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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To:   Ronn Nozoe, Deputy Superintendent, Hawaii Department of Education 
  Tammie Picklesimer, EES Project Lead, Hawaii Department of Education 
 
From: Elena Diaz-Bilello (NCIEA) with input from TAG members: Chris Domaleski (NCIEA); 

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

 
Subject:  Educator Effectiveness System Design Recommendations  
 
Date:  May 15, 2014 
 
 
 
This memorandum captures key recommendations and considerations for the Hawaii State Teachers 
Association and Hawaii Department of Education (HI DOE) Joint Committee by the Technical Advisory 
Group (TAG).  The TAG convened on April 11-12th, 2014 to address additional Educator Effectiveness 
System (EES) design issues, including:  the impact of assessment transitions on the use and interpretation 
of Student Growth Percentiles (SGPs) for the EES; additional technical considerations with the SGPs; 
which Tripod survey scores to use and report; and, the current policy of dismissing new teachers who earn 
an “unsatisfactory” rating on the EES in 2013-2014.  Unless noted otherwise, the recommendations 
presented apply to EES design modifications for the 2014-2015 school year.  Key recommendations are 
bulleted below in bold with an explanatory paragraph that follows to provide context for the TAG’s 
recommendations. 
 
Analyses to evaluate the impact of assessment transitions on student growth percentiles (SGP) for the 
EES are captured in a separate attachment to this memorandum.  This attachment outlines the desired 
results from conducting analyses to assess the impact of interpreting and using growth results and 
presents a set of considerations to help guide the decision to use the SGPs for accountability purposes 
going forward.   
 
Student Growth Percentile  
 

• Anchor the criterion referenced cuts to meaningful definitions of “low”, “typical” and 
“high” growth based on average growth expectations that need to be achieved by lower 
performing students.   

 
Reviewing the growth-to-standard “wave charts” will serve as a basis to help guide the process for 
identifying what “low” and “high” growth should look like relative to the lowest performing students in 
the state.  In other states and districts, establishing thresholds for defining cut-points in the median growth 
percentile (MGP) distribution, the low range generally spans from the 30th through the 40th percentile, and 
the high range spans from the 60th to the 80th percentile.  As indicated in the first TAG memo, setting 
performance standards based on growth expectations serves to communicate a sound rationale for 
justifying the placement of cut-scores in the system.  
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• Factor in the margin of error when classifying teachers into one of the four scoring 
categories (i.e., 1-4) on SGPs.  

 
Establishing the margin of error around each cut-point set in the MGP distribution will help mitigate 
classification error that might result in a lower rating category by giving educators ‘the benefit of the 
doubt.’ Due to the high stakes nature of the system for individual teachers, the TAG recommends that the 
standard error should only apply in one direction (i.e., considering the lower bound) to ensure only 
teachers with low observed performance are clearly identified.  For example, if the threshold for low 
growth is set at the 35th percentile and the standard error is associated with 5 percentile points, all teachers 
located below the 30th percentile would be flagged as being located in the lowest or 1 rating category.  
One issue that needs to be decided by HI DOE is whether the margin of error established should be 
defined using either 1 or 2 standard errors.  Two standard errors would more effectively guard against 
potential erroneous assignment of lower ratings.  However, it would also lower the growth thresholds set 
for each cut point in the system and potentially introduce imprecision related to ‘good enough’ growth 
necessary to achieve higher performance categories.  On the other hand, using one standard error would 
reduce the protection against false lower classifications.  The cut-points associated with using one 
standard error would also be more closely aligned with the cut-points set for growth used in Strive HI and 
in Principal evaluations.   
 

• Consider reporting the growth thresholds based on the lower bound of the margin of error 
established for each cut point. 

 
To avoid potential complications in communicating the actual set of cut-points used to define standards 
for low, typical and high growth, the TAG recommends that the lower bound for the margin of error 
established around each cut point set be used as the reported cuts.  This may help clarify for principals 
and teachers on which MGP value is being used in the system to differentiate performance levels within 
the MGP distribution.  
 

• Consider re-evaluating the current weight placed on the MGPs for student learning and 
growth in the EES due to the “lagging” nature of the data. 

 
In contrast to all other components in the EES, the MGPs are based on lagged data or data generated from 
the prior school year.  Considering that the MGP data are reflective of less current data than the other data 
points being used to evaluate teachers in the EES, the Joint Committee may want to consider factoring in 
the MGPs into a teacher’s evaluation at a lower weight than the weight attributed to more current SLOs.  
Reconsidering the weight distribution is more critical for teachers instructing in tested grades and subjects 
where the current weight on MGPs comprises a quarter of their total evaluation.    
 
School-wide MGPs 
 

• Ensure approaches used to classify growth for teachers on school-wide MGPs for English 
Language Arts (ELA) correspond to approaches used to classify growth for schools on 
school-wide MGPs. 

 
To ensure that school-wide measures used between teacher and school accountability systems are aligned, 
HI DOE may want to consider ensuring that both systems use the same approaches to set performance 
standards for growth in the system.  It is further suggested that the margin of error is factored in when 
classifying growth achieved by students at either the classroom or the school level.  Currently, Strive HI 
has five possible ratings for growth but there is no documentation available that describes the 
performance standards used to set the cut-scores on the MGP distributions for each content area.  If the 
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EES for 2014-2015 incorporates the recommendations from the TAG to define cuts based upon 
performance standards reflecting growth expectations for lower performing students, then HI DOE may 
also want to ensure that the Strive HI school accountability system also uses this approach for defining 
the placement of cut-scores in the system.  
 

• Explore the possibility of using the ACT results as an alternative school-wide growth 
measure for teachers instructing upper level courses in high school 

 
After the 2014-2015 school year when two years of ACT data are available for review, HI DOE may want 
to explore the use of the ACT assessments for teachers instructing upper level high school courses in 
place of the use of the current school-wide ELA MGPs based on grade 10 outcomes for these teachers’ 
evaluation.  Although the TAG agreed that all teachers should contribute to the literacy development of 
students in the school, the school-wide high school MGPs is based on outcomes of students that 
instructors in the higher grades do not necessarily influence, especially if vertical teams are not 
established in some school sites.  The ACT assessments aligned with post-secondary readiness goals may 
serve as better measures for students receiving instruction from teachers in upper level high school 
courses.   
 

• Ensure that an automatic flag is built into the EES data system to identify cases where the 
results on the school-wide MGPs brings down a teacher’s rating from effective to marginal 
or from marginal to unsatisfactory.   

 
In the rare instance where a school-wide MGP may lower the rating of a teacher and trigger 
consequences, an automatic flag should be built into the data system to flag these cases for further 
scrutiny.  Administrators can then review these cases and determine whether the higher rating or the 
lower rating should be upheld.  This recommendation is being made to ensure that the school-wide MGP 
measure does not function as a lever for triggering consequences in an individual teacher’s personnel 
evaluation.  
 
Tripod Survey Recommendations 
 

• Select the scoring approach that best aligns with the goals and principles set in the system. 
 
At issue is whether HI DOE should use the unadjusted normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores, the 
adjusted NCEs, or some other score to report summary outcomes for teachers on the Tripod Survey.  The 
four scoring options that are being considered to report survey outcomes are the favorability percentages, 
the average or composite scores reported from the 7Cs, the unadjusted NCEs, and the adjusted NCEs.  
Although the Joint Committee (see Joint Committee memo dated February 28, 2014) requested that the 
TAG provide a recommendation on the use of NCEs, the TAG agreed that the decision to use one scoring 
option is largely a policy decision since each option offers both advantages and disadvantages, and there 
is no clear technical rationale for only using one scoring option. For example, unlike the unadjusted 
NCEs, the adjusted NCEs can account for observed differences in score distributions between the lower 
and higher grade levels, and may also account for other important factors.  However, since the model used 
to generate adjusted NCEs also includes variables that do not contribute to explaining the variability 
found in Tripod scores1, the over-specified model compared to the unadjusted model would not 
necessarily yield more accurate scores for all teachers.   
 
According to the founder of the Tripod Survey (Ron Ferguson), the adjusted and non-adjusted NCEs 
yield similar scores for teachers with differences only apparent at the tails (i.e., extreme ends) of the 
                                                        
1 This information was revealed during the TAG conversation with Ron Ferguson on Thursday, April 11.  
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distribution.  The Joint Committee will need to weigh the communication and policy trade-offs of setting 
different expectations for teachers if the adjusted approach is selected over the unadjusted approach and 
determine which scoring approach best aligns with the goals and principles set in the system.    
 
The Tripod group also recommended that the adjusted and unadjusted may be considered together and 
that the higher rating of both NCEs reported could then be used for a teacher’s evaluation.  Although the 
TAG notes that this recommendation from the Tripod group presents one viable solution, using and 
reporting two scores may present considerable communication challenges to all stakeholders.  
 

• When comparing unadjusted and adjusted NCEs, use the nationally-normed NCEs until 
two years of survey data are available to compare and review the state-normed results 
against the nationally-normed results.  

 
The TAG recommends that the norming group used to compare unadjusted with adjusted NCE scores 
should be based on national data for the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 years until two full years of complete 
survey data have been collected from all school sites.  The rationale for using the nationally-normed 
NCEs for the current and following school year is that the nationally-normed results based on a much 
larger sample than state data will likely have better distributional properties, and therefore will provide 
better information for comparing unadjusted with adjusted NCE results.  After two years of data are 
available, NCEs using the state as the norming group can be computed and compared against results from 
the nationally normed NCEs.  EES stakeholders can then decide whether the state results are notably 
different to justify using state-norms rather than national-norms.  
 

• Factor in the margin of error when classifying teachers into one of the four scoring 
categories (i.e., 1-4) on Tripod. 

 
Similar to the rationale presented above for using the margin of error associated with the cut point set on 
the MGPs, a margin of error can also be considered for establishing more precise classification ratings (1-
4) for teachers on the survey. 
 

• Establish performance standards to set cut-points in the distribution of survey scores for 
teachers. 

 
The TAG recommends that within the next two months, the Tripod survey scores should be compared 
against scores from the other components of the system to help identify appropriate cut-points for Tripod 
using the points of inflection (i.e., the point where there is a notable change in performance) on the other 
components as a basis to help set those cuts.  The points of inflection will vary based upon which 
component is reviewed and HI DOE will need to make a policy decision on which component serves as 
the best referent for establishing performance criteria and cut-points set in the system.  However, because 
Ron Ferguson from the Tripod Group had noted to the TAG that the data from the 7Cs can provide 
valuable information for teachers to improve their instructional practices, the component that would best 
inform the setting of the cuts for the survey data is the observation data.   
 
Regardless of which component is used to establish the cuts, the favorability percentages need to be 
reviewed as an additional check and context for reviewing survey performance differences relative to cut-
points set in the system. In the 2014-2015 year, the TAG recommends that a formal standard-setting panel 
facilitated by a standard-setting expert be established to both review and potentially re-establish the initial 
set of performance standards and accompanying cut-scores. Panel members should comprise of members 
of the Higher Education community in Hawaii, teachers, administrators, and other educational experts.  
The work from this panel will help validate and provide an external check on the set of cuts and 
performance standards set for the Tripod survey using data from other components in the system. 
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Dismissing unsatisfactory rated new teachers based on the 2013-14 school year results 
 

• Reconsider this policy based on possible negative effects on teacher education programs and 
recruitment efforts. 

 
Considering that a dismissal based on the evaluation results is possible within the first year of entering the 
teaching profession, the TAG cautions that this policy may have negative effects such as deterring current 
students in higher education from entering teacher education programs and reducing the number of new 
teachers or transferring teachers from joining schools with challenging student populations.   The policy 
seems contrary to Hawaii’s core values and current HIDOE policy providing mentors for all newly hired 
teachers, the intent of which is to help them become successful teachers. Additionally, this one year time 
horizon given to new teachers to improve does not align with the two-year time frame for new teachers to 
demonstrate improvement leading to tenure. Institutions of Higher Education must implement new 
candidate evaluation systems (edTPA or PPAT) that provide evidence that candidates who are 
recommended for licensure are job ready. Research clearly shows that it takes additional on-the-job 
experience with coaching for teachers to reach optimal effectiveness. To terminate a teacher after only 
one year given the financial investment they have made to prepare for teaching and the investment that 
Institutions have made to prepare them may impact ability to recruit candidates, but also impacts HIDOE 
retention rates. 
 

• Form an expert review panel to help weigh the evidence against other data sources and 
contextual factors to confirm unsatisfactory ratings. 

 
Should HI DOE decide to uphold this policy for the 2013-2014 year, the TAG recommends that a review 
panel be established to help evaluate the evidence from the EES against other data sources available and 
context considerations at the school site to determine whether the unsatisfactory rating and subsequent 
dismissal is warranted. 
 
Considering that all five components of the EES system have only been implemented for this year and 
checks on the entire implementation process have not yet been completed to date, dismissal decisions 
using these data should be reviewed and supported by the professional judgment of a review panel.    
 

• Consider establishing a formal peer review panel based on the model used at Montgomery 
County to ensure that struggling teachers are assigned to a support team during the school 
year. 
 

The Montgomery teacher evaluation system is widely known and recognized internationally as a leader in 
the area of having established a sound and teacher-supported peer review panel system to structure and 
design supports for struggling teachers.  One possible model to consider in Hawaii would be to build a 
support team at each complex area using a similar model to the one used in Montgomery County.  This 
complex area based team would design improvement activities for struggling teachers and monitor their 
progress during the school year.  At the state level, central staff can assist the complex area teams by 
providing guidance as requested to help design improvement activities and to review individual cases of 
marginal or unsatisfactory rated teachers.  Developing a tiered support structure for struggling teachers at 
each complex area and at the state level would directly complement the state’s tri-level support model. In 
Hawaii, struggling teachers should be identified immediately based upon prior scores achieved from the 
2013-2014 year or based upon low ratings received on semester one observation and survey scores.  

 


