
Supporting LEA Efforts to Implement Educator Effectiveness Systems

Recent federal priorities and funding opportunities, such as Race to the Top competition and School Improvement Grants, recognize the impact of teachers and principals on student achievement and emphasize the urgent need to create and implement quality, comprehensive, strategic systems for evaluating teacher and principal performance in a manner that will identify, support and develop educator effectiveness and increase student growth. In response, many states have passed legislation mandating the creation and implementation of comprehensive, high-stakes teacher and principal evaluation systems. As state policymakers are responsible for the design, development and implementation of evaluation systems using multiple measures, including student growth, it is critical that they are familiar with emergent research, promising practices and strategies related to the design of teacher and principal evaluation systems and uses of the resulting data. The Southwest Comprehensive Center (SWCC) is assisting states as they consider the development and implementation of educator effectiveness systems.
Purpose of this Workbook
The SWCC assisted the Arizona Department of Education in the development of this action-planning workbook to help LEAs as they determine ways to design and implement educator effectiveness systems at the local level in accordance with the AZ Framework for Measuring Educator Effectiveness. This workbook takes stakeholders through a series of discussion-based reflections, considerations and action steps that will help initiate planning and implementation that can be used during, between and after state-sponsored meetings. Although additional steps beyond those included are crucial, this workbook can serve as a guide during workshop sessions to maximize available discussion and planning time. This workbook provides the opportunity to:

· Reflect on session presentations and consider critical questions that should be determined before and during the design and implementation process;

· Share information, ideas and resources with LEA team members;

· Address opportunities and challenges in a supportive, transparent environment;

· Consult with experts on issues of effective classroom observations, weighting measures, use of data, and implementation;

· Identify goals, priorities, plans and next steps.

Organization of this Workbook
This workbook is provided to help you process and reflect on information received and to guide your discussion as you continue to work on the LEA teacher and principal evaluation system.  Please feel free to use those note pages and templates you find useful and to modify or ignore those you do not.  The workbook is organized in the following sections

· Section One:
Note pages and templates for Day One

· Section Two:
Note pages and templates for Day Two

· Section Three:
Appendices containing:

· The charts of evaluations system components for Group A teachers, Group B teachers, and principals excerpted from the AZ Framework
· A self-assessment, which may be helpful to determine your current status in the process

· A chart for reflection on the purpose(s) of your evaluation system

SECTION ONE:  SUMMIT PRESENTATION NOTES & TEMPLATES


PRESENTATION
Day One:  Sunday, April 29, 2012 (12:45 – 1:10 PM)


Introduction to the AZ Model for Measuring Educator Effectiveness
 
Dr. Karen Butterfield and Jan Amator, Arizona Department of Education
Use the following organizer to record notes for discussion during the working session.

	Main Points
	“Ahas”

	
	

	Take-aways/Questions:




PRESENTATION
Day One: Sunday, April 29, 2012 (1:15 – 2:30 PM)

Using Classroom Observations to Inform Teaching and Learning

Charlotte Danielson, Danielson Group
Use the following organizer to record notes for discussion during the working session.

	Key Ideas
	Questions
	Implications for LEA Plan

	
	
	

	Take-aways:




WORKING SESSION I  
 Day One:  Sunday, April 29, 2012 (2:45 – 4:15 PM)
Purpose of this Working Session
1. Identify what your team intends to accomplish (objectives) at this meeting.

2. Review and discuss how the afternoon presentation can inform your plan.

3. Use guiding questions to further consider issues related to implementing effective observation protocols.

4. Prepare the team’s comments and questions for Charlotte Danielson.
Suggested Tasks and Timelines: 
2:45—2:55

Getting Organized 

Identify key objectives and outcomes the group plans to accomplish in this workshop.  Identify a facilitator, recorder and spokesperson for the group.
2:55—4:15

Remaining Session Activities and suggested time frames
2:55—3:25 
Discuss presentations: key ideas and implications for your plan; consider questions for C. Danielson.  (Template One, p. 5)

3:25—4:00
Use the guiding questions to focus your discussions on key considerations.  (Template Two pp.6-7)  Identify questions your group would like to ask Charlotte Danielson in the interactive session.
4:00—4:15
Record decisions made and next steps (Action Planning Templates Seven and Eight, pp. 23-25).  

Template One:  Discussion Guide for Presentations 
	Questions for Discussion
	Notes
	 Implications for Our Plan

	1. What were the key points of the presentations that might apply to our plan?

2. What will we need to take into consideration? 
3. What actions do we need to take?
4. What decisions are we prepared to make at this time?
5. What questions/challenges do we have?

	
	


Template Two:  Observation Measures and Preparation for Interactive Session
 (Adapted from A Practical Guide to Designing Comprehensive Evaluations Systems by National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality, pp. 32-33.) 

	Measure of Instructional Quality
	Guiding Questions
	Notes

	Does the LEA intend to select or develop one or more observation instruments?
	· How will observation instrument(s) be used to guide and strengthen teacher practice?

· Will measures used in recommended observation instrument(s) be able to detect teacher strengths and weaknesses?

· Will recommended observation instrument(s) be used to differentiate professional development needs?
	


· IF YES … 
	Research Base
	Guiding Questions
	Notes

	Is there a research base for the observation instrument(s)?
	· Has the tool/instrument been piloted? Are there plans to pilot the tool/instrument in your state or LEA?

· Can results from the tool/instrument be correlated with improved student achievement? 

· Have any research studies been conducted on this tool/instrument?

	


	Applicability
	Guiding Questions
	Notes

	Is the observation instrument applicable to all teachers and teaching contexts?
	· Is there a teacher population that requires differentiation in the observation process?  Do teachers of special populations require different instruments and/or different observers? (SPED, ELL)
· Will teachers serving in co-teaching capacity need to be observed with a different or modified tool(s), or will specialized training be required to use the tool(s) in these settings?
· Will teachers of specific content areas benefit from a  specialized tool 
that focuses on evidence-based practices in the content area?
	


Template Two (continued)
	Process
	Guiding Questions
	Notes

	Has the observation process been thoroughly specified?
	Evaluators:

· Who will conduct the educator observation (e.g., an administrator, master teachers, peers)?
· Could expert teachers be appointed to conduct the observations?
· Will more than one evaluator observe each teacher?

	

	
	Frequency:

· How often will observations be required? 
· Will it vary depending on teachers’ level of experience?

	

	
	Training and Inter-rater Reliability:

· What training and/or certification will be required to qualify as an evaluator?
· How will the LEA or the state ensure that evaluators can use the observation instrument(s) with fidelity?
· How will the LEA ensure inter-rater reliability? During training? Over time?
	

	
	ADE Support and Assistance:

· What guidance and assistance will you need the state to provide in addressing the above?
	

	Questions/comments for Charlotte Danielson




INTERACTIVE DISCUSSION
Day One: Sunday, April 29, 2012 (1:15 – 2:30 PM)

Interactive Dialogue with Charlotte Danielson

Charlotte Danielson, Danielson Group
Use the following organizer to record notes for discussion during the interactive session.

	Questions
	Charlotte Danielson’s Responses
	“Ahas”

	
	
	


SECTION TWO:  SUMMIT PRESENTATION NOTES & TEMPLATES

PRESENTATION 
Day Two:  Monday, April 30, 2012 (8:10 – 8:45 AM)


Educator Evaluations System Components and Practices 


John Huppenthal, Arizona State Superintendent of Public Instruction
Use the following organizer to record notes for discussion during the working session.

	Main Points
	“Ahas”

	
	

	Take-aways/Questions:




PRESENTATION
Day Two: Monday, April 30, 2012 (8:45 – 9:45 AM)

Putting the Pieces Together:  Considerations in Weighting Multiple Measures
 

Dr. Stanley Rabinowitz, Director, Assessment and Accountability Comprehensive Center at WestEd

Use the following organizer to record notes for discussion during the working session.

	Key Ideas
	Questions
	Implications for LEA Plan

	
	
	

	Take-aways/Questions:




PANEL DISCUSSION
Day Two: Monday, April 30, 2012 (9:45 – 10:30 AM)

Overview of Three Arizona Models and Approaches

Use the following organizer to record notes for discussion during the working session.

	LEA/Consortium
	Key Ideas
	Notes/Follow-up

	Gila County Consortium
	
	

	Window Rock Unified School District
	
	

	Higley Unified School District
	
	

	Take-aways/Questions:


WORKING SESSION II
 Day Two:  Monday, April 30, 2012 (10:45 - Noon)
Purpose of this working session:

1. Review and discuss how the morning presentations can inform your plan.

2. Use guiding questions to further consider issues related to approaches, growth measures and weighting of measures.

3. Continue to address objectives your team has identified for this meeting.

4. Plan for the afternoon Breakout Sessions.

Suggested Tasks:
10:45—11:05 
Review notes from the presentation by Superintendent Huppenthal, Dr. Stanley Rabinowitz and the Arizona presenters (Template Three, p. 13).
11:05—11:45
Note specific decisions your LEA has made or has yet to make.
11:45—12:00 
Decide which afternoon breakout sessions team members will attend and information you hope to glean from these sessions.  Time is allotted in Working Session III for teams to share what they learned in the breakouts

Template Three:  Discussion Guide for Educator Evaluation System Components and Practices, Putting the  Pieces Together: Considerations in Weighting Multiple Measures, and Overview of Three Arizona Models and Approaches  

Use the following guiding questions to discuss the implications of the presentations by Superintendent Huppenthal, Dr. Stanley Rabinowitz, and the Arizona presenters for your plan.  

	Questions for Discussion
	Notes
	Implications for Our Plan

	1. What were the key points of the presentations that might apply to our plan?

2. What will we need to take into consideration? 
3. What actions do we need to take?
4. What decisions are we prepared to make at this time?
5. What questions/challenges do we have?
6. Based on the morning presentations, do we need to revisit any ideas & decisions on Template 2?


	
	

	Next Steps/Additional information needed


PRESENTATION 
Day Two:  Monday, April 30, 2012 (Noon – 12:30 PM)
Keynote:  HB 2823—An Overview
Christopher Kotterman, Deputy Director of Policy Development & Government Relations, ADE
Use the following organizer to record notes for discussion during the working session.

	Main Points
	“Ahas”

	
	

	Take-aways/Questions:




PRESENTATION 
Day Two:  Monday, April 30, 2012 (1:00 – 2:00 PM)

Putting the Pieces Together:  Examples of Models and Approaches from around the Country
Dr. Laura Goe, National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality

Use the following organizer to record notes for discussion during the working session.

	State/LEA
	Key Ideas
	Implications for our Plan/Follow-up

	
	
	

	Take-aways/Questions:




BREAKOUT SESSION
Day Two:  Monday, April 30, 2012 (2:10 -3:10 PM)
Putting the Pieces Together:  Examples of AZ Models and Approaches

Use this organizer to record key ideas during breakout session to share with your team Record questions you have as a result of the discussion.
Session Attended: 















	Main Points
	 Follow-up Needed
	Implications for Our Plan

	
	
	

	Take-aways/Questions:




WORKING SESSION III
 Day Two:  Monday, April 30, 2012 (3:25 – 4:45 PM)
Purpose of this working session:

1. Review and discuss how the afternoon presentations and breakout sessions can inform your plan.

2. Use guiding questions to further consider issues related to approaches, growth measures and weighting of measures.

3. Address any unfinished objectives your team has identified for this meeting.

4. Complete Plans of Action.

5. Decide on “Moving Forward” items to share out.

Suggested Tasks:
3:25—3:55 
Review notes from the presentation by Chris Kotterman, Dr. Laura Goe, and the Arizona presenters in the breakout sessions.  (Templates Four and Five, pp. 18--21
3:55—4:10
Note specific decisions your LEA has made or has yet to make on the structure of the evaluation system. (Template Six, p. 22)
4:10—4:45 
Complete the Plans of Action for next steps once you get home (Templates Seven and Eight, pp. 23-25)
4:40—4:45
Decide “Moving Forward” items to share in General Session

· Accomplishments of team

· Next Steps

· Needs

4:45
Return to General Session
Template Four:  Guided Discussion- Putting the Pieces Together--Considerations in Weighting Multiple
Measures and Examples of AZ Models and Approaches
Use the following guiding questions to discuss the implications of Dr. Laura Goe’s presentation plan.  Refer to your presentation notes from page 15 for action planning.  
	Questions for Discussion
	Notes 
	Implications for Our Plan

	1. What were the key points of the presentation that might apply to our plan?
2. What will we need to take into consideration?

3. What questions/challenges do we have?

4. What actions do we need to take?


	
	

	Next Steps/Additional Information Needed



Template Five:  Guided Discussion—Putting the Pieces Together—Examples of AZ Models & Approaches

Use this organizer to record team discussion of today’s breakout sessions.  Refer to your notes from page 16.

	LEA/Consortium
	Key Points of the Presentation
	Implications for Our Plan

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	Template Five(continued)

	LEA/Consortium
	Key Points of the Presentation
	Implications for Our Plan

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Template Five continue on next page
	Template Five (continued)

	Questions for Discussion
	Notes
	Implications for Our Plan

	What ideas have we heard that we want to pursue further?

What will we need to take into consideration?

What questions/challenges do we have?

What actions do we need to take?


	
	

	Next Steps/Additional Information Needed




Template Six:  Determining the Structure of the Evaluation System 
(Adapted from A Practical Guide to Designing Comprehensive Evaluations Systems by National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality, p. 35.)
	Weight of Measures
	Guiding Questions
	Notes

	Has the LEA determined the percentage (weight) of each measure in the overall teacher rating?
	· Will each measure be weighted differently depending on:
· Its relation to student achievement?
· Its reliability and validity?

· Its face validity?


	

	
	· Will the weight of each measure fluctuate depending on the level of reliability and validity that is proven over time?


	

	
	· Will the weight of each measure vary depending on teaching discipline and context?


	


Template Seven:  Team Wrap-up and Overall Action Plan
As a team and individually, use this space for notes and reminders that summarize outcomes and identify next steps and action items that will serve as a reference when you return to your state. What is required of the team?  What will you need to do?
	Area of Focus
	Action Items
	Person / Group Responsible
	Timeline / Date Required

	Next Steps:
Action Items:

	
	
	


Template Eight:  Personal Action Plan

	My Next Steps:

	

	My Action Items:

	

	My Desired Outcomes:

	

	Template Eight (continued)


	NOTES
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	CONTACTS
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	FOLLOW UP

	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


SECTION THREE:  APPENDICES

APPENDIX ONE:  COMPONENTS & REQUIREMENTS OF THE ARIZONA FRAMEWORK
To help you map the national perspective to the specific requirements of the Arizona Framework for Evaluating Educator Effectiveness, please refer to the following charts in your working sessions.
Teacher Evaluations
Group A

	
	Classroom-level Data
	School-Level Data
	Teaching Performance


	GROUP “A”
(Teachers with available classroom-level student achievement data that are valid and reliable, aligned to Arizona’s academic standards, and appropriate to individual teachers’ content areas.)
	· AIMS 
· Stanford 10 (SAT 10) 
· AP, IB, Cambridge, ACT, Quality Core 
· •District/Charter-Wide Assessments 
· •District / School-level Benchmark Assessments, aligned with  Arizona State Standards 
· Other valid and reliable classroom- level data 
Required: Classroom-level elements shall account for at least 33% of evaluation outcomes. 


	· AIMS (aggregate school, grade or team level results) 
· Stanford 10 (aggregate school, department or grade level results) 
· AP, IB, Cambridge,  ACT, Quality Core  (aggregate school,  department or grade level results) 
· Survey data 
· AZ LEARNS Profiles 
· Other valid and  reliable school-level  data 
Optional:  School-level elements shall account for no more than 17% of evaluation outcomes. 
	Evaluation instruments shall provide for periodic classroom observations of all teachers. 
LEAs may develop their own rubrics for this portion of teacher evaluations; however, these rubrics shall be based upon national standards, as approved by the State Board of Education. **See standards below  
Required
Teaching Performance results shall account for between 50 - 67% of evaluation outcomes. 




Teacher Evaluations
Group B
	
	Classroom-level Data
	School-Level Data
	Teaching Performance


	GROUP “B”
(Teachers with limited or no available classroom-level student achievement data that are valid and reliable, aligned to Arizona’s academic standards, and appropriate to individual teachers’ content areas.) 



	· District / School Level Benchmark Assessments, aligned with Arizona State Standards 
· District/Charter-wide Assessments, if available 
· Other valid and reliable classroom-level data 
If available, these data shall be incorporated into the evaluation instrument. The sum of available classroom-level data and school-level data shall account for between 33% and 50% of evaluation outcomes. 

	· AIMS (aggregate  School, grade or Team-level results) 
· Stanford 10 (aggregate school, department or grade level results) 
· AP, IB, Cambridge, ACT, Quality Core (aggregate school, department or grade- level results) 
· Survey data 
· AZ LEARNS Profiles 
· Other valid and reliable school-level data 
Required: The sum of available school-level data and classroom-level data shall account for between 33% and 50% of evaluation outcomes. 
	Evaluation instruments shall provide for periodic classroom observations of all teachers. 
LEAs may develop their own rubrics for this portion of teacher evaluations; however, these rubrics shall be based upon national standards, as approved by the State Board of Education. **See standards below  
Required
Teaching Performance results shall account for between 50 - 67% of evaluation outcomes. 





Principal Evaluations
               Appendix One (continued)


	
	School-Level Data 
	System / Program level Data
	Instructional Leadership


	ALL PRINCIPALS 


	· AIMS (aggregate school or grade level results) 

· Stanford 10 (aggregate school or grade level results) 

· District/School Level Benchmark Assessments 

· AP, IB Cambridge International, ACT Quality Core 

· AZ LEARNS Profiles 

· Other valid and reliable data 

Required:  School-level elements shall account for at least 33% of evaluation outcomes.
	· Survey data 

· Grade level data 

· Subject area data 

· Program data 

· Other valid and reliable data 

Optional:  These elements shall account for no more than 17% of evaluation outcomes; however, the sum of these data and school-level data shall not exceed 50% of the total evaluation outcome 

	Evaluation instruments shall provide for periodic performance reviews of all principals. 

LEAs may develop their own rubrics for this portion of principal evaluations; however, these rubrics shall be based upon National standards, as approved by the State Board of Education. **See standards below

Required:  Instructional Leadership results shall account for no more than 50 - 67% of evaluation outcomes.



APPENDIX TWO: TEAM SELF-ASSESSMENT ACTIVITY

Use the following checklist to collectively determine the status of each of these key components of a comprehensive system as outlined in the Practical Guide to Designing a Comprehensive Evaluation System and the AZ Framework.  Use the results to inform priorities for the further development of LEA plans and the work that needs to be accomplished at this meeting.  Record notes that will inform planning.
	Component Questions

	Not Started
	In progress
	Developed
	Comments (What evidence do you have that this has been addressed?)

	1. Have the LEA’s Evaluation System Goals been clearly defined, communicated and aligned with the state and other educator reform initiatives? 
(Summit I: Practical Guide Component 1; AZ Framework  p. 1)
	
	
	
	

	2. Has the LEA defined “effective teachers” and promoted teacher and leadership standards in alignment with the state’s definition and professional standards? 
(Summit I: Component 1; AZ Framework p. 9, 13, 18, 25, 31)
	
	
	
	

	3. Has the LEA engaged stakeholders in its planning and is there a strategic communication plan that informs relevant stakeholders of the AZ State Framework and the system’s goals, timelines and relevant roles and responsibilities?
(Summit I: Component 2; AZ Framework Appendix E)
	
	
	
	

	4. Has the LEA developed a plan and/or guidelines for the selection of multiple measures including student measures in non-tested subjects? 
(Summit I & II: Component 3; AZ Framework p. 8-10, 15-16)
	
	
	
	

	5. Has the structure (the levels of proficiency and the weight of each measure) been determined?
(Summit II: Component 4; AZ Framework p. 11-13, 17-18)
	
	
	
	

	6. Does the LEA have a training plan to build the capacity of system implementers? 
(Summit II: Component 5; AZ Framework Appendix I)
	
	
	
	

	7. Is the data infrastructure in place at the state and local levels? 
(Summit III: Component 6)
	
	
	
	

	8. Have trigger points for action in response to data been established? i.e., how the data might be used to inform decision?
(Summit III: Component 7; AZ Framework p. 19)
	
	
	
	

	9. Has a system been developed to systematically evaluate the effectiveness of the LEA’s educator evaluation system and the implementation of it?
(Summit III: Component 8; AZ Framework p 27-28
	
	
	
	


APPENDIX THREE:  WHAT IS YOUR PURPOSE

As a team, you may want to use this chart to determine which 5 key purposes best describe why you are evaluating teacher & principal effectiveness. 
	T= Teacher

P=

Principal 
	Purpose of Evaluation of Teacher & Principal Effectiveness
	Growth Models – Using Standardized Assessments
	Measuring Growth – Using other Measures
	Observation Rubrics
	Analysis of Artifacts
	Portfolios
	Teacher/Principal  Self-Reports
	Parent/Student Surveys
	Other

	
	1. Find out whether grade-level or instructional teams are meeting specific achievement goals
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2. Determine whether a teacher’s students are meeting achievement growth expectations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3. Gather information in order to provide (new) teachers with guidance related to identified strengths and shortcomings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4. Examine the effectiveness of teachers in lower elementary grades for which no test scores from previous years are available to predict student achievement (required for value-added models)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	5. Examine the effectiveness of teachers in non-tested subjects (e.g., art, music and physical education)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	6. Determine whether a new teacher is meeting performance expectations in the classroom
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	7. Determine the types of assistance and support a struggling teacher may need
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	T= Teacher

P=

Principal
	Purpose of Evaluation of Teacher & Principal Effectiveness
	Growth Models – Using Standardized Assessments
	Measuring Growth – Using other Measures
	Observation Rubrics
	Analysis of Artifacts
	Portfolios
	Teacher /Principal Self-Reports
	Parent/Student Surveys
	Other

	
	8. Gather information to determine what professional development opportunities are needed for individual teachers, instructional teams, grade-level teams, etc.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	9. Gather evidence for making contract renewal and tenure decisions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	10. Determine whether a teacher’s performance qualifies him or her for additional compensation or incentive pay (rewards)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	11. Gather information on a teacher’s ability to work collaboratively with colleagues to evaluate needs of and determine appropriate instruction for at-risk or struggling students
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	12. Establish whether a teacher is effectively communicating with parents/guardians
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	13. Determine how students and parents perceive a teacher’s instructional efforts
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	14. Determine who would qualify to become a mentor, coach or teacher leader
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


From A Practical Guide to Evaluating Teacher Effectiveness, Little, Bell, and Goe. The National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality. April 2009. http://www.tqsource.org/publications/practicalGuide.php The guide is based on the TQ Center research synthesis Approaches to Evaluating Teacher Effectiveness: A Research Synthesis by Goe, Bell, and Little (2008).
 Notes:
	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	


Appendix One continue on next page
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