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2012 Education Initiatives

January 2012 Education Package of Ao Tecdnes ep DV
x\l Educator Effectiveness .
A. Transparency and Accountability for Teacher Preparatwn Programs event (7))
1. Create a Report Card for each program similar ;p “school and district repart s;azds A T
faiS a) Based on how students of recent graduateg perform based on EE System
b) Report card must be prominently displayed on school’s homepage and offcred along with other
admissions materials. Doy, DY T s ﬂmw e ¥ 5
B. Implement Educator Effectiveness recommendations tham aes oAb M pavee i u”

1. 50% student outcomes with at least 15% of total coming from WKCE scores (where available). The
- remaining portion will be split equally between local assessments and student learmng goals developed
A jointly by teachers and administrators
+‘/‘“""°"7*’ 2. 50% educator practice based on 2011 Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (InTASC)
pho LS Model Core Teaching Standards (teachers) and the 2008 Interstate School Leaders Licensure
Consortium (ISLLC) Educational Leadership Policy Standards (principals).
A Mandatory reporting to parents if student has a “probationary™ teacher three years in a row, otherwise

¢
e "" not subject to open records requests. GSSuME Y Codeomds | ot vl naws dac Lw,,,
*&\ II. Reacﬁ Lead: implement recommendations whs At Yoy L6 otk heong.

A. Require all students to take early childhood screener in 4K and 5K by 2012-13 Shve fvmig 4 2

B. Require DPI to update licensure exam for all elementary educators to one based on MTEL by 2013-14 "’“‘""‘L*’a
¥ 111 School Accountability ekl

A. Description of report card: b
I. Must include measures of value added growth and proficiency
2. Must rate schools on 1-100 corresponding to one of five categories (Exemplary, Above Adequate,
Adequate, Below Adequate, Failing)
B. Report card must be prominently displayed on school homepage and offered along with admissions materials

_.....C. If more than 75% of schools are Exemplary or Above Adequate, standards must be raised. _ e 7
" IV. Other Possible Initiatives )

A. Alternative Licensure
1. Alternative principal licensure modeled after Colorado’s program. Before gaining employment as a

principal and enrolling in an alternative preparation program, a candidate must have a bachelor’s degree
& documented evidence of:

a) A traditional teaching degree and 3+ years of teaching experience;
b) 3+ years teaching as an unlicensed teacher; or
¢) 3+ years of other management experience (business, military, etc.)
2. Allow teachers to teach less than full course load if they fulfill other contractual obligations
B. End MPS Residency (SB-34/AB-44) - bill authored by Kestell/Darling would prevent teacher residency
from being a condition of employment

A

{l (W\c’! Ricleman

x4 909
6’(6@ C‘“ C‘D./

o,



2012 Education Initiatives
January 2012 Education Package

I. A Great Teacher in Every Classroom
A. Alternative Licensure (May be a DPI initiative)
I. PF Alternative teacher licensure program modeled after Kentucky’s “Exceptional Work Experience”
provision
a) Grants a one-year teaching certificate to those with at least a bachelor’s degree and exceptional
work experience and a job offer in a school district.
b) The teacher then participates in a teacher internship program before receiving full teaching license
c) Allow teachers to teach less than full course load if they fulfill other contractual obligations
2. Alternative principal licensure modeled after Colorado’s program. Before gaining employment as a
principal and enrolling in an alternative preparation program, a candidate must have a bachelor’s degree
& documented evidence of:
a) A traditional teaching degree and 3+ years of teaching experience;
b) 3+ years teaching as an unlicensed teacher; or
¢) 3+ years of other management experience (business, military, etc.)
B. PF End MPS Residency (SB-34/AB-44) ~ bill authored by Kestell/Darling would prevent teacher residency
from being a condition of employment
C. Create a tax credit for teachers buying school supplies (2009 SB-111)
D. Transparency and Accountability for Teacher Preparation Programs
1. Create a Report Card for each program similar to school and district report cards
a) Based on how students of recent graduates perform o, staley 1oy,
b) Report card must be prominently displayed on school’s homepage and offered along with other
admissions materials.
. P Implement Educator Effectiveness recommendations
I. 50% student outcomes with at least 25% of total coming from WKCE scores (where available). The
remaining 25% will come from local assessments and student learning goals developed jointly by
teachers and administrators
2. 50% educator practice based on 2011 Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (InTASC)
Model Core Teaching Standards (teachers) and the 2008 Interstate School Leaders Licensure
Consortium (ISLLC) Educational Leadership Policy Standards (principals).
3. Teachers must be rated on 1-100 scale which corresponds to one of four categories: “Needs §, fehen oy
Improvement”, “Developing”, « v “Exemplary
4. Overview of mandatory reporting, and teacheébgrivacy rights \3{ A e
11. PF Read to Lead: implement recommendations
o~ A. Require all students to take early childhood screener in 4K and 5K by 2012-13 /ﬂg. 53 lefls
1 B. Create a public-private partnership on reading
I C. Require all graduating elementary education students to take new MTEL exam by 2013-14 ' h’-{‘
/111. PF School Accountability o Liwse  remewals
A. Description of report card: W
1. Must include measures of value added growth and proficiency
2. Must rate schools on 1-100 correspondmg to one of five categories (Exemplary, Above Adequate,
} Adequate, Below Adequate )?allmg)
B, Report card must be prominentty displayed on school homepage and offered along with admissions materials
C. K moremﬁgﬂ% of school are Exemplary or Above Adequate standards must be raised sg-ifscheels

/‘w au‘dw

Lict St

V. Remove bamers to vmual expansnon
A. Withhold 20% fundmg until course iscompleted

B. Allow ts to enroll in |r;:?da£f courses anytime and prevent district veto
C. Allpwschool boards to giv dit for vlg}ual courses taught by non\lcensed teachers as long as courses are

ght by faculw accredited higher education mstmmons or by licen3gd teachers in another state.
V. Créate waiver process fo 1stncts to use competeicy-based learning instead of traditional Carnegie Units
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT - NOoT READY FOR INTRODUCTION

(—en
AN Act ...; relating to: grading teacher preparatory programs, evaluating

Vv

educator effectiveness, and requiring the exercise of rule-making authority.

Analysis by the Legislative Reference Burgau
This is a preliminary draft. An analysis will be provided in a subsequent version
of this draft. J

For further information see the state and local fiscal estimate, which will be
printed as an appendix to this bill.

The people of the state of Wisconsin, represented in senate and assembly, do
enact as follows:

SECTION 1. 115.28 (7) (a) of the statutes is amended to read:

115.28 (7) (a) License all teachers for the public schools of the state;,' makerules
establishing standards of attainment and procedures for the examination and
licensing of teachers within the limits prescribed in ss. 118.19 (2) and (3), 118.192,
and 118.195%: prescribe by rule standards, requirements, and procedures for the |
approval of teacher preparatory programs leading to licensure, including a ‘



2011 - 2012 Legislature -2~ LRB- 3814/"

TKK:.......
SECTION 1
1
2
3 ggmnlejﬂ_t&:mmngﬂgg file in the state superintendent’s office all papers
4 relating to state teachers’ lioenses;‘{md register each such license.

History: 1971 c. 40,125 1973 ¢. 89, 90; 1975 ¢. 39, 115, 199, 220, 224, 395, 422; 1977 c. 26, 29, 203, 418, 429; 1979 . 28, 331; 1979 ¢. 346 5. 10, 15; 1979 ¢. 355; 1981
€.20, 241; 1983 0. 27, 412; 198S a. 12; 1985 2. 29 ss. 1686m, 1689, 3207 (43); 1987 2. 27, 159: 1989 2. 31, 56, 297, 336, 359; 1991 a. 39, 93, 108, 164, 237, 250, 269. 315. 1993
8. 16,27, 213, 223, 335, 339, 437, 455, 492; 1995 a. 27 se. 3847g 10 3858, 9126 (19), 9145 (1); 1995 . 225, 1997 4. 37, 113, 114, 164, 240, 245, 252 1999 . 9, 19, 32, 124,
185, 186 2001 a. 16; 2003 a. 33, 42; 2005 a. 25 5. 1108, 1855, | 1856w; 2005 1. 218, zzo 466; 2007 a. 20 s5. 2683 to 2684m, 9121 (6) (a): 2007 a. 68, 222; 2009 a. 28,
64, 99, 220, 302, 329: 2011 2. 32.

++««NOTE: I amended s. 115.28 (7) (a) in order to provide a mechanism for DPI to
require teacher preparatory programs to submit a list of graduates to DP1. Okay? Doyou

want to establish a specific date for the teacher preparatory programs to comply with this

requirement?
5 SECTION 2. 115.28 (7 g)\{)lf the statutes is created to read: Cab
6 115.28 (7g) EVALUATION OF TEACHER PREPARATORY PROGRAMS. ./."‘
superintendent shal annually evaluate teacher reparatory programs, located in

o this state, that lead to licensure under § m (7) (a) by evaluating recent graduates

9 of the teacher preparatory programs. The evaluation shall be based on the
10 performance of recent graduates of each program on teacher effectiveness
11 evaluations conducted as required under s. 120.12 (Zm).\/ The results of the

12 evaluation shall be submitted to the teacher preparatory program in a report card.
| €= rarener
@ The report card shall grade each program on a scale of ghdto 100 and rate each school
14 as exemplary, above adequate, adequate, below adequate, or failing.
+»»NOTE: What is a “recent graduate™
++*NOTE: When must DPI first conduct an evaluation under this‘gubsection?

»»»+NOTE: When must the teacher preparatory program submit the list of graduates
to DPI? When must DPI submit the report card to the teacher preparatory program? ¥

ﬁq,u/sre.
15 (( ac acher preparatory program that receives a report card under this
v
16 subsectlonrommently display the report card on the program’s Web site and
17 provide the report card to persons receiving admissions materials to the program.\/

N
18 SEcTION 8. 120.12 (2m) of the statutes is created to read:




2011 - 2012 Legislature -3- o
SECTION 3
1 120.12 (2m) EDUCATOR EFFECTIVENESS. (a) Annually evaluate the effectiveness
2 of each teacher employed by the school district and determine an evaluation score

3 for each teacher according to the following factors:‘/

«+*NOTE: It wasn't clear from your drafting instructions whether you wanted the
individual school districts or DPI to perform the educator effectiveness evaluation. 1
selected the school district. Please let me know if you want to take a different approach.

*»«*NOTE: When must a school board first conduct an evaluation under this

@ subsection? v v
1. Fifty percent of the teacher’s total evaluation score shall be based upon the

performance of pupils enrolled in the teacher’s class on examinations administered
as required under s. 118.30,\';)n local assessments, and in attaining goals for student
learning. The goals for student learning shall be developed by teachers and
administrators of the school district. Thirty percent\éf the evaluation score under
this subdivision‘ghall be derived from the @ performance of pupils enrolled in the
teacher’s class on examinations administered as required unders. 118.36,, 35 percent
of the evaluation score under this subdivision\éhall be derived from the performance

po e

of pupils enrolled in the teacher’s class on local assessments, and 35/of the evaluation

_
@»—-c@mqmmﬁ

13 score under this subdivision shall be derived from the performance of pupils enrolled
14 in the teacher’s class in attaining goals for student learning.

v
+++«NOTE: The drafting instructions directed me to refer to “local assessments.”
What are these?

++*NOTE: Does DPI need to review or approve the goals for student learning
developed for each school district? Do the goals for student learning need to meet any

minimum standards as established by DPI?Y J
15 2. Fifty percent of the teacher’s total evaluation score shall be based upon the
16 extent to which the teacher’s training and practice comply with the core teaching

17 standards adopted by the\/2011 Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support
18 Consortium.

»++«NOTE: Does this subdivision accomplish your intent?

*»=*NOTE: The drafting instructions included a reference to the 2008 Interstate
* School LFaders Licensure Consortium Educational Leadership Policy Standards. It was




"G

2011 - 2012 Legislature -4 - LRB-3814/7

SEcCTION 3

not clear whether you intended that principals of schools in the school district also be
evaluated for effectiveness? If so, I will include this provision in the next draft. If a
principal evaluation measure is included, is it your intent that the pool of pupils used in
the pupil performance measure be school-wide, rather than classroom-based? Or did

you have some other measures in mind? % \

(b) Rate each teacher evaluated under par. (a) on a scale of to 100 and, on
the basis of that rating, identify the teacher as probationary, developing, effective,
or exemplary. The school board shall notify the parent or guardian of each pupil
enrolled in the class of a teacher that is identified as probationary in ree

consecutive evaluations.

v
»+NOTE: Do you want to establish different criteria for “new” teachers? If so, at
what point does a “new” teacher move into the not-new category?

+++NOTE: When must the school board notify parents or guardians that their child’s
teacher has been identified as probationary? Do you want to indicate the rights or
remedies for parents who receive this notice?

++*NOTE: If, in the next draft, the school board must evaluate principals, would all
pupils enrolled in the school receive notice from the school board if a principal receives
a probationary ranking three years in a row? If s0, at what point must this notice be
provided and would the pupils’ parents or guardians who receive this notice have any
rights or remedies?

v
(¢) Annually report the results of the evaluations under par. (a) to the
department.

(END)
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AN ACT to amend 115.28 (7) (a); and to create 115.28 (7g) and 120.12 (2m) of the

statutes; relating to: grading teacher preparatory programs, evaluating

ww»—-&'

educator effectiveness, and requiring the exercise of rule-making authority.

Analysis by the Legislative Reference Bureau
This is a preliminary draft. An analysis will be provided in a subsequent version
of this draft.

For further information see the state and local fiscal estimate, which will be
printed as an appendix to this bill.

The people of the state of Wisconsin, represented in senate and assembly, do
enact as follows:

SEcTION 1. 115.28 (7) (a) of the statutes is amended to read:
115.28 (7) (a) License all teachers for the public schools of the state;; make rules
establishing standards of attainment and procedures for the examination and

licensing of teachers within the limits prescribed in ss. 118.19 (2) and (3), 118.192,

® ~3 o G e

and 118.195;; prescribe by rule standards, requirements, and procedures for the
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gistat (J) TKK:jld:ph
/)\ iv!’jEmM on 'TUILI ,3 10/55&'5 QMLM”J‘ SECTION 1

/ “heree fere

approval of teactfer preparatory programs leading to licensure, including a

‘/"
P

.

completed term or semester; file in the state superintendent’s office all papers

relating to state teachers’ licenses; and register each such license.

L/g)//r *=NoTE: | amended s. 115.28 (7) (a) in order to provide a mechamsm for DPI to
require teacher preparatory programs to submit a list of graduates to DP1. Okay? Doyou
want to establish a specific date for the teacher preparatory programs to comply with this
requirement?

neer b 2,
o o w NJ‘

T
!
i
|

SECTION 2. 115.28 (7g) of the statutes is created to read:

g\ ) EVALUATION OF TEACHER PREPARATORY PROGRAMS.
egribed JA TTIULBIFICA rY; 7

Progr Eket TTn__ (7 Ye
evaluate teacher prepwfory program% located in this state, ThatTead to licensure— bg\g

under sub. (7) (a) by evaluating recent graduates of the {eacher preparatory)

programs.‘/ The evaluation shall be based on the performance of recent graduates of

each program on teacher effectiveness evaluations conducted as required under s.

12 120.12 (2m). The results of the evaluation shall be subrmtted to the teacher
o Yeacher editaNon Progrenn

(13) preparatory program,(m areport card] The report card shall grade each program on

e ard clall be re@ved by 4he progresn by §ep+em - ;,
14 a scale of 1 to 100 and rate each school as exemplary, above adequate, adequate :

15 below adequate, or failing.

anv ) vt

YoerénRes |

*«=*NOTE: What is a “recent graduate™

«x««NoTE: When must DPI first conduct an evaluation under this subsection?

v

to DP1? When ‘must DPI submlt the report card to the teacher preparatory pmgram"
29 ’nmb 1n e IOIBeif Selool 8 €ora

@ (bZ//Rfeqmre each teacher preparatory program that receives a report card under
17 this subsection to prominently display the report card on the program’s Web site and

provide the report card to persons receiving admissions materials to the program.

Thserk 2715
o
[0 o]

L»—A

SeEcTION 3. 120.12 (2m) of the statutes is created to read:
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SECTION 3
54’5;/*%%} ha A he D0 - 15 f(ﬁ«,oo[ym;rju
@ 120.12 (2m) EDUCATOR EFFECTIVENESS. ( z:%énnually evaluate the effectiveness
2 of each teacher employed by the school district and determine an evaluation score
3 for each teacher according to the following factors:

*===NOTE: It wasn't clear from your drafting instructions whether you wanted the
individual school districts or DPI to perform the educator effectiveness evaluation. I
selected the school district. Please let me know if you want to take a different approach.

*»=*NOTE: When must a school board first conduct an evaluation under this
subsection?

1. Fifty percent of the teacher’s total evaluation score shall be based upon the

4

5 performance of pupils enrolled in the teacher’s class{on examinations administered ]
6 as required under s. 118.30, on local assessments, and in attaining goals for student
learning. The goals for student learning shall be developed by teachers and

administrators of the school district. Thirty percent of the evaluation score under

~ this subdivision shall be derived from the performance of pupils enrolled in the
}
| teacher’s class on examinations administered as required unders. 118.30, 35 percent
of the evaluation score under this subdivision shall be derived from the performance

12 of pupils enrolled in the teacher’s class on local assessments, and 35 percent of the

13 evaluation score under this subdivision shall be derived from the performance of

14 \pﬂgs enrolled in the teacher’s class in attaining goals for student learning.

«=+»NOTE: The drafting instructions directed me to refer to “local assessments.”
What are these?

=+=NOTE: Does DPI need to review or approve the goals for student learning
developed for each school district? Do the goals for student learning need to meet any
\minimum standards as established by DP]?

15 2. Fifty percent of the teacher’s total evaluation score shall b; based upon the

@ extent to which the teacher’s practice the core teaching
17 standards adopted by the 2011 Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support
18 Consortium.

~»*NOTE: Does this subdivision accomplish your intent?

=»+*NoTE: The drafting instructions included a reference to the 2008 Interstate
School Leaders Licensure Consortium Educational Leadership Policy Standards. It was
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not clear whether you intended that principals of schools in the school district also be “
evaluated for effectiveness? If so, I will include this provision in the next draft. If a N
principal evaluation measure is included, is it your intent that the pool of pupils used in
the pupil performance measure be school-wide, rather than classroom-based? Or did
ou have some other measures in mind?

M

1 (b) Rate each teacher evaluated under par. (a) on a scale of 1 to 100 and, on the

2 basis of that rating, identify the teac}}er as probationary, developmg, effective, or,
ring ta He 2015167 thosl s s annvetly Ny ge;kwt.e/'

3) exemplary. e school board shall @otify ’ the parent or guardian of each pupil
() /ﬁ(h de wrtken nofice fo
enrolled in the class of a teacher that is 1dent1ﬁed as probationary {n 3 consecutive

O D bt only iF thoat dencheos hag @2«"‘:‘:@ \ €orr cf (hwooe\gk;\'mé&;g
m" erie

++«NOTE: Do you want to establish different criteria for “new” teachers? If so, at
what point does a “new” teacher move into the not-new category?

==«*NOTE: When must the school board notify parents or guardians that their child’s
teacher has been identified as probationary? Do you want to indicate the rights or
remedies for parents who receive this notice?

«=««NOTE: If, in the next draft, the school board must evaluate principals, would all
pupils enrolled in the school receive notice from the school board if a principal receives
a probationary ranking three years in a row? If so, at what point must this notice be
provided and would the pupils’ parents or guardians who receive this notice have any
rights or remedieg?

. @ Annually report the results of the evaluations under ? (aY to the

S

NS Y Ao v’

Q1L

7 department.

8 (END)

/
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LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU

Insert 2-6

SeEcTION 1. 115.28 (7) (e) 2. of the statutes is amended to read:

115.28 (7) (e) 2. Promulgate rules establishing requirements for licensure as
an alternative education program teacher and for the approval of teacher education

programs leading to licensure as an alternative education program teacher. The

ggmplgt&d_amdgmic_lgan‘/The rules shall encompass the teaching of multiple
subjects or grade levels or both, as determined by the state superintendent. The

rules may require teacher education programs to grant credit towards licensure as
an alternative education program teacher for relevant experience or demonstrated

proficiency in relevant skills and knowledge.

15 Cross—reference: Cross-reference: Cross—reference: See also chs. Pl 3 and 34, Wis. adm. code.Cross—reference:

[}

£

16
ar)
18
19
20
21

&

23

.20,
. 16,
5, 1
99, 220, 302, 329; 2011 ». 32.

History: 1971 c. 40, 125; 1973 ¢. 89, 90; 1975 ¢. 39, 115, 199, 220, 224, 395, 422; 1977 ¢. 26, 29, 203, 418, 429; 1979 c. 28, 331; 1979 ¢, 346 ss. 10, 15; 1979 ¢. 355; 1981
1; 1983 a. 27, 412; 1985 a. 12; 1985 a. 29 ss. 1686m, 1689, 3202 (43); 1987 a. 27, 159; 1989 a. 31, 56, 297, 336, 359; 1991 a. 39, 93, 108, 164, 227, 250, 269, 315; 1993
L 213, 223, 335, 339, 437, 455, 492; 1995 3. 27 ss. 3847% o 3858, 9126 (19), 9145 (1); 1995 a. 225; 1997 5. 27, 113, 114, 164, 240, 245, 252, 1999 4. 9, 19, 32, 124,

2001 a. 16; 2003 a. 33, 42; 2005 2. 25 s5. 1108, 1855, 1856m, 1856w, 2005 a. 218, 220, 466; 2007 a. 20 ss. 2683 to 2684m, 9121 (6} (a): 2007 a. 68, 222; 2009 &. 28,

Insert 2-7
[q\}ro 1. In this subsection,‘\recent graduateumeans a licensed teacher who satisfies
all of the following:

a. The teacher graduated from a teacher preparatory program‘/described in sub.
(N (a){nd located in this state or from a teacher education program described in sub.
(7) (e) 2t/and located in this state.

3 4
b. The teacher has taught for at least @L;ut not more than full school

v
years following graduation from a program described in subd. 1. a.

¥
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>

+=+sNOTE: This subd. 1. b‘./indicates that the teacher must have taught for at least
but not more than {ouy full school years. Okay?

1 ¢. The teacher is teaching in a school located in this state in the school year
2 immediately preceding the school year in which an evaluation under this‘{;ubsection
3 occurs.

3

@ ss»sNoJE: I have the followihg questions about this proposed s. 115.28%1g) (a) 1.:
Must the years of teaching be consecutive? Does it matter whether there is a year

" or Ytwod(or more) between whep the teacher graduated from a teacher preparatory
program and when the teacher/first started teaching? Does the teacher have to have

taught at the same school for (consecutive) years? May the teacher have taught at
a private school for one or more of those years? At a school outside of this state?

Insert 2-19

SEcCTION 2. 119.04 (1) of the statutes\,)gs affected by 2011 Wisconsin Act 85, is
amended to read:

119.04 (1) Subchapters IV, V and VII of ch. 115, ch. 121 and ss. 66.0235 (3) (¢),
66.0603 (1m) to (3), 115.01 (1) and (2), 115.28, 115.31, 115.33, 115.34, 115.343,

© 00 g9 & v o

115.345, 115.365 (3), 115.38 (2), 115.445, 118.001 to 118.04, 118.045, 118.06, 118.07,
10 118.075, 118.076, 118.10, 118.12, 118.125 to 118.14, 118.145 (4), 118.15, 118.153,
11 118.16, 118.162, 118.163, 118.164, 118.18, 118.19, 118.20, 118.223, 118.225, 118.24
12 (1), (2) (¢) to (D), (6), (8), and (10), 118.245, 118.255, 118.258, 118.291, 118.292, 118.30

@ to 118.43, 118.46, 11‘8.'.31‘,’_118.52, 118.55, 120.12 (4m), (5), and (15) to (27)j120.125,

@ ‘/0.13 (1), @ () to (@), (3), (14), (17) to (19), (26), (34), (35), (37), (37m),
15 and (38),120.14, 120.21 (3), and 120.25 are applicable to a 1st class city school district
16 and board.

History: 1971¢. 1525 38: 1971 c. 1545 80; 1973¢. 89 5. 20(1); 1973 ¢. 90; 1973 ¢. 188 5. 6; 1973 c. 243, 254, 290, 307, 333; 1975 ¢. 39, 41, 95, 220, 379, 395, 422; 1977
¢. 29: 1977 ¢. 203 5. 106; 1977 ¢. 206, 284, 447; 1979 ¢. 20; 1979 ¢. 34 5. 2102 (43) {a); 1979 c. 221, 298, 331, 1979 ¢. 346 5. 15; 1979 ¢. 355; 1981 ¢. 59, 1981 ¢. 241 5. 4; 1983
2. 193:19832.339 5 10; 1983 8. 374 & [2; 1983 4. 412, 489, 538; 1985 0. 295, 3202 (43%: 1985 a. 56 5. 43; 1985 8. 214 5. 4; 1985 a. 225, 332; 1987 5. 27, 187, 28BS, 386, 403;
1989 a. 31, 120, 121, 122, 201, 209, 359; 1991 a. 39, 42, 189, 269; 1993 a. 16, 334, 377, 491: 1995 a. 27, 225, 1997 a. 27, 77, 113, 240, 252, 335; 1999 2.9, 32, 73, 1999 a. 150
88, 631, 672; 1999 u. 186; 2005 a. 99, 290, 346: 2007 a. 20, 97, 220, 222; 2009 ». 28, 60, 96, 215, 273, 305, 309; 2011 a. 10, 32, 85.

17 Insert 8-5

18 (D«S in the previous school year. If a teacher teaches pupils enrolled in a grade in

- Vv g OC
which an examination is required to be administered under s. 118.3((s) 121.02 (1)



10

11
12
)
14
15
16
17
18

X
(qu\ of par. (c) 1, below), you asked that I indicate that 15¢gof the total evaluation score, rather
')

TINS 3?3%';:;;-*:33;5
CO

v
(r)or under 20 USC 6311 (b) (3) and if that teacher also teaches a subject that is

covered by that examination, @ment of the teacher’s evaluation score under
this subdivision\éhall be based on the performance of pupils enrolled in the teacher’s
class on that examination. The department shall promulgate rules to develop other
pupil performance measures, including the attainment of goals for student learning,

v

to be used in the evaluation of teachers under this subdivision.

pccen
+««*NoTE: When we discussed the redrafting &is subdivision (and the drafting

than 3 of the evaluation score under this subdivis%yn, be based on a pupils
performance on examinations administered under s. 118.30" However, ag thi

aph eﬁ-\'
is drafted, the factors contributing to the total score would exceed 1008: OW/ PC('(
score would come from pupil performance, 15¢gof the total score would come Trom pupil
performance on the examinations, and 5@?‘ t al score would be deterni vyt

extent to which $he teacher’s practice meets the g standards. If you want me

to'indicate that 158)of the total score must be derived from pupil performance on the
examinations, I will need to reduce the percentage allocated under this subdivision to

other measures of pupil performance to 35%) when the teacher teaches a class and grade
covered by the examinations. Is that what you would like me to do?

gef(fﬂ*

Insert 4-6

(¢) Beginning in the 2014-15 school year,\/annually evaluate the effectiveness
of each principal employed by the school district and determine an evaluation score
for each principal according to the following factors:

«+«NoTE: Do you want assistant principals evaluated as well?

1. Fifty percent of the principal’s total evaluation score shall be based upon the
performance of pupils enrolled in the gchool over which the principal presides in the
previous school year, and @ rcent of the principal’s evaluation score under this
subdivision‘/shall be based upon the performance of pupils enrolled in the school on
the examinations required to be administered under 35&18.30 and 121.02(1) (r)\{md
under 20 USC 6311 (b) (3). The department shall promulgate rules to develop other

pupil performance measures, including the attainment of goals for student learning,

to be used in the evaluation of principals under this subdivision.
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2. Fifty percent of the principal’s total evaluation score shall be based upon the
extent to which the principal’s practice meets the 2008 Interstate School Leaders
Licensure Consortium Educational Leadership Policy Standards.
(d) Rate each principal evaluated under par. (c)\{n a scale of 1 to 100 and, on
L CINGeal
the basis of that rating, identify the probationary, developing, effective,
or exemplary. Beginning in the 2015-16 school year, annually, by September 1, the
school board shall provide written notice to the parent or guardian of each pupil
enrolled in a school over which a principal wo has been identified as probationary
presides, but only if that principal has @ or more years of experience serving as
an acting principal.
Insert 4-8
(f) Ensure that, except as provided in this subsection%;he results of evaluations
conducted under this subsection are not subject to public inspection, copying, or
v

disclosure under s. 19.35.

«+++NOTE: Do you want to provide any exemptions to the restriction on access to the
results of teacher or principal evaluations? For example, “if the department determines
it is necessary to protect the public health, safety, or welfardX) Do you want to provide *
any guidelines for the department or a school board to follow in the event a parent or
guardian of a pupil, or a pupil, enrolled in the class of a probationary teacher or attending
a school presided over by a probationary principal pupil posts this information online on
a social media service or ablog, or releases the written notice of the evaluation to a person
who is not authorized to receive it under this section, such as a member of the press?




Kuczenski, Tracy

From: Archibald, Sarah

Sent: Monday, January 30, 2012 10:59 AM
To: Kuczenski, Tracy

Cc: Kammerud, Jennifer DPI

Subject: Four Domains

Check out this link

Sarah Archibald

Education Policy Advisor and Committee Clerk Office of Senator Luther Olsen
123 South State Capitol

Madison, W1 53707

(608) 266-0751

sarah.archibald@legis.wi.gov
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Spring Education Package { o
Remammg Questions for ]anuary 30 Meeting Pprered e ]
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e A td ((\/f“ G (At Mato - SO f-é\‘"‘"’)
Purpose statement notes need for, “adequate supports and assistance to meet these goals.”
Comprehensive school and district accountability system by 2012-13 including multiple
measures of performance.
Allow the superintendent to direct state interventions and support in traditional public
schools.
Must be developed in partnership with Governor’s Office, Education Chairs, Education
Ranking Members, public schools, choice schools, charter schools.
DPI must report categories, underlying data
All schools must post report card on website, make available in offices
Choice Proposals
Charter Proposals

%

00 O O

aQ

Q
Q

Require traditional and alternative programs to submit a list of graduates to DPI beginning
in 2012 and made available in student information system.

DPI would then, starting in 2013-14, publicly report the passage rate (on first attempt) of
licensure exam—=—2 tectw.1 bk, Lo ©venn o fe fok A

Each program must publish the report on its website.

Must be developed in partnership with Governor’s Office, Education Chairs, Education
Ranking Members, UW, WTCS, WAICU.

Section 115 and DPI shall promulgate rules

Change trust fund to development fund? (ﬂfovgw.* fio vl
Divide s. 20.525(1)(f) and s. 20.525 (1)(q); Cross reference 20.525

Read to Lead-
MTEL must address:

Q

oo

Reading development and scientifically based reading instruction; integration of
knowledge and understanding phonological and phonemic awareness; concepts of print
and the alphabetic principles; the role of phonics in promoting reading development; word
analysis skills and strategies; vocabulary development; how to apply reading
comprehension skills and strategies to imaginative, literary, informational, and expository
texts; formal and informal methods of assessing reading development; and multiple
approaches to reading instruction.

Reading methods and curricula.

How to assess the results of devices and tools used to screen pupils for reading acquisition
skills and provide appropriate reading instruction and intervention.

U Questions relating to phonics, phonemic awareness, and vocabulary must account for more

than 50% of the exam points.



Wisconsin Framework for Educator Effectiveness
Design Team Report & Recommendations
November 2011

Preliminary Report & Recommendations

The Wisconsin Educator Effectiveness Design Team (hereafter the Design Team)
recommends key design features of a performance evaluation framework for teachers and
principals. The framework, released November 2011, will shape the development of a state
model, specifically guiding training, piloting and implementation of Wisconsin's educator
effectiveness system. The system will measure both educator practice as well as student
outcomes. The Design Team recommends the development of an equivalency review
process for districts that choose to develop their own rubrics of educator practice, which
meet or exceed the Wisconsin Model Educator Effectiveness System standards.

The Design Team acknowledges the significant change that the resulting educator
effectiveness system will represent, and believes the system will drive positive impacts for
both educator practice and student learning throughout Wisconsin. Further, this system
will fulfill federal requirements around educator evaluation and professional development.

Development of The Framework

This framework was designed in collaboration with leaders of state professional education
organizations, educator preparation programs, Governor Walker’s office and the Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction. Design Team members represented the following:

American Federation of Teachers-Wisconsin (AFT-W)

Association of Wisconsin School Administrators (AWSA)

Department of Public Instruction (DPI)

Office of the Governor

Professional Standards Council (PSC)

Wisconsin Association of Colleges of Teacher Education (WACTE)
Wisconsin Association of Independent Colleges and Universities (WAICU)
Wisconsin Association of School Boards (WASB)

Wisconsin Association of School District Administrators (WASDA)
Wisconsin Education Association Council (WEAC)

e & & ¢ @& & ¢ & o o

Representatives of these stakeholder groups formed a workgroup and a design team, both
of which were informed by national experts, state research organizations, and regional
technical assistance providers. The Design Team— the decision-making group—met
monthly to reach consensus on the Educator Effectiveness framework for Wisconsin. The
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3. How will student achievement and other outcomes be incorporated?
4. How will the evaluation process be administered?
5. How will the model be implemented statewide?

The five decision areas guided work and shaped decision points for each monthly meeting.
The Design Team addressed each of the five decision areas. The following is a synopsis of
the resulting major decision points.

Key Design Features of the Framework

The following design features are predicated on the understanding that the success of a
performance-based evaluation system hinges on the development of a high-quality system
that is implemented with fidelity and fully aligned with professional development and
support.

The following fundamental features necessitate both formative and summative processes.
That is, educators must be engaged in evaluating their own practice and receive
constructive formative feedback on an ongoing basis, as well as receive feedback on their
summative evaluations. Both formative feedback and summative evaluations should be
aligned to the district’s human resource practices (including staffing, mentoring,
professional development, and performance management) in order to provide a consistent
focus. Professional development plans, in particular, should be personalized and aligned
with evaluation feedback to ensure Wisconsin educators are supported throughout their
careers.

1. Guiding Principles

The Design Team believes that the successful development and implementation of the new
performance-based evaluation system is dependent upon the following guiding principles,
which define the central focus of the entire evaluation system. The guiding principles of the
educator evaluation system are:

¢ The ultimate goal of education is student learning. Effective educators are essential
to achieving that goal for all students. We believe it is imperative that students have
highly effective teams of educators to support them throughout their public
education. We further believe that effective practice leading to better educational
achievement requires continuous improvement and monitoring,

® A strong evaluation system for educators is designed to provide information that
supports decisions intended to ensure continuous individual and system
effectiveness. The system must be well-articulated, manageable, reliable and
sustainable. The goal of this system is to provide students with highly quallﬁed and
effective educators who focus on student learning.

¢ An educator evaluation system must deliver information that:
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The following measures of educator practice will be used:

¢ For teachers, the domains and components of Charlotte Danielson’s A
Framework for Teaching* will be used to provide definition and specificity to the
InTASC standards. Rubrics for observing teacher practice will be developed,
adapted, or identified to address each component. Danielson’s work and other
models based on InTASC will be used as a starting point in rubric development.
The domains and components identified in the model will be required by school
districts. Each domain represents a distinctive area of effective teaching practice.
The components provide a detailed, but manageable, list of teaching skills that
are consistent with the 2011 InTASC standards. The Danielson domains and
components can be found in Appendix C.

Appropriate adaptations to the domains and components will be developed for
certified professional staff that have out-of-classroom assignments as part or all
of their duties, or for those who work with special populations.

¢ For principals, the 2008 ISLLC standards will be used. The ISLLC subordinate
functions under the standards will form the components. Rubrics for observing
principal practice will be developed, adapted, or identified at the component
level. Other models based on ISLLC will be used as a starting point in the rubric
development.

¢ Multiple observations of educator practice are required during summative
evaluations. Observations must be supplemented by other measures of practice.
Multiple sources of evidence must be collected to document the evaluation of
practice.

e Districts will have the flexibility to create their own rubrics of educator practice.
Districts that choose to do so must apply to the State Superintendent through an
equivalency review process. The rubrics (and related training, tools, etc.) for
teacher practice must be based on the InTASC standards, and Danielson’s four
domains of teaching responsibility, but may combine components into fewer
categories.

4. Student Outcomes

Measures of student achievement will account for 50% of the overall summative rating for
educators. Multiple measures of student outcomes will be used. State and district
achievement data with both individual and school components will be included.

* For teachers, the following data when available will be used:

4 Danielson, C.F. (2007). Enhancing professional practice: A framework for teaching (2™ ed.). Alexandria, VA:
ASCD
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¢ For principals, when the first three measures of student data (state assessment,
district assessments, and SPOs) are available, equal weight will be given to these
three measures and together they will make up 90% of the data used for student
outcomes. When only two of these measures are available, equal weight will be
given to each measure and together they will make up 90% of the data used for
student outcomes. When only SPOs are available, they will account for 90% of
the data used in student outcomes. District improvement strategies and school-
wide data will comprise 5% respectively under student outcomes in all cases.

System Weights

e More detail is provided in the full report with regard to student achievement
data that is to be used when state test data or local test data are not available.

5
i
*
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summative evaluations. Formative evaluation shall be ongoing for all educators.

9. Evaluators
Teachers’ immediate supervisor will evaluate teaching practice. Principals’ immediate
supervisors will evaluate principal practice.

The Design Team recognizes that a second observer, such as a peer, administrator or
evaluator from an institute of higher education would be beneficial. They also recognize
that this is not always practical and therefore recommend that pre-service internships be
explored in the development phase. Pre-service interns could potentially cover classroom
time to allow master educators, cooperating teachers, or outside observers to serve as peer
evaluators. Similarly, pre-service principal internships should be considered.

10. Evaluator Training
Evaluators will be required to complete a comprehensive certification training program
that is consistent across the state.

11. Role of the State

The state will be responsible for developing, piloting, implementing, evaluating and
maintaining the high quality evaluation system. The statewide Educator Effectiveness
model will be fully developed, piloted and implemented by 2014-15 to meet ESEA
Flexibility requirements (NCLB waivers)%, and will coincide with Wisconsin’s school and
district accountability reform effort. DPI will be responsible for this work and ensuring
alignment within the broader accountability system. DPI will work to identify and leverage
resources wherever possible, but all work outlined in the Framework and required by a
high-quality statewide system is contingent on funding.

12. Stakeholder Involvement

DPI will convene a coordinating committee representing diverse stakeholders that will
provide guidance and feedback throughout the development, pilot, and initial
implementation phases of the model, at least through the 2014-2015 school year.

Districts are also encouraged to collaborate with DPI on the development, pilot and
training phases. The state will encourage districts to begin implementing the new system
as soon as possible and will allow any district wishing to implement the new system early
to do so.

9 ESEA Flexibility, (http://www.ed gov/esea/flexibility)

Page | 9




2. The state must allocate sufficient staff, time, and resources to develop, pilot and
implement, evaluate and maintain a high quality educator effectiveness system.

Conclusion

The members of the Design Team are clear: a state educator effectiveness system marks a
major shift for Wisconsin, and will require tremendous commitment on the part of the
legislature, teacher preparation programs, the state education agency, local districts and
educators throughout the state to implement this system. The work ahead, while
significant, is both necessary and attainable. The Design Team believes that it has
established a solid foundation and looks now to the state legislature, DPI, local districts,
and stakeholders to advance this important initiative. Working collaboratively, we have the
opportunity to implement a system that lives up to Wisconsin’s proud educational legacy.

An electronic copy of this Executive Summary as well as the full report of Educator

Effectiveness Design Team will be posted at http://dpiwigov/tepdl/edueffhtml
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Appendix B: 2008 Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC)
Educational Leadership Policy Standards

Principals
2008 (ISLLC) Educational Leadership Policy Standards

Standard 1
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promote organizational learning
C. Create and implement plans to achieve goals
D. Promote continuous and sustainable improvement
E. Monitor and evaluate progress and revise plans

Standard 2

An education leader promotes the success of every student by advocating,
nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive
to student learning and staff professional growth.

Functions:

A. Nurture and sustain a culture of collaboration, trust, learning, and high
expectations

B. Create a comprehensive, rigorous, and coherent curricular program

C. Create a personalized and motivating learning environment for students

D. Supervise instruction

E. Develop assessment and accountability systems to monitor student progress
F. Develop the instructional and leadership capacity of staff

G. Maximize time spent on quality instruction

H. Promote the use of the most effective and appropriate technologies to
support teaching and learning

1. Monitor and evaluate the impact of the instructional program

Standard 3

An education leader promotes the success of every student by ensuring
management of the organization, operation, and resources for a safe, efficient,
and effective learning environment.

Functions:

A. Monitor and evaluate the management and operational systems

B, Obtain, allocate, align, and efficiently utilize human, fiscal, and technological
resources

C. Promote and protect the welfare and safety of students and staff

D. Develop the capacity for distributed leadership

E. Ensure teacher and organizational time is focused to support quality
instruction and student learning

Standard 4

An education leader promotes the success of every student by collaborating
with faculty and community members, responding to diverse community
interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources.

Functions:

A. Collect and analyze data and information pertinent to the educational
environment

B. Promote understanding, appreciation, and use of the community’s diverse
cultural, social, and intellectual resources

C. Build and sustain positive relationships with families and caregivers

D. Build and sustain productive relationships with community partners

An education leader promotes the success of every student by acting with
integrity, faimess, and in an ethical manner.
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Appendix C: Charlotte Danielson’s Domains and Components

Domain 1: Planning and Preparation

[ ]

¢ 6 & o o

Demonstrating Knowledge of Content and Pedagogy
Demonstrating Knowledge of Students

Setting Instructional Outcomes

Demonstrating Knowledge of Resources

Designing Coherent Instruction

Designing Student Assessments

Domain 2: The Classroom Environment

[ ]

Creating an Environment of Respect and Rapport
Establishing a Culture for Learning

Managing Classroom Procedures

Managing Student Behavior

Organizing Physical Space

Domain 3: Instruction

Communicating with Students

Using Questioning and Discussion Techniques
Engaging Students in Learning

Using Assessment in Instruction
Demonstrating Flexibility and Responsiveness

Domain 4: Professional Responsibilities

*

Reflecting on Teaching

Maintaining Accurate Records
Communicating with Families
Participating in a Professional Community
Growing and Developing Professionally
Showing Professionalism
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Kuczenski, Tracy

From: Archibald, Sarah
Sent:  Thursday, January 26, 2012 1:35 PM
To: Sappenfield, Anne; Grant, Peter: Kuczenski, Tracy

Subject: FW: Education Reform - Comeback ltems
Fy!

From: Kammerud, Jennifer DPI [mai :Jeanjfer. Kammerud@dpi.wi.gov]

Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2018 2:56 AM /

To: Brickman, Michael - DOA

Cc: Thompson, Michael DPI; Archibald, Sarah; Kulow, Chris; Lied!, Kimberly - GOV, Justman, Jessica C - DPI
Subject: Education Reform - Comeback Items

Michael,

in advance of tomorrow | wanted to get back to you on the comeback items and, per your request, what we wanted to
discuss on the fourth draft.

3476/1 Read to Lead Council
Given that the state superintendent will be co-chairing the council,

1. We are okay with your request to keep the council as one that would make recommendations. Specifically, the
sentence that begins on line 11, p.3 would then read, “14.20 (1m) The council shall make recommendations to the
governor and state superintendent regarding recipients of grants under sub. (2).

2. The related language on lines 18-21 on p. 3 would then read, “14.20(2) From the appropriations under s. 20.525(1)
{f) and (q), the governor and state superintendent may award a grant to any person for support of a literacy or early
childhood development program.

3738/4 Reading Screener, Test for Licensure

1. Cost for PALS
We will need to discuss the cost for PALS. PALS has priced out the cost to us, using their new pricing structure
effective January 1, 2012, for implementation statewide for 4 and 5K students. The total cost they have given us is
$1,166,269 for 115,500 students {the number expected to be tested in year one). This estimate includes costs for
the screener ($569,379), professional development ($101,625}, and data/technical requirements on their end to
bring Wi on (5495,265). On the data front the price quote reflects segregated and secured assets for the Wi online
system, including network hardware and infrastructure. [ If the desire, per task force discussions, is to also screen
in first and second grades, we also have the cost estimates from PALS on doing that over a phased in period of
time. To add first grade in the next year (2013-14) would result in a total cost of $1,306,987 and to add second
grade in 2014-15 would be a total cost of $1,624,466.]

2. Language describing the Massachusetts test
| believe Chris was going to provide a potentially more detailed description of the test than the one we had offered.
We are obviously open to looking at that language to see if we are comfortable with it.

3. Remedial Reading Instruction, Lines 1-5, p. 3
We have taken a look at 121.02(1)(c) for ways to make that stronger per our discussion as we had suggested cross-
referencing that provision in that paragraph. We will bring language to discuss at our meeting today.

3814/pP2 Educator Effectiveness

1. There will be a marked up draft that reflects the changes we are requesting.
2. Peryour request, we will agree to an equivalency process
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3. Regarding the distribution/assignment of low-performing teachers, there is some language under 118.42 (2)(b)
regarding the distribution of teachers. We are looking at that as a jumping off point and are warking on ianguage to
bring to you later today.

4. We will need to revisit the issue of providing transparency on teacher education programs. While we have a
suggestlon related to this we want to make sure it is reflective of what was desired.

5. we wili need to revisit the issue of performance categories.

3740/2 Providing a Report Card

As you are aware, we want to add to the bili to make this an ic_g%a_p_i!_ity_mas discussed by the design team. We
want the system to improve school and student outcomes. 'm hoping Peter Grant wiil be at this meeting as we will need
to work with him on language for any agreement we reach today as we also rely on LRB for drafting. As to what you can
expect us to bring to the discussion on this topic, we will want to discuss at least the following: Time needed for the
department to implement a report and system, support mechanisms, consequences for poor performing schools, authority
for the state superintendent to address poor performing schools, and rewards for improvements. Additionally, we want to
make sure the performance index used is in line with the design team’s recommendations and that we discuss section 2 of
the bill.

Jennifer Kammerud
Legislative Liaison

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction
125 S. Webster St.

Madison, Wl 53707

(608) 266-7073

jennifer kammerud@dpi.wi.gov
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