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Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Colorado
Vision:
N/A
Performance Categories:
4—Ineffective, Partially Effective, Effective, Highly Effective
A teacher’s performance category is assigned based on the following matrix:

“Implications for support” and “implications for earning or losing non-probationary status” are articulated for each performance category.
Performance Standards:
6 Quality Standards—1-Know Content, 2-Establish Environment, 3-Facilitate Learning, 4-Reflect on Practice, 5-Demonstrate Leadership, and 6-Student Growth
Each standard has 3-8 descriptors comprised of mandatory language from the state as well as “descriptions that are intended to help districts develop or choose their own observation and measurement tools.”
Districts determine weights of each standard, but standard 6, student growth, must represent 50% of final rating and each of standards 1-5 must each represent at least 15% of the remaining 50% of final rating (or at least 7.5% of the final rating).
Process and Qualitative Measures:
Observation plus at least one other method is prescribed.  Observations must be “aligned with technical guidance provided by CDE.”
Other methods are student perception measures (surveys), peer feedback, feedback from parents or guardians, and review of teacher lesson plans or student work samples.
Districts must “adopt multiple measures of effectiveness and processes that ensure systematic data collection,” and “data must be gathered with sufficient frequency.”  
Quantitative Measures:
A teacher’s performance on standard 6 should be evaluated based on “the academic growth of the teacher’s students in the content area delivered by the teacher” and on “the academic growth of students attributable to all educators who are responsible, directly or indirectly, for ensuring that such students attain mastery of” standards.  “Schools are highly encouraged to include measures of student growth for students that are attributable to multiple teachers.”
No quantitative measures are prescribed for standard 6.
Districts must “select multiple measures according to teaching assignment,” and “data must be gathered with sufficient frequency.”
In collaboration, districts must “categorize personnel into appropriate categories based on availability of state summative assessment data” and “articulate to each educator” his or her category and assign teachers a role of “’teacher of record’ versus ‘contributing professional’”.  Districts choose or develop appropriate measures for each category.  Assessment measures are considered based on 
Results of discussions with teachers
Technical quality of the analytic methods available
State criterion-referenced/standards-based
Student-level assessment data from district-created or vendor-created assessment tools that are comparable across classrooms with demonstrated rigor which meet CDE guidelines for technical quality
Student-level assessment data using unique teacher- or school-based measures collected at the school or individual classroom level, which do not meet the higher technical requirements of the other two categories but which do comply with minimal CDE requirements
Districts use the following flowchart to use the best possible measures in given circumstances:

CGM=Colorado Growth Model, “Conditional Status”=No Definition Offered
Evaluators:
No specific guidelines set for who evaluates or specific training for evaluators.  CDE is mandated to provide specific guidance supporting use of qualitative measures.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated annually.
No appeals process is articulated.
No specific resources or guidance for non-classroom teachers is given.
Full implementation will be in the 2013-2014 school year.

View the Colorado Model
(http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/Partner-SCEE.asp)

Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Delaware
Vision:
“DPAS II establishes consistent educator and student performance expectations and outcomes across all schools.”  The three main purposes are to assure and support educator’s professional growth, continuous improvement of student outcomes, and quality educators in every school building and classroom.
Performance Categories:
4—Ineffective, Needs Improvement, Effective, Highly Effective
The overall performance rating is based on separate ratings in 5 components with a “satisfactory” or “exceeds” rating for component 5 (student improvement) required to be rated “effective” or “highly effective” overall.
Teachers are expected to perform at or above the “effective” level.
Performance Standards:
5 Components—(1) Planning and Preparation, (2) Classroom Environment, (3) Instruction, (4) Professional Responsibilities, (5) Student Improvement
Components 1-4 each have 4-5 “criterion,” and each criterion has 2-5 “elements.”
For components 1-4, a rubric with 4 performance categories articulated for each element and a rubric with 4 performance categories articulated for each criterion are provided.  Potential evidence sources are provided for each component.
Process and Qualitative Measures:
Professional Responsibilities Form and conference—Fall—Focuses on component 4.
Classroom observations throughout the school year with Pre-Observation Form (optional for experienced teachers), pre-observation conference, observation (minimum 30 minutes), Lesson Reflection Template (optional), post-observation conference (with performance ratings), and Formative Feedback Form—Focus on components 1-4.
Observations may be announced or unannounced.  (No Pre-Observation Form or pre-observation conference for unannounced observations)
Novice teachers receive a minimum of two announced and one unannounced observation.  Experienced teachers with satisfactory ratings on their most recent summative evaluation receive a minimum of one announced observation each year.  Experienced teachers with unsatisfactory ratings on their last summative evaluation receive a minimum of one announced and one unannounced observation each year.
Summative Evaluation Form and conference for components 1-5–Spring.  Teachers receive a rating of “satisfactory” or “unsatisfactory” for components 1-4; “exceeds,” “satisfactory,” or “unsatisfactory” for component 5; and an overall rating of “highly effective,” “effective,” “needs improvement,” or “ineffective.”  Teachers also receive commendations, recommendations (nonbinding) and expectations (binding).
Improvement Plan—Required when (1) a lesson observed is rated “unsatisfactory” as a result of unsatisfactory performance in one or more components, (2) a teacher’s overall performance is rated “needs improvement” or “ineffective” on the Summative Evaluation Form, or (3) a teacher’s overall performance is rated “effective” on the Summative Evaluation Form but one or more components is rated “unsatisfactory.”

Quantitative Measures:
Based on school-wide goal setting, teachers complete a Measures Selection Form and engage in a measures selection conference in the fall.
3-part measure of student growth for component 5
Part 1 (30%)—School-wide Assessment Measure—State summative test-based (DCAS) using “AYP” scores.  Each teacher is given a score based on either school-wide DCAS reading or school-wide DCAS math results, whichever is higher.  School results are based on the proficiency (status) metric or the fall-spring (growth) metric.
Part 2 (20%)—Student Cohort Assessment Measure—DCAS-based using “instructional” scores.  For teachers in tested areas, all the teacher’s students are considered part of the cohort and the measure is tied to the teacher’s participation in a PLC.  For teachers whose assignment does not fall in a tested area, the teacher identifies a cohort of students (based on data analysis for the school and administrative approval) within a test grade/subject-area who are “touched” regularly by the teacher.  This component reflects fall-spring growth on DCAS.
Part 3 (50%)—Teacher Specific Assessment Measure—Non-DCAS based.  Measures will be developed by DDE subcommittees and directly tied to teachers’ teaching assignments.
Other weighting options are provided if one of the 3 parts is not approved in a teacher’s area.
For component 5, teachers are assigned a point score on a scale of 100—80-100 exceeds, 50-79 is satisfactory, and 0-49 is unsatisfactory.
Evaluators:
Evaluators are teachers’ direct supervisors—building principals and assistant principals.  District office administrators may also evaluate.
Evaluators must complete DPAS II training to be credentialed by DDE.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated on a one- or two-year cycle depending on status and length of service.
An appeal, or “challenge” process, is articulated.  Teachers are encouraged to voice concerns directly to their evaluators and in writing.  If not resolved, the teacher may submit a written challenge to the evaluator’s supervisor.  Teachers may challenge conclusions of lesson observations rated “unsatisfactory” and any rating on the Summative Evaluation Form.
There are separate systems for specialists and administrators. 
View the Delaware Model
(http://www.doe.k12.de.us/csa/dpasii/default.shtml)

Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Washington, District of Columbia
Vision:
The primary purpose of IMPACT is to help teachers become more effective in their work.  IMPACT supports growth by clarifying expectations, providing feedback, facilitating collaboration, driving professional development, and retaining great people.
Performance Categories:
4—Ineffective, Minimally Effective, Effective, Highly Effective
The overall performance category is assigned based on differing weights for measures for different groups of educators.  See below.
Teachers who receive a rating of “highly effective” are eligible for additional compensation.
Teachers who receive a rating of “minimally effective” for two consecutive years or a rating of “ineffective” are subject to separation from the school system.
Performance Standards:
Separate performance standards in the areas of teaching and learning, commitment to school community, and core professionalism
Teaching and Learning—3 Domains—Plan (Includes Instruction and Learning Environment), Teach, and Increase Effectiveness.  Each domain has 3-9 “strategies.”  A rubric with 4 performance categories articulated for each “strategy” is provided.
Commitment to School Community—5 Aspects—Support of the Local School Initiatives, Support of the Special Education and English Language Learner Programs, High Expectations, Partnership with Families, and Instructional Collaboration.  A rubric with 4 performance categories articulated for each “aspect” is provided.
Core Professionalism—4 Basic Tenants—Attendance, On-Time Arrival, Policies and Procedures, and Respect.  A rubric with 3 performance categories articulated for each “tenant” is provided.
Process and Qualitative Measures:
Employees (excepting administrators) are categorized into 1 of 20 groups.  Groups have unique evaluation processes and weighting formulas for their final evaluation scores.  All school-based employees’ evaluations include commitment to school and community at 10% of the final score and school value-added student achievement data at 5-10% of the final score.
General Education Teachers with Individual Value-Added Student Achievement Data (Group 1)—35% of final score based on Teaching and Learning Framework and 10% based on commitment to the school community.  (Core professionalism is also assessed.)
5 classroom observations with post-conferences assess teaching and learning—3 by a school administrator and 2 by a master teacher.  The first observation is announced; all others are unannounced.  Observations are spread throughout the school year.  Scores from observations are averaged to determine the score for teaching and learning.  Teachers who have earned “highly effective” ratings for the past two years and have a score of 3.5 (out of 4) for their first two classroom observations in a year may waive observations for the rest of the school year.
2 assessment cycles with conferences by the school administrator determine the score for commitment to the school community.  Teachers receive a rating of 1-4 in each of 5 “aspects,” and the five ratings are averaged to give an overall score.  The two cycles’ scores from the year are averaged for the score used in the final evaluation.
2 assessment cycles with conferences by the school administrator determine the 2 performance ratings for core professionalism.  Teachers receive a rating of “meets standard,” “slightly below standard,” or “significantly below standard” in each of 4 “tenants,” and the lowest rating is the performance rating.  A rating of “slightly below standard” in either of the 2 cycles during the year results in 10 points for each being deducted from the teacher’s final evaluation and a rating of “significantly below standard” results in 20 points for each being deducted.
Grades 1-12 General Education Teachers without Individual Value-Added Student Achievement Data (Group 2)—75% of final score based on Teaching and Learning Framework and 10% based on commitment to the school community.  (Core professionalism is also assessed.)  Areas are scored as with teachers in group 1.
Special Education Teachers (Group 3)—55% of final score based on Teaching and Learning Framework or Individualized Instruction Model and 10% based on commitment to the school community.  (Core professionalism is also assessed.)  Areas are scored as with teachers in group 1.
The Individualized Instructional Model is used for classroom observations in which the special education teacher co-teaches and is not facilitating whole-group, pullout, or small group instruction.  The observer determines when to use this model for an observation, and scores are determined averaged as with observations using the Teaching and Learning Framework.
Non-Itinerant ELL Teachers (Group 4)—75% of final score based on Teaching and Learning Framework or Individualized Instruction Model for ELL and 10% based on commitment to the school community.  (Core professionalism is also assessed.)  Areas are scored as with teachers in group 1, and the Individualized Instructional Model is implemented with group 3.
Quantitative Measures:
General Education Teachers with Individual Value-Added Student Achievement Data (Group 1)—50% of final score based on individual value-added student achievement data and 5% based on school value-added student achievement data.  (For a teacher to be in group 1 the district must have “before” and “after” DC CAS data for reading, math and/or the content area taught.  Otherwise teachers default to group 2.)
Grades 1-12 General Education Teachers without Individual Value-Added Student Achievement Data (Group 2)—10% of final score based on teacher-assessed student achievement data and 5% based on school value-added student achievement data.
Teachers and school administrators collaborate in the fall to determine assessments, weights of assessments, and specific student learning targets for the teacher-assessed student achievement data component of the evaluation.  Teachers may work collaboratively.  In the spring, teachers present resulting data; the administrator assigns a 1-4 score based on a rubric that includes learning, years of growth, mastery of content standards, approval of assessments, and validation of scores.
Special Education Teachers (Group 3)—10% of final score based on teacher-assessed student achievement data, 10% based on IEP timeliness, 10% based on eligibility timeliness, and 5% based on school value-added student achievement data.  Teacher assessed student achievement data is assessed as with teachers in group 2.
Non-Itinerant ELL Teachers (Group 4)—10% of final score based on teacher-assessed student achievement data and 5% based on school value-added student achievement data.  Teacher assessed student achievement data is assessed as with teachers in group 2.
Evaluators:
School administrators conduct 3 of 5 classroom observations, assessment cycles/conferences for commitment to school community and core professionalism, and conferences and evaluation of teacher-assessed student data processes.
Master teachers from outside the schools in the evaluated teacher’s content area conduct 2 of 5 classroom observations.
The training program for evaluators is not specified.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated annually.
No appeals process is articulated beyond “contacting the IMPACT team.” 

View the Washington, DC, Model
(http://dc.gov/DCPS/In+the+Classroom/Ensuring+Teacher+Success/IMPACT+(Performance+Assessment)

Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Hillsborough County, Florida
Vision:
The model was developed as part of the district’s Empowering Effective Teachers initiative using resources from an Intensive Partnerships for Effective Teaching grant from the Gates Foundation.  The goals of the initiative are to improve student achievement by focusing on excellence in teaching, ensure every classroom has a highly effective teacher (especially high-needs students), and increase the percentage of students who graduate ready for college/career.
Performance Categories:
5
The overall performance category is assigned based on 40% for student value-added data, 30% for administrator observations, and 30% for peer observations.
Levels 4/5 are referred to as “highly effective teachers” and qualify for leadership positions.  Levels 1-2 are considered ineffective and “recommended for dismissal.”
Performance Standards:
4 Domains—Planning and Preparation, The Classroom Environment, Instruction, and Professional Responsibilities
Each domain has 5-7 “components.”  A rubric with 4 performance categories and “elements” for each “component” is provided.
Components are weighted by percentage of total score.  Overall, the planning and preparation domain’s components comprise 20% of the total score, classroom environment 20%, instruction 40%, and professional responsibilities 20%.  The most weighted components (all from the instruction domain, all weighted 9% each) are communicating with students, using questioning and discussion techniques, engaging students in learning, and using assessment in instruction.
Process and Qualitative Measures:
Classroom observations including pre-observation conferences, post-observation conferences, and developmental goals are determined as follows by past evaluation scores:
	Teacher Evaluation Score
	Administrator Observations
	Peer Observations
	Supervisor Observations
	Informal Observations

	5
	1
	2
	0
	

	4
	1
	2
	0
	

	3
	1
	2
	0
	10

	2
	2
	4
	1
	15

	1
	2
	4
	1
	15


Formal evaluations are scheduled.
Peer observations are conducted by fully released teachers.  There is a 91% subject-area match with observed teachers.
Quantitative Measures:
Value-added gains in student achievement contribute 40% to a teacher’s final evaluation score.
Evaluators:
All evaluators receive 45-55 hours of training and conduct paired observations before being certified to conduct observations.  Evaluators participate in monthly PLCs and must calibrate annually.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated annually.
An appeals process is in place but not detailed in materials.
Performance standards and rubrics for guidance, media, and technology resource teachers are provided. 

View the Hillsborough County Model
(http://communication.sdhc.k12.fl.us/empoweringteachers/?page_id=271)

Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Georgia
Vision:
Two-fold purpose—improvement and accountability
Performance Categories:
2—Unsatisfactory and Satisfactory
Strands are rated using a four-level rubric—not evident, emerging, proficient, and exemplary.  Any strand rated as “not evident” results in an unsatisfactory annual evaluation.
Any “unresolved unsatisfactory score” on any Georgia Teacher Duties and Responsibilities (GTDR) item results in an unsatisfactory GTDR and unsatisfactory annual evaluation.  GTDR items are rated as satisfactory, unsatisfactory, or not applicable.
An evaluator-developed, monitored Professional Development Plan for Improvement is required for teachers with a rating of “unsatisfactory.”
Performance Standards:
5 Strands of Teacher Quality—Curriculum and Planning, Standards-Based Instruction, Assessment of Student Learning, Professionalism, and Student Achievement
Each of the first four “strands” has 1-4 “performance standards,” and each “performance standard” has 1-5 “elements.”
A “continuum of improvement” rubric with 4 performance levels for each “element” is provided.  The rubric also includes examples of evidence for each performance category for “element.”  Teacher, observation, conference, and student evidence is categorized.
Process and Qualitative Measures:

Phase One—Fall.  The teacher self-assesses based on the rubric and drafts a Professional Growth Plan (PGP).  The teacher and evaluator finalize the PGP and set student achievement targets for the student achievement strand.  The evaluator may assign elements for teachers’ PGPs, and teachers may collaborate to develop a common PGP.
Phase Two—Throughout the School Year.  Evidence is collected through a minimum of two short, unannounced classroom observations; a minimum of one longer, announced classroom observation; and “other sources.”  A Formative Analysis for CLASS Keys form is completed for all observations, and a post-observation conference is required.  A pre-conference may be requested, and teachers submit lesson plans for formal observations beforehand.  Teachers record progress on PGP form at a minimum of two quarterly updates. (Evaluators may provide positive or corrective feedback using the Georgia Teacher Duties and Responsibilities form at any time during the school year.)
Phase Three—Annual performance is assessed based on the continuum of improvement rubric.  The student achievement strand is scored based on “actual impact upon student achievement compared to goals” from phase one.  The teacher’s performance on the Georgia Teacher Duties and Responsibilities (GTDR) is also reviewed.  (Evaluators may provide positive or corrective feedback using the GTDR form at any time during the school year.)
Quantitative Measures:
Districts select assessment measures; the use of multiple measures is encouraged.  The teacher and evaluator are responsible for determining student achievement goals.  Goals may be individual or common to a group of teachers.  Pre-assessment, interim, and post-assessment data are recorded on the PGP as data becomes available.
There are two possible elements for the quantitative component—GPS curriculum (state tested) and non-GPS curriculum (non-tested).  Both elements are scored based on the same “continuum of improvement.”

If a teacher is only assigned classes which use a GPS curriculum, then that is the only element scored.  A teacher must be at the emerging level for a satisfactory evaluation.
If a teacher is only assigned classes which use a non-GPS curriculum, then that is the only element scored.  A teacher must be at the emerging level for a satisfactory evaluation.
If a teacher is assigned some classes which use a GPS curriculum and some classes which use a non-GPS curriculum, then both elements are scored.  A teacher must be at the emerging level for both elements for a satisfactory evaluation.
Evaluators:
“The school principal is responsible for the management of all teacher evaluation activities.”
Trainers must attend “state-approved, required training sessions, and any required update training.”
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated annually.
A complaints process is outlined for violations of CLASS Keys procedures.  Local decisions are not appealable to GDE.
Districts determine “which evaluation program” and/or portions of the GTDR are used for teachers in non-classroom or “special groups of teachers.”  No other models are offered by the state. 
View the Georgia Model
(http://www.doe.k12.ga.us/School-Improvement/Teacher-and-Leader-Effectiveness/Pages/default.aspx)

Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Montgomery County, Maryland
Vision:
2 Components—A Qualitative Approach to Teacher Evaluation and Professional Growth
6 Essential System Elements—Clear Standards for Teacher Performance, Training for Evaluators and Teachers, Professional Growth Cycle, Formal Evaluation with Narrative Assessments, Peer Assistance and Review Program, Professional Development Years
Performance Categories:
2 Final Summary Ratings—Below Standard and Meets Standard
Performance Standards:
6 Standards
Teachers are committed to students and their learning.
Teachers know the subjects they teach and how to teach those subjects to students.
Teachers are responsible for establishing and managing student learning in a positive learning environment.
Teachers continually assess student progress, analyze the results, and adapt instruction to improve student achievement.
Teachers are committed to continuous improvement and professional development.
Teachers exhibit a high degree of professionalism.
Each “standard” has 2-6 “performance criteria.”
A rubric with two performance levels is provided.  Sources of data beyond classroom observation are also provided for each “performance standard.”
Process and Qualitative Measures:
Teachers are evaluated annually if not tenured—two years.  After achieving tenure, a teacher is evaluated three years later—during the fifth year.  If a teacher successfully completes this three-year cycle, then he is evaluated four years later—during the ninth year.  If successful, then a teacher enters a five-year cycle.  Any teacher may be placed on “special evaluation” when there is a performance concern.
Teachers not in an evaluation year design 1-4 year Professional Development Plans.  Plans are reviewed by school administrators.

An extensive Peer Assistance and Review program is the “mechanism for maintaining system-wide quality control.”  The program includes assistance for non-tenured teachers and teacher not performing to standards through consulting teachers and makes employment recommendations to the superintendent.  Leadership is half teachers and half school administrators.
Classroom observations are conducted throughout the school year during evaluation years.  There are formal and informal observations.  Formal observations must be announced and include pre- and post-observation conferences.  A Post-Observation Conference Report is completed for observations and is narrative in format.
Non-tenured teachers have at least two observations (one formal) by the principal and two observations (one formal) by the consulting teacher (mentor).
Tenured teachers have at least two observations (one formal) by the principal.
Teachers not performing to standard and assigned a consulting teacher have at least one observation by the principal and three observations (one formal) by the consulting teacher.
All teachers may be observed formally or informally at any time.
A Final Evaluation Report is completed for a teacher at the end of the evaluation process.  The report is in narrative form.  It represents performance in each of the six performance standards based on cumulative performance for the entire professional growth cycle (since the teacher’s last evaluation).  Teachers are “encouraged” to assemble portfolios with evidence of growth, including student results (on tests, etc.) and student survey data.  Evaluators are required to share final ratings with teachers.  Peer Assistance and Review Panels complete the Final Evaluation Reports for teachers not performing to standards; principals or assistant principals complete all others.
Quantitative Measures:
Teachers are “encouraged” to assemble portfolios with evidence of growth, including student results (on tests, etc.) and student survey data for consideration before the evaluator completes the Final Evaluation Report.
Evaluators:
Evaluations are conducted by principals and assistant principals.  Observations are conducted by principals, assistant principals, resource teachers, interdisciplinary resource teachers, consulting teachers (who assist novice teachers and teachers not performing to standards), and retired administrators.
Evaluators and teachers are supported with a series of four courses designed by Research for Better Teaching, Inc.  Two six-day courses are for evaluators and observers, and two courses are for all teachers.  The evaluator courses are required evaluators, consulting teachers, and all members of Peer Assistance and Review Panels.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated annually if not tenured—two years.  After achieving tenure, a teacher is evaluated three years later—during the fifth year.  If a teacher successfully completes this three-year cycle, then he is evaluated four years later—during the ninth year.  If successful, then a teacher enters a five-year cycle.  In years not formally evaluated, teachers design multi-year Professional Development Plans.  Any teacher may be placed on “special evaluation” when there is a performance concern.
“Parallel performance standards” and other “data measures” have been created for “teacher-level positions not assigned to classrooms.”  These teachers are evaluated on the same evaluation cycle. 

View the Montgomery County Model
(http://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/departments/personnel/pgs/)

Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Massachusetts
Vision:
5 Priorities—Place Student Learning at the Center, Promote Growth and Development, Recognize Excellence, Set a High Bar for Tenure, Shorten Timelines for Improvement
Performance Categories:
Educators earn two separate ratings.
Summative Rating of Educator Practice—4 Ratings—Unsatisfactory, Needs Improvement, Proficient, Exemplary
Rating of Impact on Student Learning—3 Ratings—Low, Moderate, High

Performance Standards:
4 Standards—Curriculum, Planning, and Assessment; Teaching All Students; Family and Community Engagement; Professional Culture
Each “standard” has 3-6 “indicators,” and each “indicator” has 1-4 “elements.”
A rubric with four “levels of performance” articulated for each “element” is provided.
Process and Qualitative Measures:
Districts are required to implement (and the state model is built) around a 5-step process.

There are one-year and two-year cycles.  A teacher’s cycle is based on years of experience and previous evaluations.  Both cycles contain the same elements and activities spread over the appropriate period of time.
[image: ]
Step 1—Teachers self-assess against performance standards and analyze student data to propose two goals—one for professional practice and one for student learning.  Setting goals in teams and alignment with school goals is encouraged.
Step 2—Teachers share their self-assessments and proposed goals with evaluators.  Evaluators work with individual teachers and teams to finalize goals.  Teachers and evaluators develop educator plans based on goals.  There are four types of plan—Developing Educator Plan, Self-Directed Growth Plan, Directed Growth Plan, and Improvement Plan.  A teacher’s type of plan is based on previous evaluations and tenure/experience.
Step 3—Teachers implement the developed plan and continually collect evidence on “fulfillment of professional responsibilities and engagement with families.”  Evaluators conduct observations, provide feedback to teachers, and support plan implementation.  The majority of observations are 5-15 minute unannounced observations with focused feedback but no pre- or post-observation conferences.
Step 4—At the midpoint of implementation of the developed plan, the evaluator formatively assesses and provides feedback to the teacher regarding progress towards attaining goals and performance on performance standards.
Step 5—Evaluators analyze evidence “that demonstrates the educator’s performance against Performance Standards and evidence of the attainment of the goals in the Educator Plan to arrive at a rating on each standard and an overall performance rating based on the evaluator’s professional judgment.”  The summative evaluation has a separate rating of educators’ impact on student learning based on “trends and patterns in statewide and district-determined measures that are comparable across grade and/or subject” (beginning in 2013-2014).
Quantitative Measures:
To be implemented in 2013-2014.
Evaluators:
Identity and training of evaluators is not articulated in the state DOE model, but training modules and facilitator guides supporting the five-step process, a list of approved PD providers, and “regional networks of practice” are provided by the DOE.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated on one- or two-year cycles.
No appeals process is articulated in the state model.
No specific resources or specific guidance or tools are provided for non-classroom teachers.
Implementation of educator impact of student learning gains will begin June 2012, and addition of feedback from students as evidence will begin June 2013.
The state DOE model is to be revised or adopted by districts, so state support materials are designed to not only lay out a model with flexibility but also support districts and schools with design and implementation.  The model’s guide contains guidance in the areas of time frame, requirements in regulations, conditions for readiness, considerations for planning, suggested resources, recommended actions, etc. for each step.  Sample forms are also provided. 

View the Massachusetts Model
(http://www.doe.mass.edu/edeval/)

Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
North Carolina
Vision:
Serve as a measurement of performance for individual teachers.
Serve as a guide for teachers as they reflect upon and improve their effectiveness.
Serve as the basis for instructional improvement.
Focus the goals and objectives of schools and districts as they support, monitor, and evaluate their teachers.
Guide professional development programs for teachers.
Serve as a tool in developing coaching and mentoring programs for teachers.
Enhance the implementation of the approved curriculum.
Inform higher education institutes as they develop the content and requirements for teacher training programs.
Performance Categories:
5—Not Demonstrated, Developing, Proficient, Accomplished, Distinguished
A performance level is given separately for each performance standard.
Teachers with ratings below “proficient” in any performance standard have monitored or directed growth plans.
Performance Standards:
5 Performance Standards
Teachers demonstrate leadership.
Teachers establish a respectful environment for a diverse population of students.
Teachers know the content they teach.
Teachers facilitate learning for their students.
Teachers reflect on their practice.
Each “performance standard” has 3-8 “performance elements.”
A rubric with 5 performance categories is completed for components 3, 5 and 7 of the process.
Process and Qualitative Measures:
The process is organized into 9 components.
Training for all teachers, principals, and peer evaluators.
Orientation for all new teachers.
Teacher self-assessment at the beginning of the year.
A pre-observation conference before the first formal observation at which the self-assessment, most recent professional growth plan, and lesson to be observed are discussed.  Conferences are not required for subsequent observations.
5 formal (at least 45 minutes) observations of probationary teachers—3 by the principal and 1 by a peer.  3 observations of career status teachers by the principal (2 may be informal or under 45 minutes).  Additional observations can be conducted.
Post-observation conferences for all formal observations.
Summary evaluation conference and scoring the Teacher Summary Rating Form prior to the end of the school year.
Professional development plans based on the summary rating—individual growth plans for teachers rated at least “proficient,” monitored growth plans for teachers rated “developing” on one or more standards, directed growth plans for teachers rated “not demonstrated” on any standard or rated “developing” on one or more standards for 2 sequential years.
Effective dates and effect on licensing and career status.
Quantitative Measures:
None.  Student achievement data is listed in the glossary as an artifact that may be used “when the evaluator and teacher disagree on the final rating.”
Evaluators:
Principals are primary evaluators.  (Peers also conduct observations of probationary teachers.)  Training for evaluators and observers is a component of the model.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated annually.
No appeals process is articulated.
No specific resources or guidance for non-classroom teachers is given.
Model developed by McREL. 
View the North Carolina Model
(http://www.ncpublicschools.org/profdev/training/teacher/)

Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Ohio
Vision:
“The State Board of Education recognizes the importance of evaluating teachers for the purposes of rewarding excellence, improving the quality of instruction students receive, improving student learning, strengthening professional proficiency, including identifying and correcting deficiencies, and for informing employment decisions.”
Principles are articulated for the model.
Performance Categories:
4—Ineffective, Developing, Proficient, Accomplished
The summative evaluation is based on student growth and teacher proficiency on standards.  Proficiency on standards (teacher performance) is based on scores for professional goal setting, classroom observations, and communication and professionalism.  Districts weight the three components of the proficiency on standards.
A teacher’s performance category may be determined based on the following matrix or a similar matrix yet to be finalized:
[image: ]
Performance Standards:
7 Standards—Students, Content, Assessment, Instruction, Learning Environment, Collaboration and Communication, Professional Responsibility and Growth
Each standard has 3–7 “elements.”
A rubric with 4 performance levels is provided.
Process and Qualitative Measures:
The model is built on three options for evaluation of teacher performance.  Option C is for experienced teachers who perform at “the accomplished level.”
[image: ]
Goal-setting process (options B and C).  The process is supported by three conferences with the evaluator to set goals, to assess progress, and to reflect on the work at the end of the school year.  The process includes a self-assessment and analysis of student data.  At the end of the year, a rating is assigned for the teacher’s goal-setting process.
2 classroom observations with a Pre-Observation Planning and Lesson Reflection Form, pre-conference, observation (minimum of 30 minutes), Observation Narrative Form and Professionalism Form, and post-conference (options A and B).  In addition, “classroom walkthroughs will be conducted for all teachers.”
Professional project (option C).  The project must link to the goal-setting process and “go beyond what teachers are expected to do as part of their regular teaching and professional responsibilities.”  Teachers may collaborate on projects.  Examples include development of curriculum materials, development of common formative assessments, delivery of professional development, and NBPTS certification.
Communication and professionalism (all options).  The teacher collects evidence and completes the Data Collection Tool: Communication and Professionalism throughout the year.  The form and artifacts are shared with the evaluator at the conferences associated with the goal-setting process and/or classroom observations.
Improvement plan.  An improvement plan may be initiated at any time by the evaluator “based on concerns about performance as documented by formal and informal observations or lack of progress on professional goals.”  Plan implementation and monitoring includes observations of performance.  Upon reassessment based on the plan, the normal evaluation cycle resumes, the improvement plan is reinstated with additional recommendations, or dismissal is recommended.
Quantitative Measures:
This process is under development and will account for 50% of the final evaluation.  Law specifies that “measures shall include the value-added progress dimension.”  For non-tested areas, “the board shall administer assessments on the list.”
Evaluators:
School administrators conduct evaluations.  Consultants and peers may conduct classroom observations.  No training program is outlined.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated annually with one of three options.
No appeals process is articulated.
No specific resources or guidance for non-classroom teachers is given.
The model is being piloted in the 2011-2012 school year. 

View the Ohio Model
(http://education.ohio.gov/GD/Templates/Pages/ODE/ODEDedicatedPage.aspx?page=835)

Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Tulsa, Oklahoma
Note: The Tulsa Public Schools evaluation model is one of three models adopted statewide that districts may choose to implement.
Vision:
The system has to accomplish—Common framework and language for evaluation, clear expectations and standards, messages about what is most meaningful, consistent and objective evaluations, information for educators about “where they are at,” identification of instructional practices that drive student achievement, guidance for educators for evaluating and improving their work
Performance Categories:
5—Ineffective, Needs Improvement, Effective, Highly Effective, Superior.  (“Not Applicable” and “Not Observed” are also used as appropriate.)
The overall performance category is assigned based on “the teacher’s performance during formal observations as well as his or her overall performance.”
Teachers with a rating of “ineffective” or “needs improvement” receive a professional development plan from their principals.
Performance Standards:
5 Domains—Classroom Management, Instructional Effectiveness, Professional Growth and Continuous Improvement, Interpersonal Skills, Leadership
Domains are assigned different weights to calculate a teacher’s final performance rating.  Weights along with the number of “dimensions” or “indicators” for each domain are summarized in the following chart:

A rubric with the five performance levels is provided.
Implementation of the Common Core State Standards is a unique “dimension” in the instructional effectiveness domain.
Process and Qualitative Measures:
2-4 classroom observations with conferences conducted by school administrators—see below.  Simplified rubrics with specific behaviors are provided for observations.
Evaluations with conferences are completed by the school administrator after a minimum of every two classroom observations.  A teacher can request a third observation prior to the evaluation.  Evaluations reflect “the teacher’s performance during formal observations as well as his or her overall performance.”  One evaluator must complete the evaluation including both associated observations.
“Career” teachers must be evaluated at least once each year.  (Minimum of two observations—one before 11/15 and one before 1/15)
Probationary teachers must be evaluated at least twice each year—once before 11/14 and once before 2/9.  (Minimum of four observations—two for each evaluation)

Professional development plans (PDP) may be written after any observation at the principal’s discretion and must be written when a teacher receives a rating of “ineffective” or “needs improvement” on any “indicator” on an evaluation.  The principal writes the PDP’s goals and actions.  A PDP requires an additional observation beyond the two standard observations “to confirm that progress is made on the targeted behavior” and progress review conferences.
On a voluntary basis, a teacher may provide additional “evidence of Professional proficiency in the form of a portfolio or artifact file/binder for purposes of his or her evaluation.”
Quantitative Measures:
None.
Evaluators:
School administrators are primary evaluators.
Evaluators are trained and certified.  “Inter-rater reliability” is ensured with a certification and re-certification process.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated annually.
Teachers may “file a response to the entries” on observation or evaluation forms or to professional development plans.
Separate rubrics have been developed for staff development teachers, counselors, deans, librarians, nurses, speech-language pathologists, and school psychologists. 

View the Tulsa Model
(http://www8.tulsaschools.org/4_About_District/employee_standards_main.asp)

Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Rhode Island
Vision:
N/A
Performance Categories:
4—Ineffective, Developing, Effective, Highly Effective
Ratings are based on 3 components—student learning, professional practice, and professional responsibilities.
A teacher’s final effectiveness rating is calculated through a multi-step process using a series of matrices—1-Determine professional practice rating, 2-Determine professional responsibilities rating, 3-Combine professional practice and professional responsibilities to form “PP and PR” score, 4-Determine a student learning objective rating, 5-Determine Rhode Island Growth Model rating when applicable, 6-Combine student learning objective rating and growth model score to form overall student learning score, 7-Determine final effectiveness rating.

Teachers rated as “developing” or “ineffective” identify an improvement team and develop improvement plans with their evaluators.
Performance Standards:
There are two components with separate performance standards and associated rubrics.
Professional Practices—4 Domains—Planning and Preparation; Classroom Instruction; Classroom Environment; Assessment, Reflection, and Improvement.  Each “domain” has 4-8 “competencies.”  A rubric with 4 performance levels for each “competency” is provided.
Professional Responsibilities—4 Domains—Collaborates and Contributes to the School Community, Believes in and Advocates for Students, Creates a Culture of Respect, Exercises Professional Judgment and Development.  Each “domain” has 2-4 “competencies.”  A rubric with 3 performance levels for each “competency” is provided.
An Evidence Quick Reference Table with less likely, possible, and key evidence sources for each competency is provided.  Observation evidence and artifacts are included.
Process and Qualitative Measures:
Qualitative measures align to the professional practice and professional responsibilities components.

3 conferences—Beginning of School Year, midway through year, and end of year.
Self-assessment at the beginning of the school year.  The self-assessment is completed by the teacher based on past performance, relevant student learning data, and performance standards.
Professional growth plan at the beginning of the school year.  Based on the self-assessment, the teacher sets three concrete professional growth goals with “clear benchmarks for success.”  Peer evaluations and participation in professional learning communities are required as components of the plan.
Minimum of 4 total classroom observations—Mixture of “longer, announced observations, and unannounced observations that may be shorter.”

Evidence for teacher evaluation.  At the conference at the beginning of the year, the evaluator and teacher identify “sources of evidence” (artifacts) that will be collected and produced for assessment of “non-observable competencies.”  Evidence is reviewed prior to the conference at the end of the year.
Quantitative Measures:
Quantitative measures align to the student learning component.
2-4 student learning objectives.  Goals must be long-term—one semester or full year, be set for groups of students, be based on state standards, be specific and measurable, represent the most important learning, and be based on prior student learning data.  Goals may be based on progress or mastery.  Teachers are encouraged to work in teams on shared goals. Building administrators set 4-6 school-wide student learning objects as part of their evaluation process.  Teacher student learning objectives “should align” to those of the school.
[image: ]
Student learning objectives are approved based on 3 criteria—priority of content, rigor of content, and quality of evidence.
At the conference at the end of the year, the evaluator rates each student learning objective as did not meet, met, or exceeded.  The evaluator makes a holistic judgment and selects a category that best describes the teacher’s overall attainment of the objectives—exceptional, full, considerable, partial, or minimal or no.
Rhode Island Growth Model Rating.  Ratings are assigned by RIDE for “teachers who are responsible for student learning in ELA and mathematics in grades 3-7” based on students’ growth on the state standardized tests “using the ‘Rhode Island Growth Model’”
Evaluators:
Principals, assistant principals, and department heads are “primary evaluators.”  “Complimentary evaluators” may assist by conducting observations, collecting additional evidence, and providing feedback and development.
Evaluators must participate in training sessions on the student learning component, professional growth plans, observations and feedback, and conferencing.
Other Notes:
Appeals are handled at the district level in accordance with district policies and collective bargaining agreements.
Full implementation will be in the 2012-2013 school year.
Districts are required to establish District Evaluation Committees based on the Rhode Island Educator Evaluation System Standards.
The model has well-developed tips, checklists, evaluator timelines, and forms; teacher training resources; and “support tools” for teachers.  There is extensive professional development supporting the use of student learning objectives. 

View the Rhode Island Model
(http://www.ride.ri.gov/EducatorQuality/EducatorEvaluation/Default.aspx)

Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Tennessee
Vision:
Accountability—Valid, Reliable, and Defensible
Professional Growth—Collegial and Collaborative
Performance Categories:
5—Significantly Below Expectations, Below Expectations, At Expectations, Above Expectations, Significantly Above Expectations
The overall performance category is assigned based on 35% for student growth data, 15% for other measures of student achievement, and 50% for classroom observations and professionalism rating.
Performance Standards:
4 Domains—Planning, Environment, Professionalism, and Instruction
Each “domain” has 3-12 “performance standards.”  A rubric with 3 performance levels for each “performance standard” is provided.  Performance standards in planning, environment, and instruction are equally weighted for observation scores.
Process and Qualitative Measures:
Classroom observations.  The TAP model and training are used.  Professional teachers have 4 observations—2 15-minute observations covering 3-4 indicators each and 2 lesson-length observations covering 12 indicators each.  Apprentice teachers have six observations--3 15-minute observations covering 3-7 indicators each and 3 lesson-length observations covering 12 indicators each.  Only the planning, environment, and instruction domains are rated in observations.
Professionalism Rating Report—Last 6 weeks of school year.  The evaluator completes this rubric once and shares it with the teacher in a conference.
Scores from all observations and the Professionalism Rating Report are averaged.
In the spring, evaluators meet with teachers to discuss outcomes and assign a score for the measures of student achievement (see below) and final observation/professionalism scores.  Teachers receive their final ratings in the summer when value-added data becomes available.
Quantitative Measures:
Student growth data.  An individual teacher’s value-added scores account for the 35% student growth component.  For teachers in non-tested subjects, the school-wide value-added score in literacy, math, or both is used.  (TDE is developing tests for non-tested areas.)
Other measures of student achievement.  This data is selected by the teacher and evaluator from a list of TDE-approved options including ACT, SAT, school-wide value-added scores, national assessments, state-used assessments, AP/IB assessments, post-secondary matriculation, graduation rates, completion/success in advanced coursework, grade 9 retention/promotion, and “other measures approved by TDE.”
Teachers and evaluators meet in the fall to select an appropriate achievement measure.
Teachers and evaluators in the fall “choose ranges of outcomes that correspond to each effectiveness category (1-5) using student performance data for the selected assessment that will be available by the end of the year.”  TDE also provides samples for widely used measures.
Teachers and evaluators complete the Achievement Measures Worksheet to document the process and outcomes.
Teachers may choose to use their value added scores in place of the other measure if they score at expectations or better in that area.
Evaluators:
School administrators and other instructional leaders conduct observations.
Evaluators are trained and certified in the TAP observation model.  Refresher trainings happen throughout the year.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated annually.
An LEA grievance procedure is articulated by TDE in policy.
Separate rubrics for instruction, planning, and environment are provided for media specialists, alternative educators, and school services personnel.  The quantitative measures and professionalism rubric are the same for all groups. 

View the Tennessee Model
(http://www.tn.gov/firsttothetop/programs-committee.html)
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