with the current practice.   

 
2.  Final ratings generated from average scores achieved from two observation cycles 

 
Key concern: 

• Currently, the final ratings achieved by teachers on this component are based solely on 
aggregations at the domain level and do not necessarily allow room for principals and teachers to 
negotiate how other contextual factors should be factored into the final observation rating.   

 
Recommendations: 

• The TAG recognizes that the application of professional judgment for administrators to derive a 
final rating on observations will require considerable guidance and practice.  For this reason, the 
TAG recommends building administrator capacity for professional judgment to be exercised as a 
way to ensure that there is room in the future for flexibility to shift ratings when appropriate, 
based on important contextual factors and when backed by credible evidence.  

• Continue the work of monitoring the implementation and quality of observations over time by 
collecting data on the timing of the observations scheduled (i.e., beginning vs. the end of the 
semester), completion rates, and observation rating distributions.   
 

Core Professionalism 
 

1.  Plans to expand the core professionalism component beyond 4f to include new elements from 
the Danielson Framework (e.g., assessing teacher practices). 

 
Key concern: 

• Including new measures under this component may be desirable but not feasible at this time in 
light of current demands on the field to adopt many new initiatives and the need for additional 
training and other resources to do so.   

 
Recommendations: 

• A deliberate process needs to be undertaken to examine the feasibility of including additional 
elements from the Danielson Framework to this component. 

• Build coherence in the EES by ensuring that any new elements used to evaluate Core 
Professionalism have already been implemented in other aspects of the EES or in other reform 
initiatives.  For example, an element based on gathering evidence for teaching practices can use 
the existing evidence gathered by teachers from the SLO process to document the instructional 
strategies and conversations with approvers to move students toward the learning goal.   

• Finding overlapping opportunities between any new elements introduced for Core 
Professionalism and other initiatives may also help incentivize teachers to meet quality standards 
for using evidence collected for this component and to support other efforts.  
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Tripod Survey 
 

1.  Application of Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) to set performance standards for growth on 
survey results. 

 
Key concerns: 

• Similar to the median growth percentile challenges noted in the first section of this memo, the 
norm-based cuts based on the NCEs will always flag the same percentage of teachers in each 
performance category regardless of whether the overall perception scores may have improved 
(i.e., shifted to the right) or decreased (i.e., shifted to the left) over time.  

• Defining performance standards based purely on norms may prevent teachers from focusing on 
meaningful conversations about student perception results relative to the actual scores achieved in 
each classroom.  

• Setting up a system that does not recognize improvements made in satisfaction rates over time 
goes against one of the core design principles of the EES that values recognition of 
improvements. 

 
Recommendations: 

• Evaluate current cuts with stakeholders and determine whether those cuts reflect reasonable 
expectations for each performance level.  

• Ensure that meaningful interpretations of growth can be connected to the performance standards 
or set of selected cuts used to distinguish teachers in different rating categories.  

• Consider anchoring or setting the cuts in the distribution to clear criteria tied to favorability 
ratings and evaluate growth each year relative to those same cuts. 

 
Important note:  the TAG may have the opportunity to interact with Ron Ferguson at the April meeting 
and may provide additional recommendations for this component.    
 

2. Differences found in the distribution of favorability outcomes between secondary and 
elementary/middle schools. 
 

Key concern: 
• Based on the current distributions of favorability ratings found across different levels, the range 

found in the secondary schools is notably different from those found at the elementary and middle 
schools (i.e., secondary schools span a much wider range of favorability percentages compared to 
other levels).   

 
Recommendations: 

• Define different performance level standards for secondary schools and develop the cut-points for 
ratings based on those distinct standards.   

 
 
EE System Overall 
 

1. The values reflected in the decision matrix cells to determine an overall effectiveness rating 
 
Key concern: 

• Some cells in the decision matrix may need to be revisited with stakeholders since a few of the 
values may be inconsistent with the performance standards set for each half of the system.   
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Recommendations: 
• Consider re-evaluating a few of the cells based on the performance descriptors established to set 

ratings within each component.  A standard-setting process may be employed to first help clearly 
define the performance standards associated with each effectiveness rating category, and then to 
help guide decisions on whether the values attributed to certain cells of concern can be upheld.  

• In particular, the TAG advised that HI DOE should carefully consider if educators with 
unsatisfactory ratings on teacher practices should evade an overall unsatisfactory classification 
for all levels of performance above unsatisfactory on growth and learning.    

• Review other cells in the matrix to evaluate the possibility of providing more opportunities for 
teachers to achieve “highly effective” classifications. 

 
2. Conducting validation checks on the system. 

 
Note:  A concern is not issued here since HI DOE has already started the work of developing a validation 
framework based on questions identified in a data framework which includes both short- and long-term 
areas for evaluating the EES.  This will, however, become a concern if no traction is achieved by the 
summer of 2014 to finalize a validation plan for each component and the system overall.  
 
Recommendations: 

• Continue the work of developing a validation plan using many of the questions already defined in 
the data framework.  The TAG can assist in helping to define this validation plan during the April 
meeting to position the department well for setting up the structures and resources needed to 
evaluate some of the shorter-term objectives of the system.   
 

3. Using the system to dismiss new teachers deemed ineffective in the 2013-2014 year. 
 
This issue was raised by HI DOE during the meeting but was tabled to serve as a key discussion topic in 
the next TAG meeting.  Considering the high-stakes nature of this policy for new teachers, 
recommendations addressing concerns about this policy will be shaped for the joint committee’s 
consideration after the TAG meeting in April and should be resolved before the end of the school year.   

 
 


