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Minutes of the Special Meeting 
of the Massachusetts Board of Elementary and Secondary Education 

Monday, June 27, 2016 
5:00 p.m. –7:15 p.m. 

Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
75 Pleasant Street, Malden, MA 

 
 
Members of the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education Present:  
Paul Sagan, Chair, Cambridge 
James Morton, Vice-Chair, Boston 
Katherine Craven, Brookline  
Ed Doherty, Boston  
Margaret McKenna, Boston  
James Peyser, Secretary of Education  
Mary Ann Stewart, Lexington 
Donald Willyard, Chair, Student Advisory Council, Revere  
 
Mitchell D. Chester, Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education, Secretary to the 
Board  
 
Members of the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education Absent:  
Roland Fryer, Cambridge 
Michael Moriarty, Holyoke 
Pendred Noyce, Boston  
 
 
Chair Sagan welcomed Board members and the public. He said the Board would hear an update 
on digital learning and then continue the discussion on the state’s educator evaluation system.  
 
Digital Learning  
 
Commissioner Chester welcomed Board members and introduced Ken Klau, Director of Digital 
Learning, Andrea Cote, of the Office of Digital Learning, and Barbara Tracy and Julia Freeland-
Fisher of the Board’s Digital Learning Advisory Council.  
 
Mr. Klau said digital learning refers to the thoughtful, deliberate use of technology to support 
teaching and learning. He said digital learning impacts all students and is necessary for 
meaningful participation in civic, economic, and social life. Mr. Klau said digital learning can 
help educators solve problems through collaboration, personalized learning, differentiated 
pathways, and tailored learning environments. He informed members of the digital connections 
partnership schools grant and Massachusetts Personalized Learning Edtech Consortium 
(MAPLE), which will promote the adoption of high-quality personalized learning models.  
 
Ms. Tracy provided an overview of the advisory council, which provides advice, guidance, and 
technical expertise to the Board and the Commissioner. Chair Sagan asked how schools harness 
students’ own digital tools. Mr. Klau said the Department has issued guidance on bring-your-
own-device policies and 1-to-1 initiatives. Ms. Freeland-Fisher said educators and students need 
instructional models, not just devices. In response to Ms. Stewart’s question, Ms. Tracy said 
through visits to digital connection grantees she has seen more collaboration among students, 
richer research projects, and educators interacting and learning from each other. In response to 
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Mr. Willyard’s question, Mr. Klau said the Department is not promoting one particular model or 
level of technology; the Department is communicating that districts need long-term technology 
plans that overlap with curriculum planning and district goals. Ms. McKenna noted that during 
her time at Lesley University she learned that you must spend twice as much on professional 
development as on the device or it becomes useless. In response to Mr. Doherty’s question, Ms. 
Tracy said technology should support both teachers and students.  
 
Commissioner Chester said technology and digital learning tools can enhance teachers’ 
pedagogy, but the promise of personalized learning is far from being realized. He said the 
Department wants to learn more about what districts are doing in order to disseminate best 
practices. Ms. Stewart said Steve Smith, technology director for Cambridge Public Schools, has 
created model contract language and a list of approved applications. Mr. Klau confirmed that 
many school districts are using Cambridge’s resources. Vice-Chair Morton said he wants to 
ensure that technology helps to close achievement gaps and does not become another layer of 
inequity.  Chair Sagan thanked the presenters and noted that the Board would return to this topic 
at a future meeting.  
 
Katherine Craven arrived at 5:55 p.m. The Board took a short break.  
 
Educator Evaluation 
 
Chair Sagan said tonight’s discussion on the educator evaluation system is a continuation of the 
Board’s May special meeting. Commissioner Chester said tonight’s discussion focuses on one 
component of the evaluation system that measures impact on student learning. Commissioner 
Chester introduced the first panel: Massachusetts Teachers Association (MTA) President Barbara 
Madeloni and American Federation of Teachers-Massachusetts (AFT-MA) President Tom 
Gosnell.  
 
Ms. Madeloni said the MTA and AFT-MA have voiced the concerns of their educators regarding 
the student impact rating which is unworkable and burdensome. She said student learning is 
central to what educators focus on every day, and is already embedded into the evaluation 
framework. Mr. Gosnell said superintendents and school committee members also oppose the 
mandate. Beverly Miyares, of MTA, said student learning is at the center of educator evaluation, 
but the established policy does not work or add value. She said charter schools are exempt from 
the mandate. She noted that the Department has extended the deadline three times in the past five 
years and districts are not prepared to report the ratings this fall.  
 
Dan Murphy, of AFT-MA, reminded Board members they have the the MTA/AFT-MA white 
paper on district-determined measures. He said it is impossible to isolate educator impact and 
noted Steven Cerisi’s research on the unreliability of student growth percentiles. Mr. Murphy 
said 88 percent of educators do not have student growth percentiles because they do not have 
tested grades or subjects. He said the district-determined measure mandate is unclear, adds no 
value, and costs districts time and money. Mr. Murphy said AFT-MA is in favor of common 
assessments if they are used well. 
 
Chair Sagan said the Board is trying to balance the varying insights and viewpoints and asked if 
the panelists have suggestions to substitute for the current regulation. Ms. Miyares said the five-
step cycle embeds student learning goals and a feedback loop that improves student learning, 
which is sufficient. In response to Mr. Willyard’s question, Senior Associate Commissioner 
Peske said non-core academic staff, such as nurses and librarians, are evaluated using direct and 
indirect measures.   
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Commissioner Chester said virtually every district has made progress on this, and the system 
leaves it to districts and educators to identify appropriate measures. Mr. Murphy said when you 
dig deeper, districts are not really making progress, and professionals do not want to be assessed 
based on a rating with no credibility. In response to Ms. Stewart’s questions regarding educators 
in un-tested grades, Ms. Miyares said educators are rated based upon two years of state 
assessment trend data and two other locally determined measures. She said in practice it is a pre- 
and post-test model for every student and every teacher.  
 
Commissioner Chester introduced the second set of panelists: Henry Braun, of the Lynch School 
of Education at Boston College, and Martin West, of Harvard University’s Program on 
Education Policy and Governance. Mr. Braun said he was a member of the educator evaluation 
taskforce. He said every evaluation system draws on indicators. Mr. Braun said an evaluation 
system must serve to improve and hold accountable, while also being fair to educators and 
students. He said the Board should ask if multiple sources of evidence will assure comparability. 
Mr. West, a former taskforce member, said student learning should be at the center and the 
system should use multiple measures. He said the Board should not reverse course and should 
allow the system a chance to work before abandoning it. Mr. West noted that the American 
Statistical Association and American Education Research Association critiques of value-added 
measures, referenced by presenters, looked at other evaluation systems, not Massachusetts, 
which does not use technical algorithms.  Mr. Doherty said the educator evaluation taskforce did 
not discuss nor develop district-determined measures.  
 
Ms. McKenna said she does not object to an educator evaluation system, student assessment, and 
keeping student learning at the center of education. She said there is agreement in the field and 
among professional organizations including MASS, MASC, MTA, and AFT-MA that district-
determined measures are not working.  She said if 88 percent of educators are without state 
student assessment data, how can thousands of different instruments being used in districts be 
valid, comparable, and reliable? Chair Sagan said the evaluation system balances observations of 
teaching practice and student results.  Ms. Stewart noted that only four to six percent of 
educators are rated less than proficient.  
 
Commissioner Chester said beyond just the rating is the crucial feedback that spurs educators’ 
growth and development. Ms. Craven asked how the statewide data is used and if best practices 
can be shared. Commissioner Chester said the data should first inform local discussion and 
planning, and the Department has networks of districts working together to share best practices. 
The Commissioner said the Department has been very deliberate to avoid using algorithms, 
relying instead on the evaluator’s professional judgment. Mr. Doherty provided an example of an 
educator receiving positive feedback based on observations and going above and beyond, but not 
seeing students’ scores improve that year. He said it is not fair to rate an educator as low because 
her students are not performing well. Mr. Doherty said he would propose a motion on Tuesday to 
repeal the regulation mandating student impact ratings.   
 
On a motion duly made and seconded, it was:  

VOTED:  that the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education adjourn the meeting 
at 7:15 p.m., subject to the call of the Chair.  

 
The vote was unanimous.  
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Respectfully submitted, 
Mitchell D. Chester 

Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education 
and Secretary to the Board 


