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October 15, 2009

To:
Susanna Cooper, Principal Consultant
Office of State Senator Darrell Steinberg

From: 
Katie Cour and Marc Frazer

Re:
Effective Teacher Evaluation Systems
This memo responds to a request from the Senate pro Tempore for technical assistance on four complex education policy issues:  
· Early warning systems to help students stay on-track;

· Science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) learning initiatives; 

· Teacher evaluation strategies; and 

· Comprehensive measures of school performance.

For each area above, we will provide national and state-level research about best practices and facilitation and design of policies for review and consideration in 2011 and beyond.

Following are the initial results of our research about effective teacher evaluation systems across the country.  We have consulted diverse resources and drawn upon our own knowledge of states to assemble this information.  Our objective has been to outline the key features of impactful teacher evaluations including:
· Where and how evaluations are being used to help teachers become more effective;
· What is being done to ensure they are fair and accurate;
· How the information can be used to inform teacher assignment, professional development and compensation; and

· Actions states can take to support effective teacher evaluation practices.  

California has clearly taken steps in the right direction in recent weeks, but much remains to be done.  

We would be pleased to talk through our findings with you and tailor next steps to support California’s continued progress.  
Effective Teacher Evaluation Systems: The Use of Student Achievement Data and Other Measures to Support Excellence in Teaching
In too many school districts, teacher evaluation is an underutilized tool in a teacher’s professional growth. The majority of schools and districts do not base evaluations on teachers’ abilities to improve student learning. Many school leaders report that they simply go through the motions of evaluation requirements, in part because of cumbersome systems and in part because little consequence is associated with evaluations. In the end, most teachers are rated “satisfactory” and are left with little information about their performance:
Teachers rarely receive useful and timely feedback about what they can do to improve, rarely are evaluations used as a basis for targeted professional development and perhaps more disturbingly, a teacher’s actual performance has nothing to do with whether or not they receive tenure, whether or not they earn or renew certification, or how they are compensated. Accordingly, evaluations are largely meaningless.”

California’s teacher evaluation system is no exception. The National Council on Teacher Quality annually examines states’ teacher quality initiatives, and rates them in three broad categories:

· Identifying effective teachers

· Retaining effective teachers

· Exiting ineffective teachers

Though NCTQ points out that California has made some progress in teacher quality, specifically in teacher retention, the state has significant progress to make in teacher evaluation:

California’s policies regarding the identification of effective teachers are sorely lacking. The state has only two of the three necessary elements for the development of a student- and teacher-level longitudinal data system, and although California requires classroom observations as part of teacher evaluations, the state fails to require evidence of student learning through objective measures such as standardized test scores. California’s probationary period for new teachers is just two years, and the state does not require any mean​ingful process to evaluate cumulative effectiveness in the classroom before teachers are awarded tenure.

The passage of both Senate Bill 19 and Senate Bill 540 by the California legislature represent significant steps in improving the state’s teacher evaluation process—but more remains to be done.

What does an effective teacher evaluation system look like?

When determining the elements of an effective evaluation system, researchers must start with an underlying assumption of the purpose of evaluations. The goals of teacher evaluation should be to:

1. Determine which teachers are not doing a good job, and what can and should be done to change that;

2. Determine which teachers are doing an adequate job, and what can and should be done to turn them into high performing teachers; and

3. Determine which teachers are doing an excellent job, and what can and should be done to reward, maintain, and replicate that performance.

Using these assumptions, we find that effective evaluation systems:
1. Focus on student achievement data;

2. Use multiple measures;

3. Focus on evaluator training;

4. Focus on results and consequences;

5. Occur annually; and

6. Include teacher input.

 Some evaluation systems have proven to be highly effective at fairly and accurately assessing the performance of teachers. In all cases, effective teacher evaluation systems use comprehensive approaches based on multiple measures of teacher performance. See Appendix A for specific district- and school-level examples of effective evaluation systems.  

Effective Evaluation Systems Focus on Student Achievement Data

The National Council on Teaching Quality explains that states “should require instructional effectiveness to be the preponderant criterion of any teacher evaluation.”
 Only four states currently meet this goal, while thirty-six states’ evaluation systems do not include any measures of student learning at all.

 
Student achievement measures can come in a variety of forms, including results on standardized tests, value-added measures that look at a student’s gains over time, pre- and post-tests to measure the perceived impact of a teacher’s instruction, and “knowledge benchmarks,” defined as a percentage of students reaching a specific goal, established by teachers and/or administrators.

The following chart highlights examples of objective student achievement measures and illustrates the purposes of each measure.
Objective Measures of Student Achievement Used for Teacher Evaluations

	Student Achievement Measure
	Purpose of Measure

	Standardized Tests
	To compare students to each other in the same class, school, district and/or statewide

	Periodic Diagnostic Tests
	To evaluate progress based on an established timeline

	Value-Added Growth Models
	To determine an individual student’s growth above or below average work, and the student’s potential over time

	Learning Objectives
	To determine student growth based on outcomes and objectives determined by the teacher often in conjunction with the principal or other school administrator

	Portfolios of Student Work
	To evaluate a random selection of students, scored using rubrics

	Teacher Assignments
	To assess for quality and rigor

	Checks on progress with the curriculum coupled with evidence of student mastery of the curriculum
	To determine if teacher and students are on-task and up to speed


SOURCES: Education Commission of the States, http://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/74/76/7476.pdf ; National Council on Teacher Quality, “2008 State Teacher Policy Yearbook: National Summary”
Each of these measures has benefits and shortfalls, and some states and districts have adopted more than one to use in teacher evaluation. Value-added models receive the majority of attention in the discussions around using student data for teacher evaluations. Value-added models require longitudinal data systems to evaluate a student’s gains in achievement over time. 

Though several states are moving toward value-added models to measure teacher effectiveness, these models have inherent weaknesses that must be addressed. For more on these weaknesses, please see page 9, below. 
According to Education Week, only 12 states tied teacher evaluation to student achievement in 2007-08.
 Those twelve states – Florida, Georgia, Iowa, Nebraska, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, Tennessee, and Virginia – vary in the degree to which they require the link. Tennessee, for example, allows districts to use teacher effectiveness ratings based on student gains in assessment in their teacher evaluations, but does not require it. And New York notably altered its legislation this past session to outlaw any linkage between student achievement data and teacher evaluations. 

With the passage of Senate Bill 540, California joined these states in requiring that districts “evaluate and assess certificated employee performances as it reasonably relates to the progress of pupils toward the [learning] standards.”
 The question remaining for California is how the state will define “reasonably relates,” and how much weight the state will place on this component of teacher evaluation.

Effective Evaluation Systems Use Multiple Measures

Though student achievement should be the preponderant criterion in an effective evaluation system, any successful system will also include various other teacher quality measures to ensure fairness and to reveal a comprehensive representation of a teacher’s abilities. 

The most common measure –after student achievement data – is classroom observation. Only 22 states require classroom observation to be a part of their teacher evaluation system.
 Successful evaluations will incorporate a series of classroom observations into the evaluation process. The observations can be formal or informal, announced or unannounced. Observers are most often principals or assistant principals, but can also be peer teachers. 

A report commissioned by the Brookings Institution to examine how to identify effective teachers concluded that individual teachers should be evaluated using multiple measures of performance:

There is no consensus yet on the one best way to evaluate teacher performance, so many measures of teacher performance might be used, such as principal evaluations, parent evaluations, classroom observations, and the number of times a teacher is absent. However, measures of outputs and performance rather than credentials would need to be used.”
 

Effective Evaluation Systems Focus on Evaluator Training

The New Teacher Project explains that evaluators “must be well trained in setting rigorous but achievable performance standards, objectively measuring teacher performance against those standards, providing constructive and actionable feedback to teachers and designing and providing the differentiated support teachers need to meet or exceed the standards.”
 Objectively evaluating a teacher’s performance is not an easy thing, and states and districts need to recognize the importance of requiring significant training for all evaluators.

Twenty-six states, excluding California, require teacher evaluators to receive formal training on evaluation. Iowa, for example, requires the state Department of Education to approve eligible programs for evaluator training, and requires evaluators to be certified by these programs before they can assess teachers. The State Board policy explains: “Approved evaluator training programs shall be designed to align with the Iowa teaching standards and criteria, provide evaluators with the skills to conduct comprehensive evaluations and performance review,…and provide for the evaluation of the progress made on individual professional development plans.”
  

Effective Evaluation Systems Focus on Results and Consequences
In virtually every professional field, evaluations are performed with the intent of providing the employee with feedback on his/her job performance. Options and advice for improvement is an understood element of this feedback. Teachers routinely state, however, that their evaluations provide little if any feedback on how they can improve as teachers. In fact, 73 percent of teachers in a survey by The New Teacher Project said that their evaluations did not include any areas for development or suggested improvements.


Evaluations are generally not connected to rewarding high quality teachers, and even more disconcerting, evaluations are rarely used as a basis for removing ineffective teachers. Tenure decisions in almost every district in the country are based on seniority, and compensation is almost always linked to seniority and education credentials, not performance. 

Several states have attempted to improve their teacher evaluation processes by linking professional development to evaluation results. Mississippi teachers in poor-performing schools who receive poor evaluations must follow a personal professional development plan. The teacher has two years of participating in the plan; if improvements are not made, the teacher is dismissed.
 

Other states have linked tenure decisions to evaluations. “Renewable tenure,” in contract to permanent tenure, requires teacher contract renewal after a certain period of time. Renewal is contingent on specific criteria, such as enrollment in professional development or adequate evaluations. Georgia, Alabama, and Utah have adopted forms of renewable tenure. A Georgia teacher with two unsatisfactory evaluations in a five-year period will not have his/her contract renewed until improvements are made. Alabama administrators may cancel teachers’ contracts if they “fail to perform duties in a satisfactory manner.” And Utah teacher contracts are limited to five years, at which point they must be renewed.

The New Teacher Project explains:

Attaching “stakes” to performance evaluation outcomes for teachers and school administrators is not merely advisable, it is essential. Basing these critical decisions on accurate measures of teacher effectiveness will help to create cultures of excellence in schools, where the focus is on achieving individual, group and school performance goals related to student achievement. In addition, administrators will…be required to have the difficult conversations about performance with their teachers that so rarely occur in schools today.


Effective Evaluation Systems Occur Annually

Performance reviews should occur annually. Like most states, California does not require an annual performance evaluation for permanent teachers; however the state does require biannual evaluations for permanent teachers with less than ten years of teaching experience. The National Council on Teacher Quality recommends that states require a formal evaluation of teachers on an annual basis, noting that a yearly evaluation is standard in most professions. 

Fourteen states require annual evaluations of their licensed teachers.
 NCTQ also suggests that states, at the very least, require multiple annual evaluations of all new teachers. Fifteen states currently meet this standard.
 California requires annual evaluations of probationary teachers, but does not require more than one.

Effective Evaluation Systems Include Teacher Input

Districts and states that have more effective evaluation systems in place all have one thing in common: teachers were heavily involved in the development of the plans. As the National Governors Association explains, states must “Include all education stakeholders in designing the evaluation systems – No evaluation system will be effective without full buy-in from teachers and principals.”

What states are implementing effective evaluation systems?

Several states have implemented components of the effective strategies listed above, but no state has all elements in place. Additionally, few states meet NCTQ’s “best practice” standard. Several of the standards relate directly to teacher evaluation, while others are ancillary but still related. The following chart lists NCTQ measures, ECS professional development measures, and Education Week’s Quality Counts measures for assessing evaluation systems. Together, these three sources provide an overview of states that are implementing proven practices for evaluation. 

Limitations of this analysis exist, including the fact that the data may not represent recent legislative changes. Additionally, some states may have policies in place, but those policies may not be implemented effectively in practice. Some of the components, such as developing data systems that contribute evidence needed to assess teacher effectiveness, are more important than other components and this should be considered when using the chart. Despite these weaknesses, the chart below is good starting point when reviewing states’ work in teacher evaluation.

Effective Evaluation Measures and States with those Components, 2008
	Effective Measure
	States that Meet the Goal

	Teacher Evaluation Measures
	States should develop data systems that contribute some of the evidence needed to assess teacher effectiveness. 
	TN

	
	States should require instructional effectiveness to be the preponderant criterion of any teacher evaluation. 
	FL , SC, TN, TX
	

	
	States should tie teacher evaluation to student achievement
	FL, GA, IA, NE, NY, NC, OH, OK, SC, TN, TX, VA (and CA, as of 2009) 

	
	States should articulate consequences for teachers with unsatisfactory evaluations, including specifying that teachers with multiple unsatisfactory evaluations are eligible for dismissal.
	AK, CO, FL, IL, LA, MS, NM, OK, WA

	
	States should require evaluators to receive training.
	AL, AK, AR, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, IL, IA, KY, LA, MA, NM, NY, NC, OK, PA, SC, TN, TX, VT, VA, WA, WV, WI

	
	States should require professional development plans or options to be linked to all evaluations (not just unsatisfactory ones).
	AK, IN, LA, MD, MA, MS, NJ, NM, NC, OH, OK, OR, SC, TX, VT, VA, WA, WV

	
	States should require annual evaluations of all teachers.
	AZ, AR, FL, GA, ID, NV, NJ, NY, ND, OK, PA, WA

	
	States should require multiple formal evaluations of all new teachers.
	AL, DE, ID, KS, KY, MD, NE, NV, NJ, ND, OH, OK, SC, WA, WV

	Ancillary but Related Measures
	States should require that tenure decisions are meaningful. 
	None

	
	States should ensure that the only factors required when moving from a probationary to a non-probationary license are those known to advance teacher effectiveness.
	NM



	
	States should support retention pay, such as significant boosts in salary after tenure is awarded, for effective teachers.
	None



	
	States should award performance pay, but in a manner that recognizes its infancy, appropriate uses, and limitations.
	AL, AZ, AR, FL, IA, MN, OH, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT


SOURCES: National Council on Teacher Quality, Education Commission of the States, and Education Week Quality Counts 2009.
Two states appear frequently in the chart above: South Carolina and Oklahoma. Nationally South Carolina ranks number one in NCTQ’s evaluation of state teacher quality initiatives. South Carolina’s evaluation system is rated high because it is based on student performance, and new teachers are required to have two evaluations annually. Any teacher rated unsatisfactory in South Carolina is required to participate in a teacher improvement plan. Additionally, South Carolina was awarded a $41 million TIF grant to pilot a Teacher Advancement Program model in 45 schools. South Carolina is also working toward a value-added model to measure teacher effectiveness. According to NCTQ, South Carolina is “proceeding in a responsible, research-based fashion in terms of implementing high-stakes value-added assessments on a statewide basis.”
 

A number of states (Alabama, New Jersey, New Mexico, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Tennessee) share the second place spot in the NCTQ teacher quality ratings. Of these, Oklahoma stands out in the area of teacher evaluation. NCTQ explains that “Oklahoma’s best performances are in its requirement of multiple formal evaluations for new teachers, articulated consequences for teachers with unsatisfactory evaluations and support of differential pay in shortage subjects areas and high-needs schools.”

Eight states do not appear at all, implying that these states have not implemented any teacher evaluation best practices. Those eight include California, Michigan, Hawaii, Wyoming, Maine, Montana, New York, and Rhode Island. However, the data in this analysis are from 2008; California’s change to its teacher evaluation law in 2009 means that the state has one element in place – using student progress in teacher evaluations – that is key to an effective evaluation system.

What are the barriers to implementing effective evaluation systems?
Issues with Value-Added Systems

Value-added models use several years of student test score data to estimate the effect of an individual teacher on improving student achievement. The models control for students’ prior achievement levels to “determine the incremental effects…of the teacher on students’ progress over the course of a year rather than the cumulative effects of education or student background factors.” 

Though these models have significant application – including determining the differences in effectiveness among teachers and isolating teacher effectiveness from background effects such as family influence – the models have some weaknesses that must be addressed. 

Impact of Sample Size
First, statistical models’ validity is linked to sample size. The larger the sample, the more likely a given variable’s effect can be assumed as valid. But some teachers have very small classes, which can result in “estimates of teacher effects…heavily influenced by the performance of only a few students.”
  Various approaches can manage this weakness, including statistically adjusting teacher effects for those teachers who teach small classes.
 

Impact of External Influences
Second, any value-added system controls for a student’s previous achievement in order to isolate the impact a specific teacher has on a student. Many researchers argue that other factors – race, income, family characteristics – also must be held constant: “In theory, if background characteristics are not controlled, expectations for teachers with disadvantaged students could be higher than the historical performance of those students could justify. Teachers might then be effectively punished for having poorer students.”

However, if a system controls for these external characteristics, it can be argued that the system includes varying standards of performance and lower expectations for some groups of students: “Particularly given the abundant evidence that academic expectations can be self-fulfilling, such controls could send a destructive signal to teachers and students.”
 


The Brookings Institute found that controlling for the student’s previous achievement (the baseline score) was by far the most important factor in developing value-added systems. In fact, “as long as the estimates are controlling for student baseline test scores, it made only a modest difference whether or not there were additional controls for demographic characteristics and family background.”
 Their evaluation resulted in the recommendation that states do not control for external factors outside of baseline achievement. 

However, a Rand report suggests that these external factors do have an impact on an individual teacher effect, and omitting them may overstate an individual teacher’s impact on student achievement. The report also suggests that “part of the true teacher effects will be attributed to schools or to districts” if the external factors are included. Rand concludes: “Both approaches may result in biased estimation of the true teacher effects. Analysts must decide which potential error is more acceptable.”

Impact of Missing Data
Third, longitudinal data systems will inherently have missing data, most often because of student and teacher mobility. Rand points out: “if the test scores of low-performing students are missing, the scores of high-performing students will have a disproportionate impact on estimates of teacher effectiveness, possibly making teachers appear more effective than is, in fact, the case.”
 Data quality control is essential for value-added systems, and must be in place to ensure validity. 
Based on the weaknesses of value-added systems, NCTQ recommends a balanced approach:
With three years of good data, value-added analysis can successfully identify the strongest and weakest teachers. It is not as useful at distinguishing differences among teachers in the middle range of performance. This is why value-added analysis should only be used to provide part of the evidence of teacher effectiveness.

Issues with the Tests Themselves

Roughly half of all teachers teach subjects that are not tested by standardized tests on a regular basis.
 Additionally, current standardized tests “don’t measure more advanced skills such as expository writing or an ability to think creatively or analytically, and they sidestep history, art, music, and other subjects.”
 

One option, as the Brookings Institute explains, would be to link student achievement to teacher evaluations only for those teachers whose subjects are tested. However, “this would create unhelpful incentives for low-achieving teachers to leave the tested fields and high-achieving teachers to enter them.”
 Another option would be to require probationary teachers to begin their teaching careers in subjects and grades that are tested by a standardized assessment; however “to the extent that there are specific talents and skills appropriate for teaching in kindergarten through third grade, this option may not be attractive.”

Additionally, differences in test administration (the time in the school year in which the test is administered, for example) and test emphasis can impact teacher effects as well. For example, a test measuring advanced skills may favor those teachers teaching “the most able students, while a test emphasizing more basic content may boost the estimated impact of those teaching less advanced students.”
 

Issues with Teacher Buy-In
Perhaps the single biggest barrier to an effective evaluation system implementation is the teaching culture itself – teachers expect to be rated satisfactory, stemming, of course, from the fact that almost all of them currently are rated as such. Teacher attitudes cannot be understated. According to Education Sector, almost half of all teachers oppose using student achievement and growth to measure teacher effectiveness.
 

The only way to establish a successful evaluation system based on student achievement is to ensure that the system is fair. Are the assessments accurate measures of what teachers should be teaching? Do teachers agree with the target student learning levels? It is critical that the development of the performance levels be an open and fair process with full participation by teachers.
 Without teacher buy-in, support, and input, an evaluation system based on student performance is unlikely to succeed.

In addition, teachers’ unions have argued against linking student data to teacher effects (as evidenced in legislation prohibiting the connection in a handful of states, including California). However, recent statements indicate a willingness to move in the inevitable direction of student-teacher data linking. As Secretary of Education Arne Duncan stated while addressing the National Education Association, “Test scores alone should never drive evaluation, compensation, or tenure decisions. But to remove student achievement entirely from evaluation is illogical and indefensible.”
 

Issues with Cost

Comprehensive evaluation systems based in part on student achievement are expensive. Education Sector estimates an average of $1,000 per teacher to implement an effective evaluation system such as those described here. That average results in a total price tag of $3 billion annually to effectively evaluate teachers. 

Though that number may seem daunting, Education Sector points out that the federal government spends upwards of $500 billion annually on public education. And $14 billion of these funds are allocated to states for professional development courses “that teachers themselves say don’t improve their teaching in many instances.” It seems logical that some of that $14 billion could be used to implement an effective evaluation system, which is likely a better professional development tool than many current courses.
 

What role do states have in implementing effective evaluation systems?

The evidence-based practices of effective evaluation systems summarized in this paper include the following components:

· Measures of student performance that can be linked to teachers

· Additional measures of teacher effectiveness, including classroom observation and peer evaluation
· A focus on evaluator training
· A focus on results and consequences for teachers

· A requirement that evaluations occur annually

· Full participation by teachers and other education stakeholders in developing the system. 

The state’s role in developing and implementing effective evaluation systems should begin with the following four steps:

1. Eliminate existing barriers;

2. Develop longitudinal data systems linking students and teachers; 

3. Allow for district flexibility; and 

4. Make improving teaching practice the focus of evaluation.

Eliminate Barriers

States first need to eliminate barriers when constructing an effective evaluation system. Most obviously, statutes prohibiting linking student and teacher data need to be abolished, as do any laws allowing teachers to go several years without evaluations. 

States should start with teacher buy-in and full participation in developing the system, particularly when determining the multiple measures that will be used in the evaluations. One part of teacher buy-in stems from the development of a clear definition of teaching quality. As the National Governors Association explains, “Effective evaluation systems are based on established and clear descriptions of what teachers should know and be able to do.”
Another way to improve buy-in is by developing a transparent and trusted evaluator training program.  

Throughout the evaluation development process, states should readily admit to barriers and weaknesses in measuring teacher effectiveness; no single evaluation can be a perfect measure of a teacher’s abilities. Whatever the components of the system end up being, the basis must be on how the teacher impacts students. As the New Teacher Project explains: “Teachers, as professionals, should have their performance assessed based on their ability to succeed at the core mission of our public schools—to deliver instruction that fosters student academic growth.”


Develop Longitudinal Data Systems Linking Students and Teachers
States must have quality longitudinal data systems in place in order to establish an effective evaluation system based on student learning. Two of the ten Data Quality Campaign essential elements include:

1. The ability to match individual students’ test records from year to year to measure academic growth; and

2. A teacher identifier system with the ability to match teachers to students.

As DQC explains, most states record annual test scores for students, but “only some of these states have created the ability to match records for individual students across time and with other databases (e.g., enrollment, course completion, and graduation databases).”
 Data warehouses with longitudinal data should be accompanied by a “well-designed and well-implemented state data audit system” to ensure quality control. 
 

Allow for Flexibility

The National Council on Teacher Quality suggests that states can go about developing an evaluation system in several ways: 
States should either require a common evalu​ation instrument in which evidence of student learning is the most significant criterion or should specifically require that student learning be the preponderant consideration in local evaluation processes. Evaluation instruments, whether state or locally developed, should be structured so as to preclude a teacher from receiving a satisfac​tory rating if found ineffective in the classroom.

Additionally, states should consider a variety of measures for evaluations and provide flexibility to districts in which measures they can use. NCTQ suggests that classroom observation is key to documenting effective instruction practices. However, states can be more flexible when it comes to choosing additional measures that bolster the classroom observations. For example, states can allow districts to select from a list of pre-approved measures to best fit local needs, including standardized test scores, classroom-based work including quizzes and homework assignments, learning objectives, portfolios of student work, and teacher assignments. 

Make Improving Teaching Practice the Focus of Evaluation
The National Governors Association explains that “evaluations should not be perfunctory requirements; they should be designed to help teachers become the best teachers they can be.”
 To do this, states need to focus on rewards and consequences by linking evaluations to tenure decisions and compensation systems.

The New Teacher Project suggests that states “modify teacher compensation systems, most of which are exclusively based on years of service and attainment of educational credits, so that they also reward high-performing teachers and withhold step increases for low-performing teachers.”
 
At a minimum, evaluation systems must be tied directly to professional development improvement plans. Without a professional development plan, evaluations are disconnected from improving teaching quality.  States should reward effective teachers and have the authority to fairly dismiss ineffective teachers that have failed to improve over time.

Concluding Thoughts
Developing effective evaluation systems is not an easy process. States face significant barriers to development and implementation, including garnering teacher support, addressing data weaknesses, and combating a professional culture that has encouraged the status quo. 

Even small steps toward developing an effective evaluation system can reap significant rewards, including a signaling that states will no longer accept business as usual when it comes to teacher effects on student learning. 

Appendix A – Examples of Effective Evaluation Systems

This appendix looks in detail at some of the more successful evaluation systems, all of which include broad teacher quality initiatives beyond the evaluation scope. The programs highlighted here include TAP (the System for Teacher and Student Advancement, formerly the Teacher Advancement Program), Los Angeles’ Vaughn Learning Center, and Denver’s ProComp program. 

One important thing to note is that none of these examples is a state system. Clearly, states have faced barriers and challenges in implementing programs like these on a statewide level. However, many states are exploring elements of some of these, and several states are encouraging districts to adopt similar evaluation techniques. It is important to note that a strong evaluation model in isolation may not be as effective at improving student achievement as the combined, comprehensive approaches to teacher quality outlined here. 

TAP – The System for Teacher and Student Advancement

TAP is a broad, comprehensive approach to teacher quality that includes four key elements:

· Multiple career paths – TAP allows teachers to pursue a variety of positions throughout their careers depending on their interests, abilities, and accomplishments. As they move up the ranks, their qualifications, roles, and responsibilities increase – as does their compensation.

· Ongoing applied professional growth – TAP restructures the school schedule to provide time during the day for teachers to meet, learn, plan, mentor, and share with other teachers so they can constantly improve the quality of their instruction, and, hence, increase their students’ academic achievement.

· Instructionally focused accountability – Teachers are held accountable for meeting the TAP Teaching Skills, Knowledge and Responsibility Standards, as well as for the academic growth of their students. Every teacher in a TAP school is evaluated at least four times each year by trained and certified evaluators who are master and mentor teachers, as well as by the principal. 

· Performance-based compensation – TAP compensates teachers in part according to their roles and responsibilities, their performance in the classroom, and the performance of their students.

TAP evaluations begin with intensive evaluator training. All TAP evaluators must participate in direct instruction in the TAP evaluation model (often four days or more) and must pass a rigorous evaluator certification test. To ensure rater reliability and increase confidence, TAP schools are provided with a DVD library of classroom teaching episodes. Teachers are encouraged to rate these episodes and compare their ratings to TAP’s national rater’s scores. Additionally, evaluators must be recertified annually.

TAP evaluations are performed at least four times a year. Evaluators schedule classroom observations (some announced, some unannounced), and each teacher is evaluated by more than one evaluator. After each evaluation, evaluators and teachers meet to discuss the teacher’s performance. Using the TAP rubric, evaluators identify areas of strength and areas that need improvement. TAP evaluation conferences end with evaluators and teachers outlining concrete plans to address weaknesses. 

Vaughn Next Century Learning Center (Los Angeles Unified School District)

Vaughn is a large urban charter school in the L.A. district with almost 100 percent of its students eligible for free or reduced price lunch and almost half of its students who are English language learners. The school is designed around three areas of teaching quality:

· Teaching environment

· Teachers work in teams and collaborate frequently

· Teachers and paraprofessionals have multiple career opportunities within the same school

· Teachers have an hour of common planning time daily as well as significant numbers of student-free days throughout the year to plan and collaborate

· Teacher training and professional growth

· Teacher-developed teaching standards are clearly described through rubrics

· The Peer Assistance and Performance Review occurs three times annually; teachers conduct self-evaluations as well as have peer reviews and instructional coordinator reviews.

· Based on evaluation results, teachers work with instructional coordinators to set professional development goals.

· Teachers are required to use student achievement data to inform teaching decisions.

· Teacher leadership

· Three committees form the basis of decisions at Vaughn, and are made up of 50 percent teachers and 50 percent parents or community members.

· Vaughn has the flexibility to make human resource and financial decisions based on need.

Vaughn has met student achievement growth targets each year in operation, and several evaluations have found correlations between Vaughn’s teacher evaluation system and student achievement gains.

Denver’s ProComp

ProComp is a bargained agreement between the union and Denver Public Schools that “is designed to link teacher compensation more directly with the mission and goals” of Denver Public Schools and the teachers’ union.
 Because of ProComp, the Denver Classroom Teachers Association has been held up by many reformers as an example of a union willing to buck tradition to improve student outcomes.

ProComp includes four areas that allow teachers to increase their pay:

1. Knowledge and skills (teachers who complete professional development units, earn National Board Certification, or a graduate degree receive pay increases)

2. Professional evaluation (teachers who receive satisfactory evaluations receive pay increases)

3. Student growth (teachers who meet agreed upon student achievement growth targets receive pay increases) 

4. Market incentives (teachers who teach in hard-to-staff or hard-to-serve schools  and subjects receive pay increases).

A recent evaluation of ProComp found that teachers who opted in to the program (the program is entirely voluntary) “demonstrate slightly higher effects than their nonparticipating counterparts, and both groups do…better than colleagues new to the district and therefore required to participate.” The evaluation notes that the effect is not huge; however, like Q Comp, part of the effect may be linked to teacher attitudes about the program. The same evaluation found that “a majority of teachers believe ProComp has increased their engagement in professional development activities aimed at increasing their ability to help raise their student’s achievement and a plurality of teachers focused their teaching more on aspects of student learning related to ProComp goals.”
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While traditional evaluations tend to be one-dimensional, relying exclusively on a single observation of a teacher in a classroom, the comprehensive models capture a much richer picture of a teacher’s performance.


Rush to Judgment, Education Sector
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Unlike virtually every other profession, where performance drives management, decisions related to teacher certification, tenure, compensation, assignment, dismissal and layoffs are not linked to classroom performance. This needs to change.


We Can Do Better: Advancing Public Education in Illinois, Advance Illinois Policy Brief
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The students assigned to a particular teacher may not be representative of the general student population with respect to their level and rate of growth in achievement, parental support, motivation, study habits, interpersonal dynamics and other relevant characteristics. It is very difficult for the statistical machinery to disentangle these intrinsic student differences from true differences in teacher effectiveness.


“Using Student Progress to Evaluate Teachers: A Primer on Value-Added Models,” Educational Testing Service, 2005.
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States should transform evaluation from a traditionally input-based process into an outcome –driven one.
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