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Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, thank you for allowing me to join you once again to discuss 

Governor Brownback’s initiatives to improve education in Kansas.  I would like to focus my comments 

today on correcting some of the inaccuracies that you may have heard over the past few weeks. 

 

1. Despite what you may have heard or read, SB 361 does not require school districts to post teacher 

ratings on public websites.  The language of the bill requires school districts to post teacher ratings 

on a website available to parents.  I understand this language is not included in HB 2634, but I still 

wanted to take a moment to make that clarification. 

 

2. Some have inaccurately described the No Child Left Behind waiver requirements.  Requirement #3 

reads as follows: 

 

To receive this flexibility, an SEA and each LEA must commit to develop, adopt, pilot, and implement, with 

the involvement of teachers and principals, teacher and principal evaluation and support systems that:  (1) 

will be used for continual improvement of instruction;  

(2) meaningfully differentiate performance using at least three performance levels; (3) use multiple valid 

measures in determining performance levels, including as a significant factor data on student growth for 

all students (including English Learners and students with disabilities), and other measures of professional 

practice (which may be gathered through multiple formats and sources, such as observations based on 

rigorous teacher performance standards, teacher portfolios, and student and parent surveys); (4) evaluate 

teachers and principals on a regular basis; (5) provide clear, timely, and useful feedback, including feedback 

that identifies needs and guides professional development; and (6) will be used to inform personnel 

decisions.  (http://www.ed.gov/esea/flexibility) 
 

 The fact of the matter is that the only significant difference between the legislation before you and the NCLB 

waiver request being prepared by KSDE is the date of the implementation.  I would encourage the committee to invite 

Commissioner DeBacker to testify before the committee to compare and contrast the two. 

3. There has been some confusion regarding the incentive program.  The language in HB 2634 does not limit 

the teacher performance incentive program to one teacher or group of teachers per school district.  It simply 

states the following, “a teacher or teacher team may be nominated by the board.”  If the committee feels a 

technical correction is necessary to provide additional clarity, we would be supportive of that change. 

 

4. Some have argued that research on student achievement does not support the Governor’s proposals.  I asked 

the KS Dep. of Education to share with me information on a couple of research projects on teacher 

effectiveness that are most widely respected by the education community.  Excerpts from those findings are 

below: 

“…the results of this study well document that the most important factor affecting student learning is the teacher.  In 

addition, the results show wide variation in effectiveness among teachers.  The immediate and clear implication of this 



finding is that seemingly more can be done to improve education by improving the effectiveness of teachers than by 

any other single factor.  Effective teachers appear to be effective with students of all achievement levels…”  

 “…if the teacher is ineffective, students under that teacher’s tutelage will achieve inadequate progress 

academically…” 

“…recent studies show that teacher effects on student learning as inferred from standardized test scores are additive 

and cumulative over grade levels with little evidence of compensatory effects.  Thus, students in classrooms of very 

effective teachers, following relative ineffective teachers, make excellent academic gains but not enough to offset 

previous evidence of less than expected gains.” 

“Differences in teacher effectiveness were found to be the dominant factor affecting student academic gain.  The 

importance of the effects of certain classroom contextual variables appears to be minor and should be viewed as 

inhibitors to the appropriate use of student outcome data in teacher assessment.” 

“Those developing future teacher evaluation systems might take comfort in the results reported here with the 

suggestion that variation in ability levels of students, despite teacher arguments and conventional wisdom, is not a 

major factor framing effectiveness in teaching.” 

“A notably non-significant factor was class size.” 

“…students assigned to three highly effective teachers in a row would have attained fifth-grade mathematic scores 

that were as much as 50 percentile points higher than students with comparable beginning mathematics scores but 

who were assigned to a series of three highly ineffective teachers.” 

5. Some have claimed the Governor’s proposal is not consistent with the work of KSDE.  Attached to my 

testimony you will find a copy of a power-point presentation Commissioner DeBacker gave to the KS Board 

of Education a year ago.  Excerpts are below: 

“Kansas educators want pay for student performance.” 

“Kansas educators want pay for teaching in less desirable geographical locations in Kansas and low-performing 

school incentives.” 

“50% Individual Value Added (student growth)” 

In conclusion, it is clear that every concern expressed in regards to the Governor’s teacher effectiveness proposal 

can be easily rebutted using research provided by the KS Dep. of Education, a closer examination of the actual language 

of the legislation before you, and a more complete reading of the background material we have provided. 

An independent poll conducted by the media found that 70% of Kansans support the Governor’s proposals.  Upon 

closer examination you will notice that support from adults in Kansas who are likely to have school age children increases 

to nearly 80%. 

Of course, anytime there is a discussion about additional accountability on a system, it will cause those who work 

within the system some anxiety.  But we cannot let emotions prevent us from doing what is best for the children of 

Kansas.  Parents understand this.  Those who are truly interested in doing what’s best to help Kansas students achieve also 

understand this. 

I would ask you to take a moment to ask yourselves the following questions:  Wouldn’t it be helpful to know 

definitively who our best teachers are so they can be recognized?  Shouldn’t teachers who show an ability to achieve 

student achievement gains in At-Risk students be financially rewarded for their work?  Does the state have an obligation 

to students and teachers to identify and provide assistance to teachers who may be struggling?  Should performance be a 

factor in personnel decisions?  We believe the answer to all of these questions is clear.  Yes.  
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