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January 16, 2015 

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:  Terry Holck and Ronn Nozoe, Educator Effectiveness System 

(EES) Joint Committee Team Leads 
 
RE:  Joint Committee Recommendations Regarding Educator 

Effectiveness System Design and Implementation  
  
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 
met again on December 1, 2014. The committee presented its 
recommendations to you at the conclusion of the December 1 meeting; 
incoming HSTA Executive Director Wilbert Holck joined you for the 
presentation and discussion of the committee’s recommendations. 

The Joint Committee process continues to be collaborative and 
rigorous.  Again, the committee functioned as a professional learning 
community, using data and focusing on improving the EES design and 
implementation to “inform practice and advance student learning.” 

The December 1 meeting was the first meeting following 
implementation of changes to the EES for the 2014-15 school 
year.  Thus, the committee spent much of its meeting time discussing 
reception of the changes and identifying topics and data for further 
deliberation. 

Notably, the committee members agreed that the adjustments for 2014-
15 EES implementation improved the EES.  Teachers who participated 
in the feedback process (e.g., Teacher Leader Work Group) felt valued 
because they felt their voices were heard.  However, committee 
members observed that the design changes were unsettling for a number 
of teachers and created some disruption.  Committee members also 
reported feedback from teachers that even positive changes need to be 
signaled early to allow for time to communicate the changes and for 
teachers to respond with changes in behavior in anticipation of 
implementation; for example, committee members reported that a 
number of teachers told them that they would have strived for the 
“highly effective” rating during the 2013-14 school year if they had  
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known that the 2013-14 rating would have been extended to the 2014-15 school year (a change 
that was announced in June 2014).   
The changes for 2014-15 were intended, in part, to reduce the burden of data collection for EES 
in order to preserve more time for developing understanding of the EES components for 
improvement and for planning and instruction.  However, in some cases, the burden reduction 
was offset by the time spent communicating the changes.  And in some cases, such as Student 
Learning Objectives, refinement made the process “feel new.” 

Committee members agreed with the adjustments, all which were recommended or discussed in 
committee, to improve coherence, promote values for teaching and learning, and facilitate 
implementation. However, committee members also recognize the value in continuity of the 
design and implementation to facilitate understanding, familiarity and skill in the system.  Being 
more attentive to the pace of change, communication about changes, and consideration of 
potential downstream implications (for example, impact of changes on having multiple 
measures) need to all be considered as changes are considered for the future.   

The committee remains committed to successful implementation and impact of the EES for 
strengthening teaching and learning.  The committee strives to improve the design, 
implementation, support and communication to ensure integrity of the process and to promote 
improvement in teaching and learning, avoiding a culture of compliance.  The committee 
identified several action items: 

Joint Survey:  The committee agreed to sponsor another joint survey, probably in early 
February, for a broad assessment of teachers’ understanding and impact of the EES.  The 
committee considered other options (e.g., focus groups) but decided the survey of all teachers 
provides a broad perspective of implementation, allows all teachers to provide feedback, and can 
provide comparison data from the February 2014 survey.  HSTA and DOE agreed to promote the 
survey to maximize participation which will include prioritizing the joint survey administration 
and “clearing the decks” of other surveys during the survey administration and the period 
immediately preceding survey administration; RJ Rodriguez for HSTA and Stephen Schatz for 
DOE are responsible for checking their organization’s plans for surveys and working with the 
organizational leaders to prioritize the EES joint survey. Harold K.L. Castle Foundation will 
sponsor the survey again.   
 
Rather than assign the survey development to lead staffers at HSTA and DOE, the Joint 
Committee will be responsible for working with Ward Research which conducted the prior 
year’s survey.  Survey topics will include questions from the Teacher Leader Work Group 
(meeting January 15 and 16) on design, implementation and support, questions asked previously 
about depth of understanding, questions about changes made this year, and use of evaluation to 
improve practice. 
 
Analysis of 2013-14 EES Data:  The Joint Committee reviewed final EES data from the 2013-
14 school year provided by David Moyer, Acting Director of the DOE’s Data Governance and 
Analysis Branch (Attachment A).  The committee made these initial observations: 

1. Components that received the highest rating distribution were Student Learning 
Objectives, Core Professionalism and the Working Portfolio; 
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2. Student growth appears to underlie the most variation in the overall rating, providing a 
larger percentage of Highly Effective and Marginal ratings than teacher practice; 

3. Most complex areas had similar rating distributions of summative ratings, though the two 
Zones had higher rates of Marginal teachers; 

4. The summative ratings are correlated with years of experience.  Teachers in the 
beginning of their career are more likely to receive a Marginal rating; similarly, the 
likelihood of teachers being Highly Effective increases with years of experience.  The 
committee expressed concerns about the number of schools where none of the teachers 
rated as “Highly Effective” or as “Marginal” and request that the Technical Advisory 
Group review this matter; 

5. Teachers in tested and non-tested grades/subjects had similar distributions of summative 
ratings.  Therefore, it did not appear that the process was “harder” for either group, and 

6. The committee did not identify specific concerns about the distribution of summative 
ratings being higher for resource teachers since resource teachers should be selected for 
their effectiveness. 

 
The committee also requested additional data to better inform the discussion and address 
questions raised by the data already provided: 
 

1. Summative ratings disaggregated by years of experience within a complex area:   

2. Summative ratings disaggregated by elementary vs. secondary; 

3. Labels of sample size on the data reports; 

4. Number of observations completed in first semester, school year 2014-15; 

5. Correlation of poverty and special needs with distribution of ratings; 

6. Identification whether there are statistically significant differences in distribution of 
summative ratings across complexes; 

7. Data specifically for beginning teachers (distribution of component scores, summative 
ratings by complex); 

8. Summative and component ratings and component ratings disaggregated by teacher 
category (classroom-tested, classroom-nontested, school level resource, etc); 

9. Distribution of school-level Median Growth Percentiles (MGP);  

10. Distribution school-level MGPs by teachers’ summative ratings, and 

11. Information about the extent to which Student Growth Percentile “makes or breaks” an 
Unsatisfactory or Marginal rating. 
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Human Resource Data - Teacher Separations:  The committee also reviewed data on teacher 
separations which include retirements, terminations, resignations (Attachment B).  The 
committee found that the trend of separations was similar to prior years.  The data did not 
support a prior concern that there would be an “exodus” of teachers from the system in 2013-14 
in response to pressures from EES and reforms.  The committee requests more detailed data on 
separations of beginning teachers. 

Delayed Use of Student Growth Percentile:  The committee discussed the Superintendent’s 
memo of 10/30/14 about DOE’s exploration of the “delayed use of SGP for teacher and principal 
evaluation systems.”  The intent of the potential delay is to allow time for unfettered 
implementation of Common Core State Standards and to provide assurances regarding technical 
matters in transitioning to new large scale, summative assessment in an abundance of caution. 

Delaying use of SGP so that it will not apply to the 2014-15 school year and 2015-16 will require 
multiple approvals including Hawaii State Board of Education as an exception to Board Policy 
2055 and U.S. Department of Education as a change to Hawaii’s approved waiver for flexibility 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act.   

Key takeaways from the committee discussion were: 
 

1. EES Technical Advisory Group (TAG) did not find a technical reason to delay use of 
SGP in the 2014-15 ratings since the ratings are based on the “bridge” Hawaii State 
Assessment.  The TAG did not anticipate a statistical reason for technical problems with 
the SGP component for 2015-16, based on Smarter/Balanced Assessment Consortium 
(SBAC) test, but the TAG recommended analyzing the data before implementing SGP 
based on the state’s initial administration of SBAC. 

2. The committee’s preliminary review of the EES component data from 2013-14 indicated 
that SGP was not a “gotcha” measure.  Further analysis needs to be done to determine 
impact of SGP on teachers, in tested and non-tested grades/subjects, and teachers with 
evaluation data on the “bubble” of the predetermined cut off points.  However, it does not 
appear that the impact of including SGP in the current evaluation design reflects the 
apprehension reported through several feedback loops. 

3. The committee echoed TAG’s concern that delaying SGP as a component of the EES 
rating may affect the technical soundness of the rating, since the TAG review of the 
system and committee review had been based on the use of SGP. 

4. Delaying use of SGP for 2014-15 school year would leave most teachers with only one 
Student Learning Objective (SLO) as a measure of student learning and growth. This is 
antithetical to the EES design principles, BOE policy, and MOU between HSTA and 
DOE that there are multiple measures for each domain of the teacher evaluation (“student 
growth and learning” and “teacher practice”) .  Committee members expressed concern 
that the delay would significantly increase the weight of a single SLO for their rating of 
“student growth and learning” for teachers in tested subjects/grades (e.g. an increase from 
25% weight for an SLO to 50% weight). 
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5. There are ongoing concerns about the “lag” in SGP which were expressed in two ways.   

a. First, since SBAC is a summative test, teachers are not able to use results of the 
SBAC to formatively improve instruction with the students who were tested 
(“lag” is defined as time difference between test administration in fourth quarter 
and results being made available in summer after the school year has 
ended).  There had been some concerns that sharing of Hawaii State Assessment 
student test results were significantly delayed, but test results were made available 
to schools and teachers in immediately upon completion of test administration in 
Spring 2014 and student growth measures were made available in November 
2014. 

b. Second, a more common reference to “lag” is that the application of SGP to the 
EES rating is based on the prior school year’s administration of the assessment 
(e.g., students’ growth demonstrated on 2014-15 assessment applies to teacher’s 
2015-16 evaluation rating).  The issue is the extent to which SGP is 
contemporaneous to the year’s evaluating rating.  The committee raised several 
strategies which may ameliorate the issues with lag: 

i. Using multiple years of data to determine SGP so that it is a multi-year 
“rolling average” rather than a single year’s measure. 

ii. Reducing weight of SGP for all teachers. 

iii. Providing a preliminary annual rating for teachers before the end of the 
school year using that school year’s SBAC scores and confirming the 
rating once full analysis of SBAC scores is complete, or provide 
summative rating to teachers in summer following the school year once 
full analysis is complete. Several other jurisdictions postpone providing 
final rating until SGPs are calculated and verified for the year.  Currently, 
HSTA-Department of Education and State of Hawaii Board of Education 
collective bargaining agreement requires that teachers who are rated as 
less than Effective receive final notification by the third Friday in May, 
which drives the timeline for producing ratings.  However the same 
provision of the contract allows for the date to be changed upon mutual 
agreement of an alternate date (Article VIII.N). 

6. HSTA members of the committee emphasized that they support a delay in SGP in the 
evaluation because of concerns that the new large scale assessment is relatively unknown, 
a campaign by the National Education Association against over-testing, and their 
conversation with Ruthanne Buck, Senior Advisor to the U.S. Department of Education 
Secretary, where Buck reportedly expressed an invitation to suspend use of SGP during 
transition to new tests (e.g., SBAC) and in order to support implementation of the 
Common Core State Standards. 
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7. The committee agreed that coaching for teachers about SGP provides value to the test and 
that the importance (and support) for a coaching conversation between administrators and 
teachers and among teachers about SGP should be emphasized. 

Issues for discussion when the committee reconvenes in Spring 2015:   

1. Differentiated cycles for data collection for evaluation; 

2. Update on use of SGP for 2014-15 ratings; 

3. Differentiated evaluation components for beginning teachers; 

4. Duration covered by an SLO (semester vs. year); 

5. Cross-school professional learning communities to work on SLO development, 
particularly for teachers do not have counterparts with similar job responsibilities at the 
school (e.g., counselor, music teacher, CTE teacher), and 

6. Continuation of “highly effective” summative rating:  Some committee members 
observed that achieving the highly effective rating was fostering competition among 
teachers which they viewed as divisive and suggested using the full range of descriptors 
for the components but return to the three rating system of unsatisfactory, marginal and 
effective (formerly “satisfactory”) as to avoid competition. 

In light of issue identified for communicating changes well in advance of implementation, the 
committee recommends considering an earlier date for determining adjustments for the 2014-15 
school year.  This includes determination which adjustments implemented for 2014-15 will 
continue into 2015-16.  The committee acknowledges that the earlier timeline for decision 
making will forego consideration of the full year of implementation as well as analyses of the 
full year’s worth of data about ratings and teachers’ and administrators’ experience with 
implementation.  Ronn Nozoe will report back to the committee on timeline for EES changes for 
2015-16 given these considerations. 

Committee will reconvene in Spring 2015, likely in late February or in March. 
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Attachments 
 
A. EES data reviewed by Joint Committee 

B. Data on HIDOE teacher separations 

  

  



Disaggregated 2013-2014 Educator 
Effectiveness Results

January 2015

Reviewed initially by EES Joint 
Committee on December 1, 2014

Attachment A.  EES data reviewed by Joint Committee



Classroom Teacher of Non-
Tested Grades and Subjects: 

~6400 (~23%)

Classroom Teacher of Tested Grades 
and Subjects: ~2560 (~56%)

Non-Classroom Non School: 
~400 (~4%)

Non-Classroom Teacher 
in Schools: ~1900 (17%)





Years of Experience and Overall Rating

Highly Effective

Effective

Marginal
Unsatisfactory
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Attachment B.  Data on HIDOE teacher separations 
 

DOE Teacher Separations 
 SY 2011-12 SY 2012-13 SY 2013-14 
Retirements 306 284 331 
Resignations 624 627 687 
Terminations 182 115 113 
Total Separations 1112 1026 1131 
DOE Teachers (as of Oct. 1st) 12,799 12,869 13,009 
Total Separations 8.69% 7.97% 8.69% 
Retirements 2.39% 2.21% 2.54% 
Resignations 4.88% 4.87% 5.28% 
Terminations 1.42% 0.89% 0.87% 
*Note: Terminations include: Death, Inability to Assign Teacher, Temp Teacher Not Qualified, 
Discharge 
  
Source:  Department of Education Office of Human Resources 


