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Good Afternoon Senator Stillman, Representative Fleischmann and other
members of the Education Committee. My name is Mark Waxenberg; Executive
Director of Connecticut Education Association, also with me is Sheila Cohen,
President of Connecticut Education Association, (CEA). Thank you for the
opportunity to address you today on the two proposed bills listed above,

Rather than commenting at length about the specificity of the language in each
hill, we have provided you with exhibits supporting CEA’s position on each bill.

Let us articulate in simple terms what our position is: On the bill dealing with
Common Core, our exhibits prove that the Common Core issue is like a traffic
light.

“There Is a light which means stop — CEA does not support this”.
“There is a light, which means go; CEA does not support this”.
“Einally, there is a light which means look both ways and proceed with
caution, that is CEA’s position”.

Specifically, our exhibits support our position and we are extremely pleased that
the Governor, through his Executive Order, has created a working group that

supports our position as well.

CC | - shows the timeline of the CCSS occurring in Connecticut, which may
conflict with previous statements made by others about teacher involvement.

CC Il - Document from SDE sent in October of 2011 which cites activities. My
notes indicate on page 3 the reality as of today.

CC Il - statement from CEA President, Sheila Cohen on standards.



CC IV — CEA News Release stating CEA’s position and concerns about Common Core based on teacher
polling data. “Proceed with Caution”.

CC V — Specific responses from members polled that support our position.
CC VI - Analysis of 2 slides presented in 2010 that raised the caution flag.

CC VIl - Responses from ALL CEA Locals on what training, professional development, or curriculum
coordination has occurred since 2010 for the implementation of CCSS and the assessment of SBAC.

CC VIIi - Unsolicited and original responses from 4" graders as prepared by one of the students (Scribe)
in a discussion group the student initiated. This was not teacher lead or encouraged. It came from a
discussion at dinner with a parent and the parent suggesting to get the oplinions of her classmates on
the SBAC Test, As you can see, “Proceed with Caution”.

Secondly, regarding the bill dealing with PEAC Guidelines,
CEA/s position is clear here as well.

This legislation body needs to determine if they choose to confer policy making authority in the areas
cited in the Education Reform Bill of 2012 over to an administrative agency.

This legislation refiects agreements made in PEAC that do not require legislation, but t do not believe
that is the point. This legislation raises a broader concern, that we previously stated. If the legislature
chooses to say that they will keep “hands off” unless and until trouble arises, that’s a position to take.
On the other hand, if the legislature chooses it wants to codify portions of the guidelines so they cannot
be manipulated without legislative input, that's a position to take.

As you decide what road you choose to take, we will continue to make good faith efforts using our
“Road to PEAC” process - to modify existing guidelines for the best interest of students, parents,
teachers and public education.

We have attached exhibits that give some background and history that you may need in your
discussions, We continue to work with all constituent groups to share ideas in accordance with the
Governor's letter dated January 28, 2014,

PEAC #1 — Governors letter dated January 28, 2014 with highiights on page 2.

PEAC #2 — Which clearly states CEA's support for the new flexibility as a first step.

PEAC #3 — CEA Press Release highlighting a Hamden study and promoting growth over time versus
having 22.5% of teachers’ evaluations be totally dependent on a single student test score, which is the
present case,

PEAC #4 — CEA document sent to all our Locals explaining flexibility and its impact.

In closing, | hope this testimony and exhibits are clear and unambiguous and effectively communicate
Connecticut Education Associations’ position on these issues.

Thank you for the opportunity.
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Adoption Steps

May 2009: Memorandum of Agreement with the Council of Chief State
School Officers and the National Governors Association signhed by
Governor Rell and Commissioner McQuillan

» November 2009; SDE consultants provide feedback to first draft of
Common Core State Standards

» February 2010: SDE consultants provide feedback to second draft of
Common Core State Standards

» March 2010: State Board presentation outlining pre-adoption strategic plan
» May-June 2010: Final Common Core State Standards published,;

Comparison Study conducted identifying degree of similarity between
Common Core State Standards and Connecticut standards

» June 2010: Race to the Top Phase 2 Application describes Connecticut’s
intention to adopt and implement Common Core State Standards

» June 2010! Stakeholder Engagement Conference to raise awareness of
Common Core State Standards, elicit judgments and recommendations, and
promote buy-in; Independent evaluator’s report synthesized feedback

July 2010: State Board adoption
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October 25, 2011

Common Core State Standards

History and Background of the Standards

In the spring of 2009, governors and state commissioners of education from 48 states, two
territories and the District of Columbia committed to developing a Common Core State
Standards (CCSS) for K-12 English language arts and mathematics. The CCSS were designed to
consist of fewer, clearer and higher-level standards; to be aligned with college and work
expectations; to include rigorous content and application of knowledge through higher-order
thinking skills; to build upon the strengths and lessons of current state standards; to be
internationally benchmarked so that all students will be prepared to succeed in our global
economy; and to be based on evidence and research. On July 7,2010, with a unanimous vote,
the State Board of Education adopted CCSS in English language arts and mathematics that will
establish what Connecticut’s public school students should know and be abie to do as they
progress from kindergarten through Grades 12.

State adoption of the CCSS will result in changes to what is taught, when it is taught and how it
is taught. Because the CCSS do not address pedagogy, full implementation relies on content
experts at the classroom level to determine how students will advance through the grades
and meet each year’s grade-specific standards. The English language arts standards require
that students systematically develop literacy skills and understandings through reading, writing,
speaking and listening. For Grades 6-12, there is also a set of standards for English language
arts in the content areas. The mathematics standards are designed to focus on developing
students’ understanding of mathematical concepts and acquisition of fundamental reasoning
habits, in addition to fluency skills. These standards are now the new Connecticut Standards.

Implementing Common Core Standards

Implementing began as soon as the standards were released in the spring of 2010 and consisted
of a multi-step process to inform and engage education stakeholders. Through an inclusive
process, CSDE obtained stakeholder feedback regarding the alignment, rigor and quality of the
CCSS, thus broadening aceeptance and understanding of the standards in advance of
implementation.

Common Core Comparison Study

In May 2010, CSDE content standards experts together with over 50 English language arts and
mathematics content specialists from Regional Educational Service Centers (RESCs) and from
school districts conducted a comparison study between Common Core and Connecticut
standards. The resulting reports summarized the percentage of matches between Common Core
and state standards, as well as the strength of those matches and where there were grade level
differences. Following the comparison study, English language arts and mathematics crosswalk
documents were developed to show the correlation between the CCSS and Connecticut
standards.
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CCSS Stakeholder Engagement

The CCSS Stakeholder Engagement Conference was held to share the results of the standard-to-
standard comparison and to provide an opportunity for educational and other experts to provide
feedback about the quality of the new standards. One hundred and eighty one individuals were
invited to attend the June 2010 CCSS Stakeholder Engagement Conference. These individuals
represented a broad sample of education stakeholders and included administrators, teachexs,
specialists from RESCs, and representatives from parent, community, and social advocacy
organizations. During the conference, participants reviewed the gap analysis results and
completed of two feedback surveys.

Ongoing Implementation

Since June 2010, ongoing planning for implementing CCSS has occurred resulting in a number
of targeted and sustained actions to support districts in transitioning to the standards. Over the
course of the next three years, CSDE will continue to provide direction for full implementation,
To date, many CCSS presentations have been provided for stakeholder groups including:

e P-20 Council Meetings -- Fall 2010 and Fall 2011

Northeastern Educational Research Association - Fall 2010

Connecticut Reading Association — November 2010 and November 2011

Aptil 2011 Higher Iducation Symposium

August 2011 Connecticut Assessment IForum

Superintendent’s Back fo School Meeting — August 2010 and August 2011

Regional Curriculum Development Sessions - Summer 2011 and Fall 2011, Ongoing

» Special Education Director’s Back to School Meeting - September 2011

» New England Board of Higher Education Board Meeting — Fall 2011

o Connecticut’s Vision for Implementing the Common Core State Standards Statewide
Conference — September 2011

s Associated Teachers Of Mathematics In Connecticut - 2011

o CABE/CAPSS Meetings and Newsletters - Ongoing

o RESC Language Arts Councils, Mathematics Councils and Curriculum Councils -
Ongoing

o Connecticut Education Association - Ongoing

* School District Presentations - Ongoing

During the winter and spring of 2011, the CSDE created foundational documents for
designing rigorous curriculums in K-12 mathematics and English language arts, based on the
CCSS. State-level Rigorous Curriculum Design (RCD) teams, comprised of content
specialists from the local districts, RESCs, the State Education Resource Center and higher
education, convened to develop this set of guiding documents, which consists of frameworks
for units of study (Attachments A and B) comprised of priority and related supporting = .
standards and pacing calendars. The documents, for use by districts, are part of a
statewide system of technical assistance to facilitate ongoing effective implementation of

2
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the standards. This set of guiding documents, together with the crosswalk documents,
will provide districts with tools for revising eurriculum documents and for
implementing the standards at the classroom level.

During the summer and fall 2011, regional curriculum development sessions were held to
assist districts in using the guiding documents. Teams of district curriculum directors and
curriculum writers attended the sessions for a hand-on opportunity to review, revise and
develop district curriculum documents. These sessions will continue throughout 2011-2012.

SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium and other National Collaborations

_-In June 2010, Connecticut educational Jeadership (Governor, Commissioner of Education, State

~Board of Education Chair, Commissioner of Higher Education, Chancellor of the State

University System and Chancellor of the Community College System) signed a Memorandum of

~ Understanding fo become a governing member of the SBAT and join with 30 0tier stares o Seek

fedetal funds under the RTTTAP grant to develop new systems of assessment. Key factors of

_the SBAC’s proposal that led us to join SBAT included:

Developing an online adaptive summative assessment, complemented with interim
assessments aligned to the summative and extended-time performance tasks of high
cognitive demand (Adaptive assessments are efficient to administer, requiring students to
take fewer items than standard assessments to determine their performance level, and do
a better job of assessing the lower- and higher-performing students within a grade
level.);

Creating a comprehensive system that integrates the standards, instruction, professional
development and assessment;

Creating an on-line digital repository with instructional resources and modules and
educator training materials, including an extensive item bank from which potential end-
of-course assessments could be drawn; and

Planning for extensive teacher involvement (K-12 and higher education) in all aspects of
the assessment development and scoring.

To date SBAC has established its governance structure and Technical Advisory Commnittee of

national experts i the fields of education and measurement, a master Plan of the details of the

wotk through October of 2014, 10 workgroups with state representation to craft Requests for

Proposals (REP) to subcontract most aspects of the work and has already issued RFPs for several
aspects of the project.

To meet the goal of having an operational assessment administered in the spring of 2015 and a
comprehensive system in place, SBAC has established the following primary milestones over the
next four years: :

2011; Develop formative processes and tools to support states in the implementation of

CCSS and specifications for the summative and interim assessments.
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Advorating for teachars - STATEMENT
and public education '

For Immediate Release
January 29, 2014

STATEMENT FROM CEA PRESIDENT SHEILA COHEN ON CCSS

The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) are intended to provide clear goals outlining the
skills and knowledge students should master in each grade level, and promote critical thinking
and knowledge of specific content. Unfortunately, all indications from the frontlines of public
education indicate these standards cannot be met in short order under the existing conditions in
Connecticut’s classrooms. It’s time for a thorough review and careful consideration by
professional educators in close collaboration with parents and the community.

There is no reason to rush forward with CCSS implementation when there are so many questions
about how the standards were developed, exactly by whom, and whether they are
developmentally appropriate in each and every grade. We have heard too many stoties of too
many students in tears when youngsters are confronted with their performance on standards that
are foreign to them.

Timelines and expectations need to be reasonable, student-focused, and do no harm. The bottom
fine is that policymakers should never move forward unless they can guarantee that no students
will be shortchanged ot traumatized in the implementation process,

The Connecticut Education Association represents 43,000 teachers in Connecticut,
Hi

For funther information contact Kathy Frega at 860-725-6315, kathyf(@cea.org; or Nancy
Andrews at 860-725-6317, nancya@cea.org,
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For Immediate Release
January 29, 2014

STATEMENT FROM CEA PRESIDENT SHEILA COHEN ON CCSS

The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) are intended to provide clear goals outlining the
skills and knowledge students should master in each grade level, and promote critical thinking
and knowledge of specific content. Unforfunately, all indications from the frontlines of public
education indicate these standards cannot be met in shott order under the existing conditions in
Connecticut’s classrooms. It’s time for a thorough review and careful consideration by
professional educators in close collaboration with parents and the community.

There is no reason to rush forward with CCSS implementation when there are so many questions
about how the standards were developed, exactly by whom, and whether they are
developmentally appropriate in each and every grade. We have heard too many stories of too
many students in tears when youngsters are confronted with their performance on standards that
are foreign to them.

Timelines and expectations need to be reasonable, student-focused, and do no harm. The bottom
line is that policymakers should never move forward unless they can guaraniee that no students
will be shortchanged or traumatized in the implementation process.

The Connecticut Education Association represents 43,000 teachers in Connecticut.

HH

For further information contact Kathy Frega at 860-725-6315, kathyf@cea.otg; or Nancy
Andrews at 860-725-6317, nancya(@cea.org.
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Advocating for teachers NEWS RELEASE
and public aducation

For Immediate Release
February 26, 2014

No time to waste: CEA urges action fo address botched CCSS rollout
Advances teacher solutions/bolsters urgency with new survey

Saying time is of the essence, CEA today urged the new Connecticut Common Core State
Standards (CCSS) Working Group* to convene immediately with teachers playing a central role
in addressing the botched implementation of the CCSS in Connecticut classrooms,

“Our students can’t afford to wait. There’s no redo for them when precious teaching and learning
time is lost to problems connected with CCSS implementation,” said CEA Executive Director
Mark Waxenberg.

At a news conference today in Hartford, Waxenberg shared with reporters CEA’s spemﬁc
recommendations about the group’s charge.

Those recommendations to the working group include:
» assure fhe examination of standards is done collaboratively;

¢ place teachers at the center of efforts to develop aligned cwrriculum, assessments, and
p P
professional development that are relevant to their students and local communities;

e engage educators actively in examining new tests and the process for improving them;
and

s acknowledge that testing should be only one way to inform effective teaching and
learning.

Waxenberg said the composition of the working group should include representatives from each
of the following: teachers, parents, administrators, superintendents, and local school board
members.

more



The current situation in public school classrooms demands urgency, and CEA has evidence to
prove it, according to Waxenberg. “We have surveyed and talked directly to Connecticut
teachers across the state and they have given us clear feedback on what’s needed.”

According to the new survey released today, more than half (35 percent) of all CEA members
give their schools and districts failing grades on implementation (a score of 5 or lower on a 10-
point scale).

Waxenberg continued, “With nearly 1,500 teachers participating in our survey, it provides
policymakers with what they never had before—specificity from the frontlines of public
education and teachers’ clear ideas about what is necessary for student success.” '

According to Waxenberg, Connecticut teachers have very serious concerns about the ability of
particularly young students to meet the standards. They also believe that CCSS siphon time and
money for assessments that schools could use for other things, while limiting their ability to
innovate in how they teach, Teachers added they felt that states rushed into CCSS
implementation without field testing or time fo review.

In the survey:

« Teachers want o be consulted and involved in their school’s implementation plans.
However, two-thirds (65 percent) have not been given the opportunity to weigh in on their
. district’s plan to implement Common Core in their classrooms.

¢ Strong majorities say they need more time to get it right for their students. Almost all (96
percent) believe implementation has been rushed; just a third have been given time to properly
prepare the new curriculum; 80 percent say they and their students need more time for training
and learning. :

"« Schools are ill-equipped and under-resourced to implement. Just 16 percent of teachers
say they have the materials and textbooks students need to learn the Common Core, and less
than a quarter have the technology required to administer the computer-based assessments to
their students.

e Teachers are concerned about assessments, exacerbated by CCSS. More than two thirds
(68 percent) say there is too much testing, and 62 percent worry that CCSS will exacerbate
this. Almost all say schools should prioritize learning over testing, and 97 percent want a
moratorium on accountability provisions tied to the Smarter Balanced test.

CEA President Sheila Cohen said, “This survey should be a wake-up call for anyone who tries to
sugarcoat the reality in our classrooms. For students to reap the benefits of Common Core and
for it to be successful in Connecticut, policymakers must listen to feedback from teachers about
what is going well and not well; give teachers the time to plan, train, and collaborate;
appropriately equip classrooms; and give students more time to succeed at the new, motre
rigorous standards before they are tested.”

more



In the survey, teachers were clear about what it will take to get education reform right for kids:

1. The opportunity for teachers to be involved in their schools’ planning for Common Core,
as well as the chance to give feedback in order to improve implementation.

2. More time for teachers to plan and practice good lessons, receive high-quality training,

and observe and collaborate with colleagues.

More time for students to learn and succeed at more rigorous standards.

4. More financial resources to make sure classrooms are equipped with the required
technology and that students have access to updated Common Core-aligned textbooks.

5. A moratorium on accountability provisions tied to the Smarter Balanced test so that
students and teachers can have time to prepare.

had

While a majority of members support the central goal of CCSS, very few do so without having
serious concerns and reservations. Mishandled CCSS implementation has eroded confidence in
the ability of the education system to get this right, resulting in 56 percent of CEA members
supporting the Common Core but with reservations.

Waxenberg explained, “Teachers always have and will continue to support high standards, but
the enormity of the botched CCSS rollout has caused wide-spread frustration. Teachers are
demanding that Connecticut get this right. That’s why—this time around—teachers need to be at
the center, not the distant periphery, of standard sefting and implementation.”

The survey was conducted by Greenberg Quinian Rosner Research during February 4-20, 2014,
The margin of ervor on the survey data is +/-2.57 percentage points at the 95 percent confidence
level. The CEA research was done in conjunction with nationwide research by the National
Education Association.

* On January 28, 2014, top policymakers announced, in the next two weeks, they would establish a Common Core State

Standards working group that will include teachers and other educators from across the state to make recommendations on
Common Core implementation, The policymakers included Governor Danuel P. Malloy, Licutenant Governor Nancy Wyman,
Senate President Donald Williams, and House Speaker Brendan Sharkey.

Hikit
The Connecticut Education Association represents 43,000 teachers in Connecticut.

For further information contact Kathy Frega at 860-725-6315, kathyf@cea.org; or
Nancy Andrews at 860-725-6317, nancya@cea.org,.
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Prioritizing student learning over standardized testing

More time for teachers and students to learn the new
standards

More instructional support and training for teachers to
learn how to teach the new standards

More financial resources to make sure students and
teachers have updated textbooks, computers, and
teaching and learning materials

Curriculum examples and guides for teachers

Providing equal opportunities for success for all
students, regardless of where they live

An effective plan to engage parents and communities

% mmsmmémj\ important”
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Information from SDE September 2010 presentation

Slide 4 : "CCSS assume 100% mastery of the preceding year's standards.”
Points to raise : ,

1. Students, especially in the primary grades, develop at different
rates. 100% mastery of the standards for any student doesn't take into account
developmental levels, so is unrealistic.

2. Pushing children to achieve 100% mastery can do more harm than
good, as they may not be cognitively ready for the concepts being taught. If they
haven't mastered the previous year's standards, they won't be able to grasp the
new concepts being introduced. They fall further and further behind.

3. Primary level teachers have voiced many concerns about the
developmental inappropriateness of some of the standards. Pushing 100%
mastery of something that is developmentally inappropriate to begin with is poor
practice and harms children’s love of learning.

Slide 21 : Grade Level Comparisons Between CCSS and CT Standards

Points to raise : Tying into slide 4's assumption of mastery and concerns about
developmental inappropriateness of some of the standards ....
1. CCSS introduce a significant percent of concepts in math earlier than

did the CT Standards .

in K- 26%

in grade 1 - 16%

in grade 2 - 20%

in grade 3 - 26%

in grade 4 - 27%

in grade 5 - 42%

in grade 6 - 27%

in grade 7 - 22%

in grade 8 - 16%

2. Earlier introduction of concepts
possible developmental inappropriateness of concepts
+ expectation for 100 % mastery

+

setting students up for failure and squelching love of learning
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PEAC H1

STATE OF CONNECTICUT

GOVERNOR DANNEL P. MALLOY

January 28, 2014

Dear Members of the Performance Evaluation Advisory Council:

In light of your meeting tomorrow, we write to you today to urge you to amend the
Connecticut Guidelines for Educator Evaluation to provide our educators greater flexibility
in the implementation of the new evaluation and support system, and to relieve the
significant demands and pressures on teachers and administrators who simultaneously
must also implement the Common Core State Standards. '

Since the beginning of the school year, we have heard from teachers and administrators
voicing their concerns that too much change is hitting their classrooms at once. This
confluence of changes jeopardizes the success of our teachers, and thus our students.
We've heard their concerns loud and clear, and understand. Too much change all at once
impedes teachers’ ability to be effective in their classrooms. Teachers and administrators
understandably are feeling burdened and together we must take action to relieve this '
pressure.

Just as the evaluation and support system is about improvement and professional growth,

so must we adapt and improve the system to make it more usable and helpful to teachers

and administrators. It is more important that we get it right than to do it fast and all at
_once,

Today, we ask you to make the following changes to the PEAC guidelines:

1. Enable the exclusion of state standardized test indicators (CMT, CAPT, or SBAC) in
next school year’s evaluation (pending federal approval). Last summer, PEAC
waived the state standardized test indicators for the current school year.

2. Enable school districts to have flexibility in the implementation of evaluation in the
current school year and future school years - and alleviate unnecessary burdens on
educators— by providing districts with the option of reducing the number of time-
consuming formal observations and by clarifying that the minimum number of
goals/objectives required for each educator can be 1.



3. Streamline the data management requirements at the classroom level while
ensuring the protection of data from unauthorized users and access to technical
assistance to all school districts.

It is imperative that we smooth the process of evaluation implementation, and not get
bogged down in rigid compliance and time-consuming paperwork. By easing the rules
around evaluation our hardworking educators can focus on and put more energy toward
implementing the Common Core with fidelity. We all want our students to be successful,
but they won't succeed unless teachers have the support to succeed.

In addition, we ask PEAC to convene an ongoing subcommittee of classroom teachers and “
1" administrators to share obstacles faced in the implementation of evaluation and make
recommendations to improve the evaluation system in future school years. We ask that th
subcommittee make its recommendations not only to PEAC, but also to the four of us, the
General Assembly, and the State Board of Education by January 1, 2015. We must have a
continuous dialogue on improving our evaluation and support system with the teachers
and administrators doing this work if we are to make it effective.

2

Furthermore, we encourage PEAC to meet as a full body over the coming year so that
additional clarifications and revisions can be made to make the evaluation and support JJ
| system more effective and usable. '

We know this work is difficult, particularly adapting to the Common Core State Standards.
[t is a very heavy lift to implement the Common Core and we have the greatest respect for
the hard work our teachers are doing to prepare our youngsters to be college and career
ready. We hear these concerns and share the desire to get Common Core implementation
right.

To that end, we believe we must engage in a more robust dialogue to improve the
implementation of Common Core and address gaps in Common Core preparation. In the
next two weeks, [ will establish a Common Core State Standards working group that will
include teachers and other educators from across the state to make recommendations on
Common Core implementation. We need to hear about the gaps and needs in the
classrooms of our state if we are to implement the Common Core well and enable our
teachers to prepare students and enhance their learning experience, Itis important that
we listen to educators’ concerns and get this right,

Thank ymi, in advance, for taking action tomorrow to make improvements during this
school year; we look forward to continuing this dialogue,

Sincerely,



L LA e, \WOpea

Dannel P. Malloy Nancy Wyman

Governor Lieutenant Governor

Donald E Williams I J Brendan Sharkey ‘
Senate President Pro Tempore eaker of the House

Delivered electronically






PEAC #2

C‘E A CONNECTICUT EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

Advocating for teachers STATEMENT
and public education

For Immediaté Release
January 29, 2014

STATEMENT FROM CEA PRESIDENT SHEILA COHEN ON
NEW FLEXIBILITY OPTIONS IN TEACHER EVALUATION

While this is a significant improvement for Connecticut students in public schools, itis only a
first step in modifying existing guidelines and removing obstacles that hinder a student-focused

svstem of public education, With today’s PEAC improvements, parents and communities can be

confident that teachers will be able to enhance their impact on students—a focus put at risk this
school year as teachers, administrators, and school districts were forced to put enormous fime
and resources into compliance and paperwork required by the Connecticut State Department of
Education. ’ '

Today’s PEAC changes will foster a new climate that moves away from strict guidelines and
moves toward the healthy flexibility that our school communities sorely need——and need as soon
as possible,

Significant problems emerged this past school year due to the conformity and compliance that
characterized the new teacher evaluation system—including the overreliance on testing, the
number of required formal observations, development of Student Learning Objectives, and
onerous data collection—all which negatively impacted students.

CEA brought these issues to the governor and lieutenant governor, and insisted on frank and
honest discussions about what helps high-quality education and what hurts. These discussions
resulted in teacher evaluation guideline changes that eliminate obstacles to student learning in
many classrooms—a very positive move forward in the best interest of public education.

PEAC’s action today has Connecticut making the right turn at a critical crossroads. But the right
decision did not occur through serendipity, accident, or coincidence. It happened because
Connecticut teachers care deeply about their students, and they spoke out intelligently and
persuasively about the obstacles that state requirements had placed between teachers and.
students., As strong advocates for our students, CEA and its members will continue to be vigilant
and press for continued positive changes so that reform is implemented right in Connecticut.
#HHt
The Connecticut Education Association represents 43,000 teachers in Connecticut.

For further information contact Kathy Frega at 860-725-63 15, kathyf@cea.org; or Nancy
Andrews at 860-725-6317, nancya{)cea.org. '







PEAC #3

C I EEA. CONNECTICUT EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

Advocating for teachers NEWS RELEASE
and public education ,

For Immediate Release
March 6, 2014

Targeting What Students Need for Academic Growth Through Quality Teacher Evaluation

A teacher evaluation initiative, studied in new research being released today, offers a teacher
evaluation alternative to using unreliable standardized test scores to evaluate students and
teachers—an alternative that holds educators more accountable and is suppotted by the new
flexibility options for teacher evaluation, but contrasts sharply with the state model (SEED).

Seeking a better way than the state way, CEA advocates a holistic, qualitative approach that
trusts educators by enabling them to set student goals for growth and assess their students’
growth by using a common Quality Student Work Rubric (QSWR) as it applies to student work
done over time in the subject they teach. _

CEA President Sheila Cohen said, “We want to redirect teacher evaluation in Connecticut so that
it is student based. We want to refocus it on what teachers do on a regular basis and how teachers
assess student growth on a continuing basis. And we want to allow teachers to focus their energy
on what they know matters most—planning and providing engaging instruction for their
students.”

At a news conference today at the Legislative Office Building in Hartford, CEA released the
results of a field study that bolsters that approach-—one that provides countless opportunities for
teachers to focus on their students rather than spend endless hours on paperwork and compliance
as required by the state model. With the enormous and unreasonable demands of the state.
system, teachers’ attention is being diverted from their students® Jearning needs.

No Teacher Left Behind: A Look at CEA’s Alternative Approach to Educator Evaluation isa
field study conducted by Daniel A. Long, Ph.D., assistant professor of sociology at Wesleyan
University, and Rebecca Coven, Long’s former research associate. The study, conducted last
year, included Hamden educators at the elementary, middle, and high school levels.

Student growth over time vs. a single standardized test score

Using student work over time as a measure of growth, and linking that to teacher evaluation, is a
concept that hadn’t been studied in Connecticut prior to last year. As a first step in this direction,
the new study was limited in scope, but the authors had comprehensive access to current research
about what works and what doesn’t in teacher evaluation.

7 (more)



Cohen said, “Although the Hamden field study was limited in scope, the findings show promise
as an important component of a robust teacher evaluation system. This is one that encourages
greater teacher accountability and responsibility in the process, provides stronger,accountability
for student learning, promotes more collaborative discussion about teaching and learning, and
provides greater trust in the accuracy of the evaluation.”

Unreliable test scores

There is no evidence in research that the state model, which uses unreliable test scores to assess
student growth and evaluate teachers, improves the quality of teaching in public schools. Under
the approach discussed at today’s news conference, the link between a teacher’s student goals
and use of the QSWR encourages the teacher to design instruction that more precisely targets
what students need to grow academically, holds teachers more accountable, and shows growth
more realistically than a single unreliable test score.

Teachers from across the state have shared concerns with CEA about the state model and how it
is hindering high-quality feaching and learning. CEA is confident that its qualitative approach
promotes student growth and positive changes in teacher pedagogy and practice. It also
facilitates teacher autonomy, collaboration, self-reflection, interpersonal trust, and morale.

Using the growth model not only allows educators to look at student achievement in terms of.

their performance over the course of the entire school year, but it also allows evaluators to geta
_ -better representation of how a teacher’s instruction more specifically fosters quality student

work. Collecting student work and rating it using a rubric that describes the elements of high-

quality work is something that many more educators can apply to their classrooms, regardless of
whether they teach a class that has standardized tests.
i

The Connecticut Education Association represents 43,000 teachers in Connecticut.

For further information contact Kathy Frega at 860-725-63135, kathyfi@cea.org; or Nancy
Andrews at 860-725-6317, nancya@cea.org.




PEAC #4- |

New Flexibility Options
In Teacher Evaluation

Understand the Change.
Guide the Discussion.

On January 29, 2014, the Performance Evaluation Advisory Councit
approved new flexibility options for teacher evaluation, This
presentation will explain what the flexibility optlons are, and some
of the questions a district Professional Development and Evaluation
Committee should discuss so as to use the flexibility options
appropriately for their needs. The timelines for submitting changes
in the district plan to the State Department of Education will also be
reviewed.
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New Flexibility Options
In Teacher Evaluation

Understand the Change.
Guide the Discussion.

On January 29, 2014, the Performance Evaluation Advisory Council
approved new flexibility options for teacher evaluation. This
presentation will explain what the flexibility options are, and some
of the questions a district Professional Development and Evaluation
Committee should discuss so as to use the flexibility options
appropriately for their needs. The timelines for submitting changes
In the district plan to the State Department of Education will also be
reviewed.




Overrellance on Testing

Current Requirement: (1 Use of CMT | ¢APT for 22.5% of evaluation

Flexibility Optlon : O No usa of CMT / CAPT / SBAC in 2013-14 year

0 No use of CMT / CAPT f SBAC In 2014-15 year,
pending federal approval

The first area of flexibility is in the use of the state tests in
evaluation. The teacher evaluation guidelines currently state that
the state test - CMT and CAPT - must be used in determining 22.5%
of the 45% of evaluation comprised of student growth. Since
Connecticut will participate in the Smarter Balance Assessment
Consortium fleld test this spring, the state applied for, and was
granted, a waiver from using state tests in evaluation for this year.

Connecticut will apply for an extension of that waiver, which would
give districts the flexibility to not use the state test in evaluation for
the 2014-2015 school year. PEAC has agreed to this flexibility being
recoghized as part of the teacher evaluation guidelines. This
flexibility allows teachers and evaluators to mutually agree on
greater use of appropriate, student-centered, non-standardized
indicators of student growth,







Testing Elexibility Option :
What Should Gulde Our Discussion?

{Lurmpte quritiean}

1. Are there other standardized Indicators wa'll use In place of the CMT/CAPT/SBAC?

2. in what years will our plan use those other standardized Indicators?

3, Do we know that other standardized Indlcators allgn closely encugh with our
currlculum that they're reliable and vaild for measuring student growth over time?

4. Wil ustng other standardlzed tndlcators bring an additlonal expense to the distrlct?

5. What else do we need to have in place If we adopt another standardized Indlcator for
use, and will we be able to do this in time to use those indicators effectively?

6. What non-standardized Indicators do teachers currently use to show student growth
over time? ) ’

7. What additional non-standardized indicators, if any, can teachers use?

8, Will our committee require a specific minimum number of non-standardized
Indicators for each SLO? if so, what will that number be?

9. Wil the committee require more than one type of non-standardized indicator, such
as district benchmark assessments, teacher created tests, student work, ete?

10, If we use different forms of student work as non-standardized indlcators, do we have

a common understanding in our district of what canstitutes ‘kigh quallty’ student

work? If not, how canwe / should we develop & tubric that describas thisona

continuum of parformance?

These are a sample of questions your district committee should
discuss when talking about a flexibility option. One of the biggest
decisions is whether or not a different standardized indicator will
replace the use of CMT/CAPT/SBAC. Districts aren’t required to
purchase another standardized indicator for use, and hefore doing
s0, should really be assured that any such indicator aligns tightly
with the curriculum being taught.

Having this flexibility to use only non-standardized indicators to

show student growth over time brings several advantages:

1. Teachers can collect samples of student work that align with
the SLO more frequently, showing incremental growth,

2. Using student work as non-standardized Indicators allows the
teacher to include different types of work, such as written
and oral work, constructed projects, performances, etc. This,




in turn, allows students to use different modalities to show what
they've learned.

3. Teachers are more accustomed to assessing student growth using
non-standardized indicators, which allows them to create a closer
alignment to the curriculum.

Many districts have already developed common rubrics for different types
of student work that they can adapt for this purpose, and there are many
resources available to help teachers develop rubrics If that’s needed. The
ultimate goal in deciding how to use non-standardized or standardized
indicators should be to give the teacher options for showing student
growth over time by examining student performance at several points In
the year. |



Number of Required Formal Ohbservatlons
Teachers Rated Proficient or Exemplary

Current Requirement O At least 1 formal, in-class observation each year

O

1-2 reviaws of practice / year

At least 1 farmal, in-class ohservation every 3 years

Flexibliity Option:

3 informal In-class observations all other years

1 raview of practice / year

0006

Observations for non-classroom teachers take place
in appropriate settings

O Districts may use the equivatent ratings of ‘proficlent’ and
‘axemplary’ from prior evaluation system to determine
which teachers are eligible for this optlon

The current teacher evaluation guidelines require that every teacher
- no matter what his or her rating - has a combination of 3
observations and reviews of practice each year. At jeast one of
those must be a formal, in-class ohservation.

The flexibility option would give district committees the-opportunity -
to establish an evaluation process based on a 3-year cycle for those
teachers who are rated proficient or exemplary. Since this is the first
year many districts are using those specific terms, the district can

use the terms they Included in their previous evaluation system to
determine which teachers would be eligible for this flexibility

option. Within the 3 year cycle, at least one formal, in-class
observation must take place; the committee can mutually agree to
im:luge.mo_tefgtm_al9b§¢_rva§!9m9.nﬁa_Lesu_lai_ba?’_ig'!f_the_vc_ilos}é&__



During the years when a formal observatlon isn’t scheduled to take place,
proficient and exemplary teachers would have 3 informal observations
conducted by their evaluators. This is a practice many districts currently
use. This will free up a significant amount of time for evaluators to
concentrate on providing support for new teachers and those who are
struggling.

The flexibility option also aflows an evaluator to schedule additional formal
observations at any time during the 3-year cycle if informal observations
tead him or her to feel that one or more formai observations are needed.
Clarifying language In the flexibility option reinforces that, for non-
classroom teachers, observations would take place in a setting that is
appropriate to thelr roles.

The 3-year cycle also includes a review of practice between the teacher and

evaluator every year,



Observation Flexibliity Optlon:
What Should Guide Our Discussion?

[cample queitions)

1. Will our district use this option for teachers, and If 50, when will we begin?

2. if wa begin this year, how wilt we declde which teachers will be lnyear 1, 2,0r 3
of the cycle?

3. Willwe randomly select? Ask for volunteers? Begln with those teachers who have
already been observed?

4. If teachers are placed In an ‘Informal observatlon’ year, and have already had formal
observations, will those be used In thelr summative evatuation this year?

5. Wil the process for conducting informal observatlons In the 3-year cycle change at all,
and if s0, how?

6. WIlf the focus of one formal, In-class observation encompass alt or only some
indleators of the observation rubric the district uses?

2. Wil the committee draw up a {lst of recommended ‘appropriate settings’ for those
support speclalists who are non-classroam teachers, so there is greater consistency
across the district?

Changing the way formal observations are conducted can have
several advantages for both teachers and evaluators. With fewer
teachers to formally observe each year, the evaluator can spend
more time supporting new or struggling teachers. Ifan evaluator
conducts 3 Informal observations each year, those can help shape
the focus of the review of practice and other conversations with the
teacher. '

perhaps the hardest decision to make is whether or not to begin a 3-
year evaluation cycle in the middle of this year. This is one areain
which mutual agreement of the committee members Is critical, One
key to making the right decision is assuring that all aspects of the
change are fully discussed and committee members have a
common, agreed-upon understanding of how those changes will
look in practice. |






Development of S10s
(Student Learning Ob)ectives)

Current Requirement : & 1-4peryear
O every educator’s SLOs aligned with student
academlc growth Indicators

Flexibility Option: 3 1 Student Growth Ohjective per year

Q suppart specialist develops growth objective
& indicators based on his/her role

Under the current guidelines, teachers develop between 1and 4
student growth goals or objectives each year, as described in their
teacher evaluation plan. The State Department’s interpretation of
the guidelines language has been that the student goals are '
required to use multiple indicators to measure student academic
growth and development, no matter what the teacher’s role Is
within the school. The SEED model requires teachers to write 2
student learning objectives, and most districts have followed that

requirement.

Requiring teachers to write 2 SLOs can lead to those SLOs and
targets being easler to reach and not focusing on students’ most
pressing needs. The flexibility option emphasizes that districts can
focus on having teachers write 1 student goal or objective that
addresses the most critical student needs, and that student goal can




be based on other areas of growth In which a support specialist does his or
her work,

This Is especially important for support specialists who work in non-
classroom settings (such as guidance counselors and school psychologists),
speclalists who don’t have primary responsibility for direct instruction of
students or who teach students on an as-needed basis {such as some
library media speclalists), and specialists who don’t instruct students at all
(such as coaches or curriculum specialists).




student Growth Goal Flexibllity Optlon:
What Should Gulde Our Discussion?

{1ampla quiitions)

=

What are the advantages and dlsadvantages of wrlting 1 student goal?

2. |f we're not ready to make a full change to requlring only 1 student goal for
next year, should we pilot thls with a smaller group of teachers?

3. With the development of 1 student goal, how many indlcators would we
recommend teachers include?

4. What guldelines do we think are Important for teachers and evaluators to
tollow when developing and agreeing on 1 student goal?

5. Where canwe find good samples, or how can we develop good samples, of N
student goals that focus on the most important role of : (1) a support speclallst
who provides services directly to students, (2} a support speciallst who works .
primarily with teachers, and (3) a suppost speclalist who doesn’t work with
alther students or teachers?

6. Ifwe want to focus on the use of only 1 student goal starting this year, what

guldance can we glve to teachers and evaluators ahout reaching mutual

agreement on which student goal to use?

" The student growth goal flexibility opﬁon is another that has the
potential to significantly decrease the work load for both teachers
and evaluators, and enable teachers to focus on one very
meaningful growth goal for students. One of the most important
parts of the flexibility option is shifting the focus of student goals for
support specialists.

Specialists who provide services to students can think in terms of
how their services promote student development that contributes
to student growth overall, not just academically.

Specialists who work primarily with teachers and aren’t responsible
for primary instruction of students shouldn’t be held directly
accountable for student performance. They also have no control

over whether or not teachers use what they learn fromthe



specialist, so can’t be held accountable for teacher performance. But they
can be held accountable for providing supports to teachers in response to
teacher needs that are connected to student learning needs, and this can
help guide the development of their growth goals.

Specialists who don’t work with either teachers or students also can’t be
held accountable for student growth. The objectives they write may be
better linked to how they contribute to a particular school program,
depending on their role In the school,




Onerous Data Coltectlon

Current lssue: Q Excessive data management system raquirerents

O Technlcal & Infrastructure problems cause system
failures

[l No privacy protections

MNew Requirement for (3 Limitdats, Information, & artifacts to those specifically
All Dlstricts used for evaluating teacher

{not optlonal) : O By9-15-14, and then annually, Teacher Evaluation &
Development Committee examines efflclency of data
management system & makes report to local Board of
Education

(3 Access to teacher data limited to primary evaluator,
superintendent/designee, & others directly involved
in evaluation/PD processes

) SDE access to dentifiable student data limited to that
neaded to comply with statutory audits

At this point in time, data management in teacher evaluation has a
stronger emphasis on ‘data’ than it does on ‘management,’ and
reachers and administrators have reported excessive data uploads
required by different systems. This is due in part to the belief that
an evaluator has to have evidence for every indicator in every
domaln, for every observation done of a teacher, no matter what
rubric is being used in the evaluation system. Because evaluators
may not observe behaviors that align with every indicator while
they're in the classroom, teachers are often required to upload
additional information. Teachers have reported spending a
minimum of 2 hours, and often many more, on these tasks, which
takes time from their lesson planning for instruction.

The flexibility option limits the data required to only that which is




evaluator doesn’t see behaviors during an observation that align with an
indlcator, the teacher wouldn’t be required to upload additional data and
artifacts, and the observation would be based only on what is observed.

District committees would also be required to examine how efficient the
data management system selected for use is, and make a report to the
local board of education as to what they see the needs for a data
management system are, and what would work efficiently. Protections for
students and teachers that limit who has access to data stored
electronically are also specifled, s0 as to prevent the misuse of such data.




Data Management Flexibllity Option :
What Should Gulde Our Discusslon?

trample quesiians)

1. What Information Is really needed in each phase of evaluatlon?

2. Is there redundancy In the [nformation Leachers are asked to provide? if so,
where Is It, and how can we eliminate it?

How can we assura there Is consistency across schools In how much information
teachers are asked to upload?

What does an ‘efficlent’ data management system look Hka?

What privacy protections does any data management system we examine have?
What type of tralning In use of any data management system Is needed?

What would the cost to our district be?

What technical support does any data management syslem company provide to
teachers and administrators?

w

© e

Choosing a data management system isn’t easy for a local board of
education. Because there are so.many aspects to use of the system
that need to be explored and discussed, your committee may want
to establish a sub-committee that includes other educators ~
especially at least one district IT staff member — to take on this
work. Monitoring and evaluating the use of the data management
system will be a process that occurs over time, and with the other
work that the Professional Development & Evaluation committee
has to do, it may be better to separate this task. A sub-committee
would report back to the full committee with its findings, and the
full committee will make a final report to the local board of
education about the needs and efficlencies of a system that the
committee identifies.







Timelines

january 29, 2014 - Flexibllity optlons approved by PEAC

February 5, 2014 - Flexibility options tentatively set to be reviewed by State Board of
gducation

tdarch 30, 2014 — District deadline for submitting flexibility plan for remainder of
2013-14 schoolyear to SDE

SDE to determine district deadline for submitting teacher evaluation pfan, Including any
{lexibility option, for 2014-15 school year

Note : The disteict plan, including any flexibllity changes made to the plan used for
the remalndor of this school year, must be approved by the local board of
educatlon prior to submission to the State Department of Educatlon.

Time Is always of the essence, but it's critical that district
Professional Development & Evaluation committees convene as
quickly as possible to review the flexibility options now available
and determine their next course of action. As the timeline indicates,
a district committee can make changes to their plan and put those
into effect immediately, and must submit those changes to the State
Department of Education no later than March 30 of this year. Ifa
district choses not to make any changes to the plan they'll use for
the remainder of this year, no submission.to theISDE is needed.

The SDE will determine the deadline for each district to submit the
teacher evaluation plan they'll use next year, including any flexibility
options that are chosen for that plan. As required by statute, all
plans must be approved by the loca! board of education prior to
submission to the SDE,







Timelines:

What Should Gulde Our Discussion?
{sample questicns)

1. $hould we begln by creating and agreelng on a priority (ist of the changes we feel
will have the most poslitive impact on teaching and learning?

2. What changes can we most easlly come to mutual agreement on for use this year?

3. Wil the changes apply to all staff, or will we pllot those with smaller groups?

4. 1fwe pllot for the remalnder of this year, how will we decide whether or not to
Include the changes in our plan for next year?

5. Should we Include a board of education member In our discusslons so we have an
idea of whether or not the board will approve changes we request?

6. How would we ‘message’ changes for this year to teachers and administrators so
everyone has the same understandIng?

7. What flexibility options are we interested In Including In our plan for next year?

8. Will the changes apply to all staff, or will we pilot those with smaller groups?

9, |nwhat other areas do we want to make changes to our plan for next year?

The timeline for making changes to your teacher evaluation plan
may seem short, but chances are teachers and adminlistrators
already have Ideas of what changes need to be made. Your
committee would be well served to work first on those changes that
will have the most positive impact on teaching and learning.
Resources are available on the CEA web site’s teacher evaluation
page to help guide your committee’s discussions, and CEA staff are
avallable to work with your committee. It's important to remember
that the evaluation plan is a working document and can be changed
each year as teachers and administrators in your district find what
works best. ...







Next Steps for Your Committee?

Convene meeting of the district Professional Development &
Evaluation Committee

Review flexibliity options and mutually agree on whether changes
will be made for this year, next year, or both

Establish approprlate working schedule

Revlew Flexibility Optlon Questions as a gulde to committee
discussions

Mutually agree on language and practice changes for plan

Declde on how the changes will be communicated In a clear
message to alf staff

Submit changes to plan to local board of education for approval
Upon approval, submit plan for changes to the SDE; plan for next
year will go through established review process for consistency with
guidelines

oo Qoo o g g

CEA teacher evaluation resources : www,cea,org
Click on ‘Teacher Evaluation' on left hand menu

Time is often in short supply, but it’s very important that the district
Professional Development & Evaluation committee meets to discuss
the flexibility options and makes a well-informed decision. The
optlons have the potential to help make the evaluation process
more meaningful and appropriate, while relieving teachers and
administrators of some of the burden the current system places on
them. With honest discussion about evaluation, we have the
opportunity right now to return to a focus on planning and providing
engaging Instruction for our students.







