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SPECIAL MASTER’S REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATIONS RELATING TO
PRINCIPAL AND TEACHER EVALUATION

Willis D. Hawley, Special Master

Introduction

*1 On July 20, 2015, the District provided the plaintiffs
and the Special Master copies of the teacher and student
evaluation plans passed by the Governing Board. (Exhibit
A). On July 30, the Mendoza plaintiffs requested an R&R
on issues related to the teacher and principal evaluation
plans (Exhibit B). On August 10, the District responded to
the request for an R&R (Exhibit C). On August 13, the
Special Master submitted a draft R&R to the parties in an
effort to resolve some of the objections without taking
them to the Court (Exhibit D). The Mendoza plaintiffs
responded to the draft R&R (Exhibit E). The Fisher
plaintiffs and the Department of Justice have not weighed
in on the submitted plans.

Research tells us that the two most important in-school
influences on student outcomes are teacher and principal
effectiveness. Moreover, these are interrelated. Any
district’s ability to foster improvement of teacher and
principal performance depends on having good
knowledge of the level of effective practice. Thus, teacher
and principal evaluation plans are critically important to
achieving the goals of the USP.

This R&R is organized around the objections of the
Mendoza plaintiffs. The District contends that the
Mendoza plaintiffs do not base their objections on the
most recent versions of the plans. The Mendoza plaintiffs
contest that. In any event, the Special Master’s comments
deal with provisions of the July 20 plans.

Context

The development of teacher and principal evaluation
plans has been a challenge of considerable controversy
and has given visibility to the tensions involved in
requirements that District practices be reviewed by the
plaintiffs, the Special Master, and the Court. For many
months, the District refused to submit teacher and
principal evaluation plans for review, and a court order in
January 2015 was needed to require the District to
develop such plans (Doc. 1760). The District collaborated
extensively with the Special Master in the development of
the observational instruments that are central to the
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evaluation. However, the reticence of the District to be
responsive to other concerns about the evaluation of
teachers and principals and the difficulties in resolving
issues among the parties is illustrated by its response to
the Mendoza plaintiffs’ objections in which the District
claims it is not required to do many things the plaintiffs
are concerned about even when it does not object to doing
some of them. For example, the District denies an
obligation to:

1. Develop evaluation processes that are fair,
accurate and meaningful.

2. Revise instruments for evaluating teachers and
principals because the instruments are not part of the
evaluation process (despite the wording of Section
IV.H.1 of the USP).

3. Consider the weights assigned to surveys of
teachers and students despite analysis of its own staff
concluding that the impact of the weights identified
in both plans will be negligible.

4. Evaluate the effectiveness of the evaluation plans.

With this context in mind, the specific objections of the
Mendoza plaintiffs are addressed below.

Assessing Academic Performance of Students for
Purposes of Evaluating Teachers and Principals

*2 The plans are less clear than they need to be relating to
this issue but in the Special Master’s discussions with the
District the assurance was given that all teachers will have
the equivalent of a pre-and post-test measure of student
performance. Tests have been developed by the District
that will apply to grades 3-12 covering the material being
taught. K-2 students’ performance will be assessed using
periodic DIBELS tests. This clarification should obviate
the need for an R&R dealing with academic growth
measures. The Mendoza plaintiffs agree.

Evaluators of Teachers

The Mendoza plaintiff (and the Special Master) have
contended that teaching practices measured by the
observational instrument should be assessed by persons

other than or in addition to principals and assistant
principals. The District asserts that principal evaluation of
teachers is the norm throughout the country, including all
districts in Arizona (most do so for the same reasons that
TUSD  does—political and relative easy to
implement—not because it is best practice). But many
leading school districts do use different models, including
some districts in the Phoenix area where evaluators
include teacher mentors or teaching specialists.

The purpose of teacher evaluation is to measure
effectiveness accurately and to link the performance
assessments to professional development and recognition
of excellence. If the assessment of teachers is not
accurate, the ability to improve teaching performance
through evaluation is obviously undermined. Indeed, if
the assessment is not done properly, the District will end
up nurturing mediocrity. This is not to say that TUSD
teachers are mediocre, but it is to say that it is important
to determine, as effectively as possible, the actual level of
teacher performance with respect to specific behaviors.

If principals are supposed to be instructional leaders,
something on which all parties would surely agree, why
can’t they perform the evaluation tasks effectively? Some
principals can, of course. But the research is replete with
evidence that the accuracy of principals is limited in most
cases. National studies show that a very small number of
teachers are judged to be ineffective. This has been true in
TUSD as well. In studies that compare principal
evaluations with that of well-trained evaluators, the
results show that the latter identify many more teachers as
needing significant professional development than is
typical when principals alone do the evaluation.

Why do many principals understate teachers’ proficiency?
First, excellence in teaching is not always the reason why
principals are chosen to be principals. Second, principals
are part of a social network in a school and they want to
be liked and respected by their colleagues. One
consequence of this is that when rating teacher
performance they almost always give teachers the benefit
of the doubt. When one looks at the rubrics for evaluating
teachers, one sees that the distinctions between the
categories that yield the scores are sometimes subtle and
ambiguous but almost always require some level of
judgment that is not easily documented. Third, principals
want to motivate their teachers and tend to shy away from
negative observations which may lead to discouragement,
especially for beginning teachers and those who are
struggling. Fourth, teaching effectiveness is somewhat
subject-specific. In the literature on teaching, the term
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“content pedagogy” is used to draw attention to the fact
that really good teaching requires deep understanding of
content and how best to deal with students and abilities to
learn that content. Even if principals were good teachers,
they are unlikely to have broad subject matter expertise.'

*3 Should principals have a role in the evaluation
process? Maybe. Should they be the primary evaluators?
No. What is the alternative? In some districts, teacher
leaders and/or subject matter specialists and instructional
coaches are specially trained to be evaluators. In order to
avoid the problem of teachers not wanting to open up to
coaches who may end up being their evaluator, the person
who does the evaluation should not be in an authority
position with respect to the teacher. This of course would
apply to principals. Would we expect teachers to be open
in their discussions with their principal about problems
they are having in meeting the needs of particular students
if the principal is to be the judge of their effectiveness?

Being an instructional leader involves a great deal more
than evaluating teachers. It includes using evaluation that
has been done as objectively and expertly as possible to
identify needs of teachers for further professional
development, to identify teachers who can be helpful to
others either as coaches or team leaders or simply as
members of peer groups and professional learning
communities. It involves giving priority to student
learning time and involves ensuring that the instructional
environment is safe both physically and psychologically.
It involves creating a culture of high expectations and
collaboration and ensuring that teachers have the
resources they need to be effective. It involves making
time for teachers to engage in professional learning
communities and to reach out to parents and families,
including home visits when needed. And more.

The District has said that it will train principals to engage
in evaluations by having them evaluate videos of teachers
whose performance has been evaluated by experts. This is
certainly a sensible strategy but it does not deal with the
socio-psychological aspects of evaluation that principals
confront when they are undertaking assessments in their
own schools with teachers they want to like them and who
they want to motivate and to whom they will inevitably
give the benefit of the doubt.

The District has argued that we should give principal
evaluations a try. But the District has already shown that
principals cannot or will not be rigorous evaluators. There
is abundant research indicating that the success of this
trial is unlikely to be successful. And, if this is what is

learned, a full year will have been lost. But how would
one know if principals are effective evaluators in any
event if there were no other evaluators with subject matter
expertise and grade level experience who have been
trained to evaluate using the District’s instrument with
whose evaluations could be compared with principal
evaluations?

Recommendation

*4 Enhancing teacher effectiveness is the very best way to
enhance student learning opportunities and outcomes.
Without effective teacher evaluation, this will be very
difficult to do. The Special Master therefore proposes that
the Court order that a pilot study be conducted that will
allow comparison of assessments of teaching practice by
principals and assistant principals on the one hand and
trained evaluators on the other. It should be possible to
design such a pilot within the next 3 to 4 weeks and
implement it this school year. The results of the pilot will
not affect scores received by teachers from
administrators’ assessments this year but can be used to
demonstrate whether a different approach to teacher
evaluation is more effective at identifying what teachers
need to do to improve. Further, a system that results in
more differentiation will be a useful tool for identifying
teacher leaders and instructional coaches and mentors.
The Mendoza plaintiffs support this proposal.

Cut Scores

The state requires that the District establish criteria for
determining levels of teacher effectiveness. These “cut
scores” in TUSD are suspect because only a handful
teachers are judged to be ineffective. This may be as
much a problem with evaluation as it is with the cut
scores themselves.

The District says that the cut scores were established by
looking at research on the percentage teachers typically
judged to be ineffective, namely 4-6%. If this conclusion
is based on reports of how principals and assistant
principals rate teachers, then we have to reckon with
research that shows that principals and assistant principals
rate teachers much higher than do expert evaluators. Even
so, the USP cut scores came nowhere near identifying
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4-6% teachers as ineffective. It may be that TUSD
teachers are significantly more effective than teachers in
other districts but given the difficulty that the District says
it has recruiting and keeping good teachers, it seems
plausible that the TUSD cut scores do not effectively
differentiate teachers on the basis of professional
proficiency.

Establishing cut scores is not easy and requires an
analysis of various dimensions of teacher performance. It
does not seem feasible for the Court to establish what the
cut scores should be. The Special Master proposes that
this matter be “resolved” by having the District commit to
describing and justifying the bases on which it establishes
cut scores that differentiate levels of teacher proficiency.
Indeed, the District acknowledges that rethinking the cut
scores is necessary.

Recommendation

The Court should require the District to describe the
justification for the cut scores it uses in determining
whether teachers are “ineffective” or “developing.” While
this seems modest and is seen as inadequate by the
Mendoza plaintiffs, transparency with respect to the
criteria should encourage the District to establish
defensible cut scores. This, coupled with a more rigorous
application of the observation instrument, should result in
a more accurate identification of teachers who need more
support to improve. The Mendoza plaintiffs support the
pilot proposed above and believe that the pilot should be
used to evaluate the cut scores.

Alignment of Instruments for Measuring Teacher and
Principal Effectiveness

Measurement of teacher effectiveness is inherently
“high-inference.” In such cases, it is important to have
multiple measures of the same phenomena. This means
that teacher and student surveys, as well as observational
measures of teacher and principal behaviors, should
embody similar concepts. The Special Master does not
see how there could be reasonable disagreement with this
proposition. Indeed, while on the one hand the District
says that such an alignment effort would be burdensome
and redundant; on the other hand, staff who developed the

instruments and vetted the surveys say that they
undertook such an alignment.

Recommendation

The Special Master suggests that this issue could be
resolved by the District developing a chart showing how
important aspects of teaching and leadership are reflected
in these instruments. This is not a difficult task and has
the value of making clear to principals and teachers
behaviors that are important for them to know about and
be able to do. The Mendoza plaintiffs agree with this
proposal.

Linking Evaluations to Improvement

*5 The Mendoza plaintiffs object to the omission from the
teacher evaluation plan of any process for improving the
performance of teachers found to be in need of
improvement. The District argues that it need not do so
because this function is covered by Section IV, 1, 2 of the
USP and a plan for implementing that section has been
completed and approved. While it is not clear why the
District would not want to make the consequences of
evaluation clear to teachers so that they would not see this
plan to be draconian, the Special Master believes that the
provisions of what was conventionally known as the
“struggling teacher plan” do apply. It is clear that only a
handful of teachers have been referred to improvement
plans so this matter may be a better candidate for
monitoring than for an additional Court order.

Recommendation

There is no need for Court action here. The
Implementation Committee can monitor how the District
integrates the evaluation and professional development
elements of the USP.

Training Evaluators
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The efficacy of a measurement tool depends on the
capabilities of the person who does the measurement.
This is particularly true when one is assessing behaviors
not easily defined. The Mendoza plaintiffs want the
District to specify how it will prepare those who assess
teachers and principals to undertake this evaluation. The
response of the District is that the training takes many
forms in many venues and that one could look at the
professional development plans to determine what the
District proposes to do.

The Special Master has examined the professional
development plans, and while there are numerous
references to the training of educators with respect to
effective teaching practices, this is not the same as the
training of evaluators. The observational instruments
being used in TUSD are complex, extensive in the range
of behaviors being assessed, and presumably discrete
items are repeated in somewhat different terms
throughout the instruments. The Special Master has
supervised studies that involve the observation of
educators. In preparation for those studies, considerable
time is spent training the observers (evaluators) to ensure
inter-rater reliability. If the District is conducting such
training, which its staff says that it is, it would seem
useful to spell out just how and when that will happen.
This would allow the Implementation Committee to
monitor this activity. There is no need for the Court to
order such a description of how evaluators will be
prepared for this difficult task assuming the District is
willing to do so. Surely it has a plan; why not make it
more transparent?

Recommendation

If the District does not agree to make explicit its plans for
training those who will evaluate teachers and principals
when it reviews this R&R, the Court should require it to
do so.

Assessing the Capabilities of Teachers and
Administrators to Use Data on Student Qutcomes

The Mendoza plaintiffs claim rightly that the USP is
specific about the measurement of teachers’ and
administrators’ capacity to utilize data to improve student

performance. Moreover, this is a high priority of the
Superintendent. In response to the Mendoza plaintiffs’
concern, the District says that the structure of the
evaluation as prescribed by the state is an impediment and
that this skill is covered by student surveys. This assertion
apparently misunderstands what is involved. Assessing
the capabilities of educators to utilize data on student
behavior and achievement, among other things, is an
appropriate component of the observational instruments.
Indeed, those instruments do include relevant rubrics. The
District’s refusal to identify these rubrics is difficult to
comprehend.

Recommendation
There is no need for the Court to take action on this issue.

The Weight of Teacher and Student Surveys in
Principal Evaluation

*6 The Mendoza plaintiffs point out that only 10 of the
100 points on the principal evaluation score are derived
from the combination of the teacher and principal
surveys. No doubt this reflects the wishes of principals. It
seems incongruous to have student surveys account for
10% of teacher evaluation but only 4% of evaluation of
principals. Perhaps teachers believe that their judgments
about principal behaviors and school conditions should be
given only negligible weight. Practically, the principal
evaluation plan says that the views of teachers and
students don’t count.

The Special Master believes that minimizing the influence
of teacher and student feedback on teacher effectiveness
not only reduces the validity of the evaluation, it a clear
violation of Section IV.H.l.iii of the USP that provides
for “... responses from student and teacher surveys ...
The instrument to be used to account for more than half of
a principal’s evaluation score includes numerous items
that can be better, and perhaps only, assessed by teachers
and students. This is true for several domains in the
principal instrument, especially with respect to those
items referred to as “School Behaviors.” Many of these
items require the evaluator to determine what teachers and
students believe and experience. How might they do that?
Interviewing a few teachers or students in each school is

2
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hardly fair to the principals themselves much less a valid
way of determining reality. A great deal of emphasis in
virtually all school improvement efforts, and certainly in
the USP, is placed on the importance of creating (1)
school cultures that are inclusive, respectful, supportive,
and reflect high expectations and (2) fostering teacher
collaboration, supporting teachers’ professional growth,
retaining effective teachers, and developing a sense of
physical and psychological safety that enhances teaching
and student learning. What better way to measure whether
principals have accomplished these things than by asking
teachers and students.

Recommendation

State guidelines place a constraint on the points that can
be assigned to teacher and student surveys in principal
evaluation but there’s no reason not to use all of those 17
points. The Special Master therefore recommends that of
the 100 total points for measuring principal performance,
teacher surveys account for 11 points and student surveys
account for six. Alternatively, 12 points could be for
teacher surveys and five for student surveys. If the
District agrees to one of these options, the Mendoza
plaintiffs withdraw their objection.
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Principal Evaluation Model 2015-16

Tucson Unified School District Model for Measuring Educator Effectiveness aligns with State
Board of Fducation’s adopted Arizona Framework for Measuring Educator Fffectiveness with
these components:

A. Principal Performance Component 57%
B. Student Academic Progress Component 33%
C. SAl Survey (ADE) on Leadership 2%
D. Teacher Survey - School Quality Survey (Staff) 4%
E. Student Survey — School Quality Survey (Student) 4%

Each component of this model carries a different weight. For example, the results of the
observations are weighted the most heavily because they represent 57% of the total model.
The results from the observations, therefore, will have the greatest impact on a principal’s
overall score. Secondly, the academic growth represents 33% of the total model so that it can
impact the overall score, but not necessarily determine the outcome. The amount of impact
from the academic growth is dependent upon how the cut scores are determined. Finally, the
results of the three surveys (10%) will have a small impact on a principal’s overall score.

Principal Model: Percent Distribution of the
Different Components

4%

a%
2%

m Principal Performance
 Academic Growth

w SAl Survey

W 5QS Survey-Staff

® SQS Survey-Student
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To get the ration of the current maximum raw points to desired maximum points, we must
divide the desired maximum points by the current raw maximum points. Calculating the ration
using scaling factors will produce properly weighted components. Please see the conversion
table below:

Conversion Table Grades K-12: Weighted Scale for Principal
Evaluation from

Measure M:::’::m Weight Ratio
Obs. Rubric 84 57 0.679
Growth 3 33 )
SAI Survey 5 2 0.400
505 Survey-Staff 4 4 1.000
SQS Survey-Student 4 4 1.000
Total 100 100

A. Principal Performance Component

The principal performance component aligns to the Interstate School Leaders Licensure
Consortium (ISLLC) Standards and accounts for a mini of 57% of the evaluation
outcome. Appendix A provides the description of each ISLLC standard and its associated

functions.

The TUSD Model for Measuring Principal Effectiveness utilizes six areas of leadership
derived from the eleven ISSLC Standards:

e Culture and Equity Leadership
* Instructional Leadership

e Human Resources Leadership
* Strategic Leadership

e Organizational Leadership

e Community Leadership

The areas of leadership (Appendix B) to meet the requirements of the Unitary Status Plan IV.
(H), (1):

By July 1, 2013, the District shall review, amend as appropriate, and adopt
teacher and principal evaluation instruments to ensure that such evaluations,
in addition to requirements of State law and other measures the District deems
appropriate, give adequate weight to: (i) an assessment of (I) teacher
efforts to include, engage, and support students from diverse racial, ethnic,

d

cultural, and linguistic backgrounds using culturall) sponsive pedagog
and (!) efforts by principals to create school conditions, processes, and
practices that support I ing for racially, ethnically, culturally and

linguistically diverse students; (ii) teacher and principal use of classroom

and school-level data to improve student outcomes, target interventions,

and perform self-monitoring; and (iii) aggregated responses from student

and teacher surveys to be developed by the District, protecting the anonymity
of survey respondents. These elements shall be included in any future teacher
and principal evaluation instruments that may be implemented. All teachers and
principals shall be evaluated using the same instruments, as appropriate to their
position.

B. di Academic Progress Comp

In the past, academic growth has been determined by calculating the growth of state
standardized scores in English Language Arts (ELA) and Math for grades 3-10 from one year to
the next. The Arizona Department of Education determines labels for each school, ranging
from A-F, that is based on student academic performance and growth. This approach, however,
has limitations in that the state standardized tests in ELA and Math can measure the academic
impact of only about a quarter of our teachers (called ‘A’ teachers). The non-ELA and non-Math
teachers (called ‘B’ teachers) make up the other three-quarters of the teaching core. The ‘B’
teachers have been assigned growth points in the past based on the school or the district label.

This year, TUSD will make all teachers an ‘A’ teacher. Math and ELA teachers (formally known
as ‘A’ teachers) will use the District’s quarterly assessments in math and ELA to show academic
growth. These quarterly as will be designed to growth over time. All other
teachers (formally known as ‘B’ teachers) will pre-post to their stud
that are relevant to the course material. The pre-post assessment strategy will be made up of a
multiple choice assessment with a relevant content-specific reading passage that can measure
academic growth for all course categories with the exception of math and ELA. The
components are listed below:

A. Courses: TUSD offers a variety of courses at the middle and high school levels including
core academic courses, enrich courses, and technical courses. These courses have
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been grouped into 41 umbrella categories. Each category encompasses multiple
courses. For example, Physical Education is a category that includes body conditioning,
yoga, tennis, etc.

Pre-Post Assessment: The pre-assessment will contain one or two short reading
passages and up to 10 multiple choice questions that relate to the passage. Each
category will have its own passage that is relevant to the content and the standards of
the category. These themes of these passages may be similar across grades but will
increase in complexity with each subsequent grade. An example of a theme in
history/American government, etc might be a passage reflecting on the concept of what
constitutes a human ‘right’ in modern society. The post-assessment will use the same
assessment as the pre or the questions may be replaced with parallel questions. Parallel
questions are questions of the same difficulty that measure the same concept but do
not ask the same question. Parallel questions can be used to measure growth.

. Development of the pre-post category assessments: Grades K-2 will use the DIBELs

assessment and compare the fall results to the spring results. Grades 3 = 5 and math
and ELA teachers in grades 6 — 10 will use the quarterly assessments as their pre-post
assessment. The remaining courses in grades 6 — 12 will use category assessments
developed by Curriculum and Instruction Department in conjunction with District
teachers in the summer 2015. Teams of teachers from all grades and content areas will
be asked to participate in the development of these pre-post assessments. All
assessments will be standard’s based and aligned to the content of the category.
Additionally, our psychometric specialist will work with the district’s contracted
assessment company to ensure that the pre-test and the post-test are parallel in
difficulty. Items will be taken from the assessment company’s item bank and/or
teachers will develop their own questions. All assessments will be completed prior to
the start of the 2015-16 school year.

. Who will take the assessment: All students in grades K — 2 will take the DIBELs

assessment and in grades 3 — 5 will take the quarterly benchmarks. In grades, 6 —12,
pre-post category ts will be d by a sampling strategy so that each
teacher of record will have a minimum of 30 students participating in the pre-post
category assessment. Grades 6~ 10 math and ELA courses will use the quarterly
benchmarks.

. When will the assessment be administered: The pre-tests will be administered in the

early fall and the post-tests will be administered in mid-spring. The quarterly
benchmarks are administered at the end of each quarter. For the teacher evaluation,
quarters 1and 3 will be used. DIBELS is administered three times a year. The first test
in the fall and the last test in the spring will be used.

Who will score the assessment: The category assessments will be made available on-
line through the district’s 1t vendor’s webpage and will be scored

electronically. For schools lacking the technology infrastructure to test on-line, paper
tests will be made available that can be d into the pany’s data
base. For grades K-2, teachers will score the DIBELs assessments. For grades 3 -5, the
quarterly math and ELA assessments will be available both on-line and with paper tests
that can be scanned for electronic scoring.

G. Scoring and point allocation: Students growth will be assessed by determining the
difference between the pre-test and the post-test. Teachers will receive a 1 (below
average growth or al total of 11 points), a 2 { ge growth or an ge of 22 points),
or a 3 (above average growth or an average of 33 points) that will be added to the
Teacher Evaluation points total. Cut scores will be determined once all teachers have
administered pre and post tests and the scores can be evaluated. Principals will receive
the aggregate school total for all the teachers in the school.

In summary, in order for formally ‘B’ teachers now to be considered ‘A’ teachers, each subject
needs a valid and reliable pre-post assessment that is specific to that subject for grades 6 - 12.
Currently TUSD does not have consistent district-developed pre-post assessments for each
subject. These will be developed in the of 2015 to roll out for the 2015-
16 school year. However, if the academic growth model is to be continued in future years,
TUSD will be prepared to refine these assessments and the process in collaboration with
teachers who specialize in each subject.

C. Surveys

Survey data elements account for 10% of the evaluation outcome. They will be comprised of
the results of three surveys conducted with both teachers and students.

1. SAl: Teacher surveys provide an opportunity for teachers to rate principals on various
aspects of principal practice as well as culture and climate of the school. The ADE
Standards Assessment Inventory will measure aspects of principal practice with an
emphasis on leadership.

2. School Quality Survey-Staff: Teachers will also rate principal leadership on the SQS.
Additionally, the SQS will measure aspects of the school’s culture and climate.

Teacher Survey Administration Logistics: Both the SAl and the SQS teacher surveys will be
administered electronically during the spring semester. The results of the surveys will be
used at the site administration level for principal evaluation.

3. School Quality Survey-Students: Student surveys provide an opportunity for students to
rate teachers on various aspects of teacher practice, school culture and climate and
overall feelings of social inclusion and safety. The surveys may be found in Appendix C

Student Survey Administration Logistics: The SQS-Stud will be administered to all
students with a paper survey that they fill out at their school. These surveys are anonymous
and cannot be linked to specific teachers. The purpose of this survey is to assess the overall
culture and social climate of the school from a student perspective.

TUCSON UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
MODIFIED 2013 DANIELSON FRAMEWORK FOR TEACHING
EVALUATION INSTRUMENT
Revised June 2015

Governing Board Approved July 14, 2015

1a: Demonstrating Knowledge of Content and Pedagogy

In order 1o guide student learing. teachers must ey teach. They must @ sk 10 8 discipline and which are

peripherat: they must know how the discipine has evalved into the 21t century, understand

the Y They ace al

student in the discipline But ot sufficient; in teachers must be famiar
nd cmurally

The elements o component 13 are:
Knowledge of content and the structure of the dicipiine
Every discipline has  dominant structure thot may vory.
o Knowledge of prerequisite relationships

with smalker

lessons and

units.
«  Knowledge of content.elated pedagogy

Indicators Include:
Lesson and unit plans that reflect perspectives.
Lesson and unit plans that % shlls

Clear and accurate classroom explanations

Accurate answers to students’ questions

Feedback to students that furthers learning

Interdiscipiinary connections in pians and practice
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1 1n planning and practice, the | The teacher s familar with the | Tne teacher displays solid knowledge | The teacher disolays extensive
Kaowledge of o does how these
Content and y The teacher another. another
Pedagosy
prerequisite
topics. The teacher’s pians and that may vary from different cultural
student bearming of the Iearning, although such practie reflect famdarity with a wide | perspectives. The teacher
content.
incompiete. o suvject including
the range of pedagogical by topis and concepts and understands
approsches sutable tostud | range of pedagopcal the link to necessary cognitive
apprcaches o the discioline or structures that ensure student
tothe sudents. anding. They are alzo sware of
typical student misconceptions in the
decipline and work to dispel them.
But knowledge of the content is not
nt;
‘understanding, teachers are familise
with pedagogical spproaches nclucing
culturaly respongve Instruction. The
teacher’s plans and pracice refiect
familiarhy wth a wide range of
effectve a n
the dicipline, particularly for students
trom different racial, eshnk: cutural,
Crteal ition to the cha
Atrivutes © The teacher mokes * Theteacher’s * Theteacher can dentlfy “profcient,”
o .
. os
. relationships.
plarning. 3 X
be addressed.
Jor the discipine. ond some are .
ot sustabie o the contens, learning. evelopments in content-reiated
. pedagogy.
"o Neisa s are ety
P
o
Taampies “The offrst
arstem, the ceachier survys the
ountrien.” nthe
The tesctier says, 9 dont together. The tescher has reatie her stsents | wireer,
102 kesson cn 197
5 fractions.” even though dass,
copy dienemary Sefiention esch | arasevd place aluw.
cout tiol And sehers...
perest on Movday, copy the.
wents five times each <o
Tuentos ond Wednesdsy. and
test on Fidoy.

‘16 Demonstrating Knowledge of Students

therefere,

contentand v

Teacher must also
it

race, ethnicity, gender, and social class, While there are patterns in cogritive, soclal, cultural, and
‘&roups, stucents L 3

8¢

inorder

activities. In addition,

lessons and home

The elements of component 16 are:
* Knowlesge of child and adolescent development
Chitdren iearn diferentty ot different stages of thei fves.
* Knowledge of the learning process
Leaming requires active fatelctual engagement.
Knowledige of zudents’ ells, knowiedge

* Knowfedge of students’ nterest
Chikdren's bockgrounds infiuence thei learming.
*  Knowlesge of sudents’ specal needs
Chiidren do not oll deveiop i @ typical fashion.

Indicators include:
. '

Student
Teacher particpation In commenity cultural events

Database of students wkth specal needs

nen a teacher is planning

03 Teacher demonstrates Iktle or | Teacher Indicates the

Teacher

and atts

Knowiedge of 4 lnve

Students. Knowledge of students” students’ backgrounds, cultures,

development for groups of students.

cultural, and linguistic backgrounds.

ot seek such understanding. | class a3 a whale.

‘backgrounds, cultures, skils, | skills, language proficency, The teacher aiso purposetully seeks. have ires beyond the
interests, | intere: and bout | clsseroom,
8 does students’ families and communty

students’ backgrounds, cukures, skils,
interests, and

special needs, and attains this

They aleo systematically scauie
Engish

language proficiency and home
dlects.

Critical

3G1i6n to the characterstics of
jent”

Teaches does not o Teocher ctes *  The teucher knows, for groups of | “profic
understand chid developmental theory, but students, .
develcpment does not seek to integrate development appropriate methods 1o assess
. students'sbt fevels and designs
. of
Sor tentents. different obilty fevelsinthe | closs. stuents” rocial, ethr, aultural
. v class. .
ascertoin voried abilty the “whole grou.” .
. i the cass. from b students about their
the closs. . high,* racia, etha, cuktural, ond
o Teacher & not oware of Interests and cukturol “medium, " and ‘low” grougs of finguistic backprounds.
student interests or ‘backgrounds, but rarely
about studencs’ medical ‘accommadate those nlessan plonning.
o learning disabiftes. diferences. * Thetencheris aware of the

medical issues and fearming
disabilties with some
students, but does ne seek
to understand the
Implications of that
knowledge.

students in the ciass.

Fowitie Lampien
. . . o The teacher pdans ks kessoo wieh
levets of
tor XTI, despred to meet the
o studests.
herfiL .
. e
aercech ta hamivg.
. .
has fou reVgions cinss. on studece nterests. 10 b Omare of theiT indiwidual
stutents.
anudents” esests. A e gl o have thers U be chabenging a1 1 100
. s the Ao,
s0me af hev students Aove et Biskogy lesson, o The tescher seouiavy creotes
e | o
heant w©
e plas 80 read 2 Wankan story saties.
in Decemeer. o Anelementay teosher who s

1 Satting lnstructionsl Outcomes
Teaching ful activities are directed ing, Th
ed . but what they will leam. The
= all students will be able
Insoar as i vi 3 y
learners, and they hold. in 1.
2 number conceptual thinking and and
In addition, some learn to read but
y will ke to read. In additicn, link their their
discipline and in other disciplines.
The elements of component 1c are:
*  Value, sequence, and alignment

Clary

Susabiity for diverse students

experierces and culturat baciground.

Indicators include:
= Outcomes of a challenging cognitive level
Statements of student learning, not student activity

Outcomes differentiated for students of varled abiity

1c Ou igorous and
Setting Instructional | expectations for students and and important earming ol
Outcomes ack of riger, ming | discipline. written in the
learning in d consst o written in the and permt
the discpine. Qutcomes are learning, and suggest
o rather than | activities. B
Out but assessments. Outcomes are
coordmatio
dicipline or rd ing
v al, ethnic, g
students. Inthe class based on global backgrounds i influenced by their
assessments of student learning. unique experiences. Outcomes refiect
several different types oflearning and,
where agorogeiate,
‘opportunities for both coordination
andintegration. Outcomes are
differentiated in whatever wayis
needed for individual students.
Critical Attrisates Tn #ddnion 10 the characterties of
. . . “proficient,”
represent important and riger. . 0
. refie ideas” of the dicipiine. ensure accurate sequencing.
are stated a5 octiveies. discipline. 0
. than do. * Outcomes are differentiated to
dass. outcomes: factual, conceptual take educational Asks.
understanding, reasoning. sociol, | e Outcomes are bosed on @
. o
of students in the closs,
Possible Examples.
@ poem. ‘addition and mutipication poetry.” challenge verts to hefp them
. . history unit for
. e
stuaties u aotves the Rowerer, the sheced 1he rur-u 20 the Revaluticnary working on.
concent of “reviutions” students are daved, and war. o Somw students iesey adAnenal
. Searnng.
rpects i studeres to atrupgee. . ooy
remember the important
dates of batties. 6P obpectives.
* Despie Azang 3 number
Of ELL seudenes iy the
sy, the osteomed ifate
hat ol writing must be
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1d: Domonstrating Knowledge of Resources
Student learning is enhanced by a teacher's skilful use of Some of P ¥ “offiial” secured by

thel those usad the
dlassroom ther nd skl

| o students. discretion of & v
, for example, i full
secess
A famlly, to bring help in both thelr

€
‘academic and nonacademic lives.

The elements of component 1d are:
© Resources for classroom use
Moteriols must align with learming outcomes.

*  Resources to extend content knowledge and pedagogy

* Resources for students

Guest speakers.

.
© Materials suggested by the community and students’ amilies
.

1d: s unaware Teacher displays bas reacher’ Tesources for

Teacher Giaplays awareness of Te crawledg I
|| emonstrating resources for classroom use, | awareness of resources ‘educational, community, and cultural | classroom wse and for extending one’s
Knowledge of including
Resources knowledge, or for students
Erowledge, distic, the students’ home and
satrict bt iy,
knowledge of resources ‘onthe Internet. #nd universities, and on the Internet.
‘available more broadly. Teachers recognize the importance of
selecting resources that algn wih the
learning outcomes and
‘#ppropriate and challenging for al
students |
different racisl, ethnic, cutural and
Anguistic backgrounds_
Crical Attrates In 3dtion to the characeracs of
. y . . “proficent.”
e o .
‘materials, even when fevet.
more variety would assist school for resources. . . ngaing
resources. relationship with coleges and
b o fearning.
. organdations. rescurces for student reference.
student needs, the teacher | o The teacher locates . .
by uwersities. apprenticeships to increase
but Jor .
avenves.  Teocher dispiays awareness of the coszroom.
resources .
opportunities
Possible Examples
of their infarmation from books, but the school
three
tentbook. acing level .
T 0 3
L0 Amportant concepts. Fbout current research 5o she can
ownve |o exgong
e an .
* Autudent soys Wi too ey st year. ereders’
nature cente wheo we re sTudents wousd besefit Avaries
- and avehi
emwenment,”
e contacts the school oroups. wsed on the joo.
conferences to incrense Na/Aer
Ancwledoe of
wstructional for
erompk. the Matona
Assocoton of Muticutwl
fawation

‘1e: Designing Coherent Instruction

district, and:

instruction, and
school

ethak,

of wudents.

The elements of component 1e are:
*  Learning activities

*  Instructionsl materials and resources

* Instructionsl groups

 raciol, ethnic cuturol and linguistic backgrounds.

Lesson and unt structure

Indicators Include:
Lessons that

concepts

Actvities that represent high-level thinking
Opportunites for student chore

Use of varied culturally relevant resources.
Thoughttlly planved learning grovps
Structured lesson plans.

how bestto

10

16 The serles of learning Some of the learning acthties | Teacher coorcinates knowledge of | Plans represent the coordination of In-
of students,
Instruction d | todesien . 3
represent a coherent structure. | challenge, but with no resulting ina
students. saries
students.
] These are
wehan | challenge,
atferent par
“The lesson o unit ethni, cukunl,
b The
teacher jng
Uneven, with most time. Take into accoun th specfic lesrning
allocations reasonable. needs and cultural perspectives of
studerts and solcts deas from
tuderts on how best to structure the
actit
Crtcal Attrates 103308100 1o the characterstics of
. . . “proficent.”
aigoed to the . . .
instructiona goots. sutatie, il
* Materials are ot voriety. .
‘engaging nor meet .
. the class.
. resources. ©  Lesson plons differentiate for
structured or sequenced .
‘and are unrealistic in their organced thoughtfully to
expectatians. maxmize learning and buld o
student strengths.
* The pion for the lesson or unitis
wellstructured, with recsonble
time atocarions.
Possible Examples
. A .o e |o .
pian Jevel “action verbs” and rewrikes octihvities in o menu: students
choose those thot sut their
e Towgh. The chatemoe fewr. eveeh fo Namg.
A0t was 1S years ok, the
apa Arominoe exceras fo o wide vevidy of
s the sole resource for s | gecgrapty unit
. par
ot (0 rows. seatig the
essen
work ai) e i groups of .
[ . sgestinr,
are sevng. but .
. g for mary
Jew Jesso0s; the teacker plavs o
s stutents o fnk the curment
mhcate lectire, actvey; thorcughy. Vesacn outcomes £ those they
ortest. ressousl lnsrred. The teocher
exomioes s plans and
e plar refict attention o
tudares from dfferent rocit.
A st and Ingusts:

s, the methods
the particuler needs of individusl students; an ESL student, for example,

a5 neaded

formativ ol and

outcomes.

‘The elements of compcnent 1f are:
= Congruence with instructional otcomes.
Assessments must match learning
*  Criterla and standards.
Expectations must e cleanly defined.
Design of formative assessments

.

Use for planning

ethaic, and ELL groups

Indicators include:

#szessment types sultable to the style of outcome.
Variety of performance opportusites for students.

ceee

racial, ethnic, cutural

Assessment procedures.

Some of the instructions

Teacher's plan for student assessment

‘Teacher's lan for student assessment
s aligned

b outcomes,
‘approsch contains no citeris | cthers are not. Assessment sroups of aful
| o standards. udents. " range of udent learning Assessment
buttheyare | standards are clear. Teacherhass | methodologies have been adapted for
| not clear. using individual
unie,
dimentary,including only
uses. ethni
cutcomes. Teacher ntends to atural,
dlass s 3 whole. students. of the assessment information.

a0 tmues, for students
from diverse racial, ethnic, and ELL
grougs.
Critical Attributes n sddition (o the characteristics of
«  Assessments do not match | e Only some of the ©  ANthe kearning outcomes have o | *proficent.”
aiteria Gssessments. expectotions. *  Students participote in designing
Jon . .
‘have been designed. ague. .
. . nonded. are guthentic with reak-workd
but [ o it
they are no fuly written. * Students develop rubrics
deveicped. .
used to design fesson plans instruction. * Students are actively involved in
for ot e
ssessment dota. provide input.
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Fossbie Examples
. . .o . s
us.
grammar and
mistake, ehe rade drops memarize al the country. veparanon. doss.
#100c . e % . ow
. . S
. b
Globalnarion, e feacker
toli then thew hster at the top. The plan .o
grate: own.
ashed how e arrived ot ¥ Ose 0 "Nk for of . Losks
he e, he responds, anderstanding” bt meAowt aponses, Ne il
1o
education, (it Anew ¥ ke done.
what rade 10 . o Astudent s Y dol the octtier. roting il indicate thew oty
. Whes wty e 's e
"o . own
he teit | gie ot the end
of the unt?” ojet. et
o Thetescter sops, The
dutrt gave s 1ha antre concept. e,
umkum € teach, 301
st Dave 10 Keep soning.”

2a: Creating an environment of respect and rapport

<Pt i ays they nd by the nd
her I xdents of racial, ethnk, cultural, and
safe, wy idicule from either the teacher or other
students.
‘Respect’ ¥ behavior.
u behavicr).
students.
At s worst, poar
At s best,

Indicators include:
® Respectfultak, active listening, and turn taking
¢ 3l ethnic and

[/ a
2 ethaic cultural,
ane ingustic groups.
o Physical proximity
o Poiteness and encouragement

2
Creating an interactions, both between the | interactions, both between the teacher
nd ane
mostly are generally ol i, cari
I negative, inappropriste, or nd
insensitive to students’ ages, occasional inconsstencies. students. Students exhibit respect for | members of racial, ethnic, cultural,
nd favorit ‘the teacher. Interactions among. and linguistic groups. Students exhibit
developmental levels. students’ ages, cultures, and 5pe
Students | respectful.
Le d ‘members of the class. The net result of
putdowns, or confiict. Teacher . Teacher Y
lved, safe, and
diwrespetful ‘with
behavor.
o and
conveying nether warmth nor atfeming
confit.
CrRical Attriates 5338100 16 the characteritis of
. . . “proficient,”
*  Student body language students, or among
Indicates feeings of hurt students, isnever, with | @ students’
orinsecunty. m |
®  Students use disrespectfid | ®  Teacher oftempts to students. another
hesitant to
teacher. o .
. iy . classmates. Student’s incorrect response with
g .
about individuo! students’ | students, but studont connections with indhidus!
students
successflor are unsual, teacher
his/her chair followng o 10 the teacher, but tend to
comment by the teacher. fall pass notes, etc. when the lesson. weekend (or extracuricuir
s ea;the | o uch, the student's
. casroom, at e desk. *  Studects soy SAMto
. g avather itudent it rpeaking.
*  Some students refuse to totok. fokeronce o acceptonce of mew
vk with othe students. | o Teacher sovs Dont tel .
. *  The teacher savs: Thatsan
students by Thev nomes. clasmates. * Due student Jouh, b
. forpetting..”
. and
“plessethank
wou excuue e, 0N mayte you ave righe’
o Teocherseys .
“andthe
insutes s2op. account Aweraity in pender,
eehniy. ond aacess 0 Scodemc
Enplut longuape.

11

2b: Establishing a culture for Learming

A”culture for learning” refers flects
Macher. itcascres. i i itox and ooel o

and lass. E isimportant, and by a
all students; and

students value learning and hard work.

Teachers who by their many.

d " for example,

sion in d toacquire
n the use of languzge. Teschers i req sistance In this area.
be vibrant, even joyful, but it is not frivalous.

The elements of component 2b a
« Importance of the content and of learning

o Expectations for learning and achievement

prepared to work hard.
Student arde in work

y T pride is

Indicators include:
Belief In the value of what & being learned

* Expectation of high-quality work on the part of students

* High expectations for expression and work products.

] The classroom cuture s The dassroom culture 5.3 copately | The cassroom culture 5.3 cogn/t vely
Establishing a culture | characterzed by » lackof vibrant place,
for Laarning %
comitment to leaming. teacher or students. The teacher | the norm for mast students. Students | Iearning, The teacher conveys high
o “going and
[ 7] e Sudents,
athand.
Vediumto a x preterences and radial, ethnic, and
task, quatty. The cultural experiences are
andaccepted in the classroorm.
nom success s the result of natural Students assume respanabilty for
v high gusliy work by Initisting
earning high expectations. Impravements, making revision
adcing detall and/or assisting peers in
students thase ther precice use of |
students thought 1o have a Teachers are aware that ELL student
natur: n
aptiude for the subject. learning autcomes related to language
e
SR Tn 39HI0N 15 e characieritics of
. . o for . “Proficient,”
andthat | e
“bowing *  Students indicute thot they are
assigrments, ot . hioh
the work stoo students.
. . . the content,
0 pride n thelr work. loarming, but don't indicate | o
o Class ime i devored . in
more tosocataing thanto | intiative for the work. improving the quatit of their
leaming students indicate work.
that they ore fooking for an

Possbie Examptes
* Thetecher telsstudents [ Teschersays:lerspet | o Teackersovi: Thuuimportont; [ Theteacher asks stucents to
hot they redig alesson | through mis.”
Becousexsontherest i | o Tescher saya: ) chisk meut .
the oo, v otriet ofyounvibeatietods | e Teacher soyis Ths kfea i reaty aperiac.
dvected. o V000 realy
. . -
o Teackersovs :
sk provem?” 0N ina workibeet, Together: 3 hard Butyeuare | o Seudent asi 3 chssmote 1o
incompiete work. cssmaes’ thinking. dotmeN.” s4hce /e G0 quite fokow the
. ngels | o .
studere. .
iores it e aiwers.
compla. /M can re-82a prece of work
Aomemerk and the. grmencr after mtemgthe | o
teacher does ot respond. room.
o At o of the sxties .
are sy wovk.” teacher 't working wh them
ordvecting thei efforts.

26 Managing classroom procedures.

5 v i high Teache itor nes and

that
materlals and supplies are skillfully
done in order to maintain them, may be
inferred from the sense that the class “runs itself.*

The elements of component 2c are:
* Management of Instructional groups

* Management of transitions

smal groun,

* Management of materials and supplies

of disruption to the flow of instruction.
* Pesformance of classroom routines
Overat,

Supensision of volunteers and para-professionals

Indicators include:
Smooth functioning of il routines
®  Letle or noloss of Instructional time.

.

*  Students knawing what to do, where to move
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2 Much nitructional e (s ost | Some Instructional tme s lost | There s Iite oss of estructionaltime. | Instructional time is manmized due to
procedures routines and classroom and procedures. The teacher's procedures. Students contrbute 10 the
procedures. There s Inte of no e
teacher's and/ transitions,
mansgne transitio sles materials and supolies. Routines are
wanstions, and/or the nd suplies are rompting, by students.
handing of materials and
supples effectively. Thereis | learning. With reguar gudance
irowor follaw established | established routines.
routines.
Crvical Aribates T730d01 16 the characterites of
. . . “profcient”
o the doss. working directly with the work. ensure that thew time is ased
o There are no exabished teacher. «  Tronstions between large and productiely.
* Procedures for other of materils, seem to have
bt ther .
chactic . function
 Gassroom routines smocthy. materiats efficenty.
cioss.
Groues, students are
sttendance. with the teacher to be more
are supposed o go, learmung. .
theirchars, etc . olay
o There are ong ines for are rough but they ore timing dewce, such as counting withn the group.
materiols and suppiies or occomplished. down, .
. totherr desks. 10 the table #he shoud be ot
another lnng up or cotlcted. hand, o dimming the hghts. attention signol
« Rellasiing coaumes TG QUEINE 0N | One membe of each Smal 9rou | & SHudents independent hech
much fime ot e procedres the tz0le.
. .
routioes
. . stuents
they are to do ovfook routhie, ey Aren
v for chves rom 10 aw ancther, summavie ethos, cutw. and ngusic
others. Afferent wews,otc. bockgrounds.
o Cleanip ot e end of a ksscn s
fast and effcent.

2d: Managing Student Behavior

In order for students t be able be orderly; P—
roductive, o todo
their classmates. dignity Stilled
hars butas s prerequisite content.

The elements of component 2d are:
*  Bpectations
s clear,

implemented.
* Montoring of student behavior

necessary,
observe.

*  Responseta student misbenavior

nsure of
student.

Indicators Include:

Teacher awareness of student conduct
Prevertive action when needed by the teacher

‘Absence of misbehavior
Reinforcement of postive behavior
24: ‘There appear to be no Stancards of conduct appearto | Student behavior s generally Student behaviar & entirely
buttherr | appropriate. sppropriate.
Banavior conduct,
teacher monitoring of student | Teacher tres, wih uneven standards of conduct. Teacher takes | causes to determine f £ is related to
behavior. result, content, cultural, or lingustic
benavior :
Thereis ‘behavior is being corrected, students
havior
undermined.
dignty. role in monkorng their awn behavor
and that of other students against
sandards of conduct. Teachers'
montorng of student behavior is
subtle an :
“Critical Attributes I acdition to the characterstics of
*  The dassroom . - “proficient,”
* The teacher does not conduct, f they exist, are oppropriote. © The teacher monitors student
monitor student behavir. ot evident. .
. . mowing about.
withoue . .
opporen teacher
awareness.
. . spon . of conduct.
s/he ehavor.
Jement.
Possible Examples
with ‘one of the classrcom rufes.
The teacher natices that some
. of weaping themseives, and without a word,
o
. Where's | o stops.
. your late pas “hord look " .
office.” Yo ancther: You neighbor.
reRsting i 0 chacex FooThowe a fote possi mueravior,
emcament. Come Jn and take pour o Astutent remins baher
. Ausmates of the chass rve Gbout
eectrones et ireosy,” chewnng
studenty/ teocher doesot
o anythey

12

2e: Organiing physical space

The use of the of course,
the
failitate, or inhibit, rk Naturally, ck i nd
and hear whi Both the teacher technology.
The elements of component 2e are:
a0 accessioibty.

* Arangement of furniture ard use of physcal resources

physical enwironment.

Indicators include:
*  Pleasant, inviting atmosphere.

Safe environment

Accessibiiy for allstudents

2e: The physical environment &5 The classroom s safe, The classroom is safe, and learning i= | The classroom is safe, and learning
unsafe, sibl
space There The teacher's Teacher
poor Pl
ooy, | activles. resources,
resources, Teacher nchding technology. The teacher ensures that
technology. compter technology. the physkal arrangement is
activities. prYsKal arrangement to sult APOIOpriate to the learning activities.
learning actities, with partial Std 0 the use or
soccess. adaptation of the physical
Critical Attributes. In addition to the characteristics of
- . . and all “proficient,”
safe .
.
ot .
special needs,
teacher or the board. learning, but does not . o
* Awilable techinology i enhance i
evenf . physical emmrcoment.
 Students toke the intiative to
would enhance the lesson. | and other resources. djust the physical emronment.
 Toachers and students make
extensive and imaginative use of
Possible (xamples
cassroom. stored safely. Toft during chss 10 kewp the Group work. o dicussion.
of . fowers
boars,
classroom, but it is facing the desks to moke tables. enviches the lesson. of the white boord for an activity.
the wail indicating that 1t for @ portion of the lesson.
i ravely, if ever, used. ®  The teacher tries to use @
‘computer to iustrate o
but
severol ottempts to make it

3ai Comenunicating with students

he butrelsted, purposes, First,
v o students. " helpis
rate, teachers i they make Clarity, and
imaginati npor bellish their explanatio
metaphors, linking them to students’ interests, pri , racial, ethnic, cultural, and linguisti
, rich, and error i nguage
pr o students,
The elements of component 3g are:
« Expeciations for learing
by
*  Drectionsfor actites
supervisin. writing, it
approprise.
* Explanations of content
| ethnic, cutural e vid
7 home, comemunit, and fives beyond school. The explanations are
dear, and

®  Useof oraland writen language

ofit

Indicators inciude:
®  Clarky of lesson purpase
loar

Cormect and imaginative use of language

3a:
with students o0 students,
conf leatning divectons | procedures are clear and anticpste
content contains major errors. | confusion, Tescher’s
The teacher’s spoken o . | thorough and diear, developing
errors of grammar or syntax. knowledge, background, and cuural | artful scaffolding and connecting with
| Vocabulary is experence. students’ 1
vague, ceent, etheic, cultursl,
Tescher's Stugents
s from diverse racal, ethic cukural,
Intellecal engagement. and correct.
carrect; however, vecabuary s to extend the concent, by explaining
| limited, or not fully appropriate concepts to their dassmates and
tothe students’ ages ar suggesting strategies that might be
backgrounds. wsed. Teacher's spoken and written
Ianguage s expressive, and the teacher
incs opponunites to extend students”
simultaneously engage with academc
content while leaming English. drawing
on knowledge and
already have in their dominant
language
Grtical Atribtes = 3dtion to the Characterstis of
. . . at | “proticent”
o
iearming.  Teacher explains content clearly
learning. with 0 efaboration or o ifoppropriate. the teacher and imagiatieety, using
o Students indcate through expianation.
content (o [fe.
leaming tosk. con complete t. Iearning task,
o Theteacher matesa ©_The tancher makss o racil
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0 “ethnic,cutural. and inguistc
il affect students” although may make o enrars, background
of the minw emror. o Teochers .
Jesson. . i e,
body kinguage or monciogue orispurely |« >
todassmates.
fesson.  Teocher uses rich fanguage,
o Teachers students’
. development. o Students supgest other strategies
Juvenite for they might use i approachinga
* Vocabuary is
inappropriate to the age
‘or culture of the students.
Fossibie Examples.
. Whatare | o . . “Here's a spot
we supposed to be pronounces "
doing?” but the teacher | & The teacher soys: "And oh, 1 aificuty:
igroees the question. by the woy, today we're. polynomiats, corefudy.

‘add fractions, they must polymomias. cantent,
‘have the same numerator. | « A studen asks; “What are. students: “Can anyone thinkof |« When neaded, a student offers
; 4 . el

may withdrow from the the task. i .
lesson. Students become | o Students ask “What do!

disruptive or tolk omeng write here?” im order (o teacher’s attention. think about the temperature in o
themseves inn effor to <compiete a task. cHosed car on o cold, but sunny,
Sollow the fesson. © Theteacher soys: Wotch oy, or by the water ina hose that
. has been siting i the sen.
2 o The eacher says: Who would ke
cioss without exploineg ony toisten. 10 explain this idea to ws?*
. o Students from diverse rocial
. “aint.” ethnic, cuturol,and fnguistic
the explanation. backgrounds are encowaged to
« Students are mattentive expiin an academsc term to
during the teacher's cassmates using their home ond
explanation of content. communty experiences.
explanaticn of the VW gt
maverment 10 exsiaw the.
diference between equty ond
equabty usieg examples rom their
ey an/or communey.

26 Using questioning / prompts and discussion

Framework for Teaching, a decision that reflects their central

rather than serve s recitation, or a verbal “quiz.” Good

A o
Students’
theirideas.
concepts or nd which
answers. the question, b for s
thinking,
Furthermore,
questions (whether posed by by exslair ng: [
example, from s scis 3 pasition. .
teacher’ might
begin with “on board.” Furthermore, f quastions are
outonlya the teacher’ in
eddition, K i groups may
partof th i Therefore, hig
students, taught.
The elements of component 3b are:
*  Quality of questiors/prompts
! ethi, cutural, andtotest
ioh quaiwy,
‘Occasionaly, teachers ask
example, f
+  Discussion techniques
e " d “Isaidx.” That i, some
Hather,
students” wiews to be. 3 . Furthermore, in conducting
. §
* Student particiation
ok bacs range.
Indicators include:

EMfective use of stuSert 65301565 380 1845
Oiscussion,

.
.

High leveks of tedent sarticpation n dacusson

13

T Teacher's cuestions are of low | Teacher's questions lead While the teacher may use some low- | Teacher uses a varlety or series of
angie poes a
prompts and correct responses, and asked | of wah. anedto | racial, ethiic, cutural, and lingsistic
discussion Interactio
aa a Rively,
d discourse
sty <ogntion.
mediating al questiors and | student thinking and to respond, and stepping aside when | questions initiste topics, challenge
aopropriate. :
dominate the discussion. students are involved. Teacher . the | contributions.
teacher
encourage them to respond to | racial ethni, cultural, and lingustic | discussion.
another, with uneven backgrounds to contribute to the
resuts. discussion.
Critical Attriates T 20600 10 The characerstics of
. . “profident.”
| and comvergent, with o ‘questions designed to questions. .
. racia ethnic. cubural, and
student thinking. imvoived. .
© ANdiscussion s between | o The teacher ites of wat time. o Students extend the discussion,
teacher and students: studonts 1o 1espord «  The teacher bulds on uses enviching t.
incuingthe | o
ideos,
another. respond.
. domi . or © g.
the discussion, student .
.
in the discussion. without .
teacher.
o Theteacher colls an mast
students, ewn those who don't
imtiaty volumtesr.
« Mony students actively engoge in
the discussion.
Foawbie Eaampn
. . . WhGtmghe [ o A stuent asks How mary ways
“recsatar” e, such 24 “heceaton” b, sich as
Whots 3 .« oa
o Teteteraitsa e House of Amersaan w for dow't thank | agree mh you o
A b, becaure...”
anomer s on the doand: there?” . . oa
stuents rerpend by * Theseacher mba: Who 19 e3king quetions, such 23: “Does anyone hove another Kiea
readng X,
. b outr”
* Thetemcheroms Micoelam | e Awedent asks “What i questions
hands ug. . “Michawl,
Mary’s idea?” but Mchoel
comates | o
teacher. response, and then itre with &

3c: Engaging students In learning

in
challeng

learning, thay are not maraly “busy,” nor are they only “on task.” Rathar,

T -

s that in the

latter

they do. That Is, they are engaged In discussion,

and

bate, answering “what If?” questions,

thelr
and the like. They ‘wark from.

intedlectual ife of the

 but

2 beginning, a middle, and an end, with scaffolding provided by the teacher or by

Student
. That s, from
from what they < an cbserver i

being asked to do? thirking? patterns er make predictions?” If the snswer to these questions
[’ for exarmple, . : o

Itis essentisl iy the The

the teacher does, or has done, or has planned. And while students may
makinga hs

manner; it s, however, essential that they be challenged to be “minds-on.”

The elements of component 3c are:
o Activibes od assgrments

*  Groupingol students

How students are grouped for instruction (whofe dlass, smoll grougs, pairs,

ireerest, think e

Aternatively. 0roups,
©  Instructionsl materials and rescurces.
axperioncs.
3 formity, .
Structure and pacing
Noone, of
Indicators inchude:

Studerts activaly “workirg.” rather than watching while thar taschar “works®
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3 The learning tasks and
Engaging students in | acivites, materials,
learning

The learming tacks or prompts | The learning tasks and actwities are

Virtually all tudents are intelectually
‘engaged In challenging culturally
ogh welk

resuting

with the nstructional

students, allowing mast

that Land

‘outcomes, or reqy v
responses. The pace of the
hed.

marely
compliant. The pacing of the

! e There s

Inquiry,

serve as cultural resources for ane.
‘another. The pacing of the lesson
prowides students the time needed to
Intebectually engage with and reflect
upon thelr iearming. and to consolcate

simitor
‘consistenty grouped with the some.
classmates.

“n adeicn 1o the charaterstics of
“proficent,”

the iesson.

the lesson. Learning tasks have multiple

cutural, and finguistic

correct response or
methed.
o The moterials used osk

and recall. thinking.

in the lesson.
*  Students from afl rocial, ethnic,
cultural, and finguistic

the content i large

rote tasks,

improve the lesson by (1) Students

(whole grovg, small

oppropriate.

(3)tudencs supgest modfications
or additions to the materials being

tabie 1o the

e

stuents.
o Dhelemondmg ovis

abigeed fo the kesson
anl s of

uneven: table i parts,
o4 rushed or dropgng it
others.

how rhey complete 10iks.
Aove an

Forsibie Exampies

@ workibeet, fokewiog a7 2 bypothests sbout what st

Seprenry, mefdle, and end

o Forts of the lessen have s indegendent, then 10 @scuss

commusy 06 £ desrBe WAKA

.

1t

i

Using Assessment in Instruction

it

recognized

Instruction. While

feedback is appropriste, offering it to students.

5
teachers must have & "finger on the pulse” of a lessen, monitoring student understanding and, where

And In order to

Ateacher'; learning, while they may super have
chers are nelghbors; when
he writing o udents ask, n order to gauge whether
v y 6 In each case, v e s/ i
guite different in the two situations.
similarly, i
Indeed, for monitoring, many

use additional technig
th

clear standards.

Butes important

seltingon st

i are, however, they

lingistic, to enrich an explanation.

The elements of component 3 are:

particular i

ethnic, cultural, and

ment criena
ofackor
oval presentation).
* Monttaring of student learning
af however, i
*  Feedbackto students
performance.
®  Student sel-assessment and monitaring of progress
i of they condo

14

] There Is Itk of no assessment | Assessment s used sporadically | Assesment & regularly used during | Assessment & ful integrated wto
Using Assessment in | o moncring of student through | instruction, Instroctio
Instruction Iearning
o poor qualty. Studentsdo | kearning oy teacher anc/or students,
appe students. racial ethaic,
assessment riteria and oot | & general and students appear | learnine. jtural
nd there s eviderce
assess therr cwn work. incluge racial ethnic, cultoral, and | IInguiic gr0ups have contributed to
the assessment citeri. Students self-
e progress. A
diagnose evidence o learning. variety of forms of feedback from both
teacher and peers is accurate, spedfic,
culturaby relevant, and advances
learnine.
Questions/prompes/assessments are
sed regularly to diagrose evidence of
learning by indiicual students. The
teacher successfuly differentistes
instruction to addres individual
students’ misunderstanding.
ssessment strategies for ELL are
ewdent.
Crtical Attrates 7 3G41IoN 1o The Gharacterities of
. o Thers . “proficent,”
quality work ooks like. Now their work wil be. lesscn. of high quaiity work clear to the
* Theteacher mokes no e 2
establsh the evaluation citeria.
understand the lessan. single method, or without | o Feedback includes specificond | & Teacher i constantly taking the
. student understonding is
Stusdents (o evoluate their students .
work. |+ mokes e of cuturally relevant
indications of studert assessment, and inguistically sensitive
nderstar o When necessary, the teacher strategies to efck information
.
ot understanding.
SR ed fowards furee 070 of Fevserer, B
1 imarovessentof werl.
* Tre taacher maker cnl
miner attemces 10 engoge
| stusents i self. o peer-
1 .
o Thereschers seemots oo
et the Aasen ave
portiaty. 3
Fossbie Exampies
o Astedertosts: Wowu  |e Teocher esks: Does . . /
oe . work.
o Autusert asks “Does s @ probiem o the boerd. students et cutuva nd Inguatic
orate>”
. o M stusents ave working The
with 0 pvesereation ©  Treteacher afterrecong | understanding, crcutter proviiing
one student, over thek pavers to cormest thefr students.
o Theteacher saya: “peed o erros. * The tescher oses popsile sicks or

36 Demoestrating flexibility and responsiveness.

The elements of component 3¢ are:
* Lesson adjustment

" refer to 3 teacher's When planned,
there may
toachers will
thata lesscn thata I,
Furthermore, withinitial
setbacks.

*  Responseto students

such cpportunties.
o Pemstence

Indicators include:

. interests ethnic, cultural,

* Theteacher seing on a teachable moment

and interest
1ack of interest. Teacher Success. o

from diferent racial ethnic, cultural.
The teacher

diffcuty, reper
the students or their home | upon.
vironment.

experiences using an extensive
repertore of instructonal strategies
‘and solicting sdditionsl resources from
the school, home ar comemunity. When
students from all racial, ethnic,
cultural and linguistic grcups.
‘encounter difficuty in learning, the
teacher seeks aernate aoproaches to
help students be successful

In addition to the characteristis of
“proficient,”

boredem or fock of

* Teacher incorporates students”
interests, culture, and questions

lesson, when needed, are designed
to assistindividuat students ond

student interests ino the. students a level of

from all raciat, ethnic, cutura,

lesson.

. fearning.

“inished” until
and

the teacher indicates the

that he has a broad range of
‘appeoaches to use.
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Fositie rampies
. we e e | o Totser |+
v 9 isron, and seyr: THE Sty
" come at ths o ge bock o, Goesnt seem t0 be worsing!
oo teacher mober > 1oyou . b
reotee. v
confian, thi bue we can'tspend coneent. schasls apcoming champomig
o e teacter sars: Ypourd - . Lers oy s
| . oes w,
studenes’ . says: e have to
the fesson Wik €' reaty (mpertant that you
wnderstand ¢.”

teacher anslysis inboth the planning
and lessan. elements npact they
their efforts Teachers
In future [ iches,
Over time, this
i adequate, or i mind, leading to
improvement in teaching and learning.
The elements of component 4a are:
o hccurscy
bier
* Usenfuuretesching
Indicators include:
o Accurate refections on a lesson
[ Teacher does not know Teacher has a generaly accurate | Teacher makes an accurate Teacher makes a thoughtful and
Reflecting on Teaching | whether 3 ksson was effective | Impression of a kesson's
or effecti t achieved
‘outcomes, or tescher andancite |1
jucges were met.
Teacher judgment s few
!
Iess0m could be imaroved. tred teacher
taught. offers specific aternative actions,
‘complete with the probable success of
different courses of acton.
Critical Attributes In sdditon to the charactersti of
. . . “proficent.”
ond include
effectiveness. effective. .
improved. o Teacher’s assessment of the
improvement. instruction. fesson utizes evidence of studert
fearming.

« Teacher's suggestions for
improvemere draw on an
extensive repertore that embody
cutturafly responsive pedogogy.

Possible Exampies .
« Despt . . think that
contrary, the teachers teacher sas, 1 guess that colleague: I wasn't pleased with essan worked prerty well.
503, My stuencs did went okay.”
. o
. “That v - performed.”
was awful: | wish | knew alter my instruction.” « The teacher looks at the test
what to dof* .
several possible fesson alracial ethnic, cuttural, and
achievement gop. She asked the
students and their famiy how her

o i comwstion weh collespuns
the tescer coniters pratepies
1 students Jesentty
10 imeree o lesson.

‘abx Maintaining Accurate Records

and non-instructional " suchas
the return of signed permission slips for a field trip and money for school pictures. ¥ because
Interactions nd d allow teachers to monitor leaming and The methods.
For example, teacher of formal nd
databases, which allow for item analysis and individuslized instruction. A less formal means of ident progress may i

that are kept in student folders.

The elements of component b are:
* Student completion of assignments

*  Student progress n learning

updted frequently.
©  Nominstructional records

which field trip
Indicators inchude:
. ethaic, cultural,
.
. 5 of

a Teacher s system for Teacher's system for Teacher's ystem for mantaining Teacher s system for maintaining
Records. e nments,
learning. and learning. and non-mstructicaal
e s, o Recerds
isarray. ‘examined and tracked by racial
Teacher'srecords for non- effective. Teacher's records for ethic, and b guistc subgroups.
| Students contrbute information and
dia adequate, particiate in maintaining the records.
confusion. mosoring to wvoid
erors.
Critical Attributes T 20dition to the charscteristics of
. . . “praficient,”
Sor « Students contribute to and
norinstructiona records. ‘completion, However, it
assignments.
. .
. oouks
but ot al, or it may. recoraing non-instructiona)
effective.
Possible Examples
o Astudentsays tmsurel | o Astudent soys Twasntin | o .
tuned in that assignment school todoy, ond my
. " dare, assigamens. ream,
misploced the weiting 4 . .
oo, shows her data ffe and can
‘have scored.*
. . ea
Jield tr, the teacher  Onthe morming of the ieid schoal pictures. * When they bring n their
i, ‘permission sigs for o field trp,
Tnformation 1o the drtatose.
Denmission sk and fints
Thers jut Befove the bek
g

c: Communicating with Famiies

child amily or eachers
t provide opportunities for them to understand both tha instructional program and thei positive %
bout the i I tucents,
educationsl The level v at
However, egul Ateacher’s effort
ith famil teachers v of of all ages.

The elements of compenent 4 are:
®  information about the instructional program

information about individual udents

©  Eagagement of families in the instructional program

Indicators Include:

15

s the
Communicating familes, sbout the.
with Famities
= progress.
of ndiwdual
Inaparopriate. Teachar makes e,
St The
|
The teacher & aiy.
ethnicaily,cuturaly, and Iingusicaly
famibes. "
cultural senaitity. Teache#' eforts to
engage famies in the nstructions !
| program are frequent and successul.
Shelearns from families how best to
mee: the need of theirchkiren and
unes tha knawiedge to
.
Gl ATt na6at o to the characteries of
. . . “proficent.”
. rogutar basis students
evwicp materats o inform thewr
parents. sent home. .
. . o program.
students from different raciol
o Lackof fomiy . ethe, cuturat and Anguistic
. .
learning, os appropriate. fomives.
tofomiles’
o Teacher communications share this nformation wih
are sometimes !
inopprapnate to familes”  Students contribute toregulor
cutural ‘ond ongaing projects designed to
engags familes inthe ieaming
precess.
AN the teacher's commanicati
e highy sensiive tofomites”
Torwbi Examiies
o Aparercsars awers [o Apaentsors recoes | o . for
“Bock o Scheav” et hot
» ouer
o Aparestaam, Iwib) wonder how s beng. precades homework curentaioss | scence,
S .
s progres defore the [ o A paren says,  emabed achool repects, Seid s, etc. describes kearing and 9o home
o Aparent . % wonder
. hovtiog formy uie o patics.
o Thetescher created macehly
e stuent.
o T taacthe sends home  preject
that osks stufents o néerview @
6 ATGTOCE OBOYE AV he oY
abe came o Ameria.
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4d: Participating in 8 Professionsl Community
schoois are, first of al,
i L teachers, with
s well as by all their
Inevitably, teachers’ the doors. i farger
district, or both, chool With
exparience, teachs
The elements of component 4d are:
* Relationships with colleagoes
i plonning
*  lavalvement in a culture of professional inquiry
o Sewvice tothe school
Teachers’
« Participation in school and district projects
Indicators include:
Reg
* Ren
* Regular teacher particiation In school inftiatives
Regula- ethnic. astural,
a; Teachers reaticnships with | Teacher maintains cordial Relationships with colleagues are Relationships with colleagues are
Participating colleagues and
W o , ‘cooperation, with the teacher taking
Community Teacher hure of
Teacher Teacher takes a
Teacher “ehoo ot Teacher
contribution. events and cIrict projects, making 3
projects when specitcall asked. substantal contribution, and assuming
3 leadership role i at least one aspect
of school or istric Ife. The teacher
partcipates in community educational
Initiatives, Induding those accurring in
racial, ethni, cultural, and linguistic
<ommunities.
Critical Attriates In addition t0 The characreristics of
. . . “proficent,”
characterized by colleogues. colleagues. role in promating activeies
negatiity or ©  When invted the teacher | »
.
avoids contributing to inquy. .
actities © When asked, the teacher .
o The teacher avoids ctities, and school
actiaties and schoo projects.
district and community
projects.
Possible Examples
. . bt | . “mentor”
devoted
s calleogues. He figures
that if his students do his grade portners. teacher
" . y teaching.
good. Pic .
. 2 wish | s0me of the free MIT
atend any schoolfusction | teocker 6 Solunteer” every
. @ work . ‘aonul YOGS day. (mrohang
from &3010 230 avdnot [ @ Thetescher orty
ents.
. .
mea sttt 1o cover
my cioss.”
ofus . oo
wreing team, AT enene i on Africon
Amencan ane/or Latins hureh
where fames ave Anveed to
comement an a proposal for o
curncstom change.

- Growing and Developing Professicnally

A5 In other professions, for o, current.
informed and more effective and to exercise leadershiy colleagues. The
 resp
e. and
v llow for job In addition,
* ttandi
educational conferences, and educator 10 thelr coll rd tothe
profession.
The elements of component 4¢ are:

*  Receptiity to feecback from colleagues

®  Service to the profession

Indicators include:

16

e Teacher engages inno Teacher partiopates in Teacher sceks out opporunitics for | Teacher seeks out opportunities for
Growing and
Developing professional
Professionally Knowledge o shil. Teacher | convenient, and
resits feedback
supenisors of more Teacher research. Teacher solcit feedback on
collaboration. Teacher particpates | teaching from both superwiors and
Teacher makesno effortto | tothe leagues. Teacher
share knowledge with others | profession actiities to contridute to the
o to assume profession, particularly in the areas
professional resgonsibities. related to the achievement of students.
from diferent racol, ethnic, cutural,
and gy
Crcal Attribates T 364tion to the characceriaics of
© The teacher is et . . “proficient,”
ny octivity apportunites for continued o« The teocher seets reguior
oo .
. .
from research.
. o colleagues.
professional orgonizations orgonizations. profession. leardership role in professional
orattending conferences. .
responsive in her practice. profession.

e teacher i o role-model for
cuturaly responsive pedagogy
and instruction.

Foible Cxamples
. . . .
wvrses, hahe classroom. Therefore, she has
doys
salary.
. received. o The teacher enjoys her s
© e teacher v oD v « Theceach
diea lesson, e
. ethi cutusey,
. Mo aska
. for Aossrooen i order 1o prowide
schoet Aences
methemanic, the teacher Joesvt el s worth 10 o Theceactier founded s bocol
dechves o oo mch of her e, orgoniz0tion deroted 1o Lieracy
| becouse Xt cests 106 much Educotion for wnmigrant studmta:
and mates oo many e ieaderstp has i
demands on members” 1e0chers in the communty fo
3 e o sevevar Cumacutum and

4t Showing Professionalism

ply o
They display

have

For example,
know their students’ needs, including racial, ethnic, cultural and linguistic,

Ina manner notable for honesty and integrity. Furthermore, they
prov

help that may

¥ v ules and

advocs !

are
Tre
.

Finally,
ted or ineffective.

willng

‘elements of component 41 are:
Integrity and ethical conduct

Teachers act with integrty and honesty.
Service to students.

Advocacy

best interests,

Decivon making

Compilance wh school and district regulstions.

Teachers odhere to policies and estoblshed procedures.

Indicators include:

!

acher displays dishnesty in

Teacher is honest in Interactions
students, and

students, nd the publi.

‘the public, Teacher's attemat to

students’ needs and

and does not knowingly

Teacher disolays high standards of
honesty, integriy, and confidentiality

acher can be counted on to hokdthe
ighest standards of honesty,

students, and the publc. Teacher s
active in serving students, working 1o

 leadership role with collea
Teacheris highly proactive in serving
" ki

Teacher

Teacher

reguations, doing ust enoueh
togetby.

e o
ensure that al students, paticularty
such

23 Mexican-American and African-
Amaricans, e honored in the schook.
Teacher takes a leadership role in
team or departmentai decision-making

standards. Teacher compbes fully wih
5chool and district 3
challenges long-held assumptions and
practices that impede the acidemic
progress of students, including
students from different racisl, ethic,
cumural, and linguistic backgrounds.

©  Teacher i dishonest.

o Teacher s hanest.

®  Teacher is honest and known for

In addition to the charscteristics of
“proficent,”

the needs of students. of studencs, bt is integrny. terms of honesty, integriy, and.
practices that e self- them. studens needs. * Teacher is hihy proactive in
ok Teacher doe .

. aly ethric,
reguiotions. students.

o Teocher makes decisions moking. successful learming outcomes for
professionally, butona | sthnic
fmited bass.

* Teacher comples with o Teacher tokes o leodership role in
school district reguiations. teom and deportmentol decision

making,
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Tegarding schodl dtret
reguiations.
Fossible Examples
. some |« v thove | o .
ifshe canfident it h
but doesn't tefl s mw»-m then ibefieve will not be repeoted immediately goes to the teocher
cofieagues.
* The teacher does not o T teccher i .
9 discration.
hschoolto | @
ot school an how eary doycare, b realles it
discontinued, the teacher finds
afford lessons. some former student athletes in
daycore. . a . the students
* The teocher foil to notice delays ina "%
inthe speech
Looks mokourished, and .
Srequently has bruises on response, he assumes it has
. . ar says, -
bom some 1L students.
eave, 3 .
the teacher pretends to “Hello* and “Wefcome” to g
have a meeting 5o that he her substitute, but does noe discussion. theirfeader, the teacher is always
coverage responsibilties. assistance. new
. . Keeps todiscuss,
her stuents’ witing distnict required grode book | courses. o When the ditrict adopts @ pew
samples in theu district p to dote, but enters web based grading arogram, the
cum folders: i is tme exactly the minimum teacher earned it inide and ot
50 that she coukt assst her
with implementation,
break. chair.

Teacher Effectiveness Evaluation Model 2015-16 (Draft K)

This report describes the Teacher Effectiveness Evaluation Model for 2015-16. The model is made up of
four components including the Danielson Framework, Academic Growth, the Student Survey, and the
Teacher Reflection. Each component factors into a teacher’s final score, albeit with different weighting,
The Danielson Framework comprises the majority of the score determination by making up 56% of the
total score. The Academic Growth makes up 33% of the total score. The Student Survey makes up 10%
of the total score and the Teacher Reflection is 1% of the total score. Each component is described
below and how the points are determined.

Danielson Framework
The Dani teacher evaluation fr; k uses 22 criteria nested within four domains. They are:

Planning and preparation (N=6); the cl (N=5); instruction (N=5); and professional
responsibilities (N=6). Each of the 22 components is scored on a four point rubric:

1 = Unsatisfactory
2 = Basic

3 = Proficient

4 = Distinguished

The maximum number of points possible on the Danielson is 88 points (22 components X 4 pt. rubric).

Academic Growth

In the past, academic growth has been determined by calculating the growth of state standardized
scores in English Language Arts (ELA) and Math for grades 3-10 from one year to the next. The Arizona
Department of Education determines labels for each school, ranging from A-F, that is based on student
academic performance and growth. This approach, however, has limitations in that the state
standardized tests in ELA and Math can measure the academic impact of only about a quarter of our
teachers (called ‘A’ teachers). The non-ELA and non-Math teachers (called ‘B’ teachers) make up the
other three-quarters of the teaching core. The ‘B’ teachers have been assigned growth points in the
past based on the school or the district label.

This year, TUSD will make all teachers an ‘A’ teacher. Math and ELA teachers (formally known as ‘A’
teachers) will use the District’s quarterly assessments in math and ELA to show academic growth. These
quarterly will be designed to growth over time, All other teachers (formally
known as ‘B’ h will administer pre-post to their that are relevant to their
course material. The pre-post assessment strategy will be made up of a multiple choice assessment with
a relevant content-specific reading passage that can measure academic growth for all course categories
with the exception of math and ELA. The components are listed below:

A. Courses: TUSD offers a variety of courses at the middle and high school levels including core
academic courses, enrichment courses, and technical courses. These courses have been
grouped into 41 umbrella categories. Each category encompasses multiple courses. For
example, Physical Education is a category that includes body conditioning, yoga, tennis, etc.
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B. Pre-Post Assessment: The pre-assessment will contain one or two short reading passages and
up to 10 multiple choice questions that relate to the passage. Each category will have its own
passage that is relevant to the content and the standards of the category. These themes of
these passages may be similar across grades but will increase in complexity with each
subsequent grade. An example of a theme in history/American government, etc might be a
passage reflecting on the concept of what constitutes a human ‘right’ in modern society. The
post-assessment will use the same assessment as the pre or the questions may be replaced with
parallel q Parallel ions are of the same difficulty that measure the same
concept but do not ask the same question. Parallel questions can be used to measure growth.

C. Development of the pre-post category assessments: Grades K-2 will use the DIBELs assessment
and compare the fall results to the spring results. Grades 3 — 5 and math and ELA teachers in
grades 6 - 10 will use the quarterly assessments as their pre-post assessment. The remaining
courses in grades 6— 12 will use category assessments developed by Curriculum and Instruction

Department in conjunction with District hers in the 2015. Teams of teachers from

all grades and content areas will be asked to participate in the development of these pre-post
Al wiII be dard’s based and aligned to the content of the

category. Additionally, our p i ialist will work with the district’s contracted

assessment company to ensure d\at the pre-test and the post-test are parallel in difficulty.
Items will be taken from the assessment company’s item bank and/or teachers will develop
their own i All will be pleted prior to the start of the 2015-16 school
year.

D. Who will take the assessment: All students in grades K —2 will take the DIBELs assessment and
in grades 3 -5 will take the quarterly benchmarks. In grades, 6 — 12, pre-post category
will be admini dbya li gy so that each teacher of record will have
a minii of 30 stud particip in the pre-post category assessment. Grades 6 - 10
math and ELA courses will use the quarterly benchmarks.

E. When will the assessment be administered: The pre-tests will be administered in the early fall
and the post-tests will be administered in mid-spring. The quarterly benchmarks are
administered at the end of each quarter. For the teacher evaluation, quarters 1 and 3 will be
used. DIBELS is administered three times a year. The first test in the fall and the last test in the
spring will be used.

F. Who will score the assessment: The category will be made available on-line
through the district’s assessment vendor’s webpage and will be scored electronically. For
schools lacking the technology infrastructure to test on-line, paper tests will be made available
that can be d into the /'s data base. For grades K-2, teachers will
score the DIBELs assessments. For grades 3 -5, the quarterly math and ELA assessments will be
available both on-line and with paper tests that can be scanned for electronic scoring.

G. Scoring and point allocation: Students growth will be assessed by determining the difference
between the pre-test and the post-test. Teachers will receive a 1 (below average growth or al
total of 11 points), a 2 (average growth or an average of 22 points), or a 3 (above average
growth or an average of 33 points) that will be added to the Teacher Evaluation points total. Cut
scores will be d ined once all hers have ini d pre and post tests and the scores
can be evaluated.

In summary, in order for formally ‘B’ teachers now to be considered ‘A’ teachers, each subject needs a
valid and reliable pre-post assessment that is specific to that subject for grades 6 - 12. Currently TUSD
does not have i district-developed pre-post for each subject. These assessments
will be developed in the summer of 2015 to roll out for the 2015-16 school year. However, if the
academic growth model is to be continued in future years, TUSD will be prepared to refine these
assessments and the process in collaboration with teachers who specialize in each subject.

Student Survey

The three Student Surveys are: Grades K-2, Grades 3 -5, and Grades 6 —12. Using the Tripod Study

from Harvard Uni: y as the | foundation, these surveys 7l climate
includi Care, I Control, Clarify, Captivate, Confer, and Consolidate. Each survey

has a different number of total questions. The K-2 Survey has 10 questions, the 3-5 Survey has 20
questions and the 6-12 Survey has 25 questions. Each of these 3 surveys is scored on the a 4-point
Likert scale:

1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree

3 = Agree

4 = Strongly Agree

Responses on the Likert scale are averaged and resultin an overall score that ranges from 1 to 4. So,
regardless of the grade level and/or number of questions, the score will be the averaged number from
the responses.

Teacher Self Reflection

The Teacher Self Reflection is completed by the teacher and is scored either 1 or zero depending on
whether it was completed or not.
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Converting Raw Scores into Weighted Scores

Figure 4. Breakdown by Percent of the Four Components
in the Teacher Model

1%

® Danielson

W Academic Growth
m Student Survey

m Self Reflection

Each component of this model carries a different weight as represented in the pie chart above. For
example, the results of the Danielson observations are weighted the most heavily because they
represent 56% of the total model. The results from the Danielson observations, therefore, will have the
greatest impact on a teacher’s overall score, S dly, the academic growth repi 33% of the total
meodel so that it can impact a teacher’s overall score, but not r ily d ine the The
amount of impact from the academic growth is dependent upon how the cut scores are determined.
Finally, the results of the Student Survey (10%) and the Self Reflection Survey (1%) each only will have a
negligible impact on a teacher’s overall score.

To get the ration of the current maximum raw points to desired maximum points, we must divide the
desired maximum points by the current raw maximum points. Calculating the ration using scaling
factors will produce properly weighted components,

In Tables 1 - 3, the raw i points are dinto d or desired maximum points using a
scaling factor. The scaling factor is derived by dividing the Desired Maximum Points (the weighted
percent of each component that adds up to 100) by the Current Maximum Raw Points. The scaling
factor, therefore, changes the raw points into the weighted points for each component.

Because the Desired Maximum Points always add up to 100, it does not matter how many raw
maximum points are allocated on the Student Survey or the other components. The scaling factor will
always change in response to a change in the maximum raw points of each component so that the
weight (Desired Maximum Points) remains constant.

Table 1. Grades K-12 Distribution of Points
Component Current Max Desired Max Scaling Factor*
Raw Points Points

Danielson 88 56 .636
Academic Growth 3 33 i}
Student Survey 4 10 2.50
Teacher Self Reflection o | 2l ol

Total 96 100

* Scaling Factors are derived by dividing the Desired Points by the Maximum Points.

The following examples show 3 different Grade 4 teachers with three different raw points. Their points
are converted using the Scaling Factor Conversion to give the weighted points.

Teacher A — Grade 4
Table 4. Grades 3-5
Calculation of Points of a Teacher Scoring Full Points
Component Max Raw Points | Scale Conversion | Weighted Points
Danielson 88 88x.636 56
Academic Growth 3 3x11 33
Student Survey 4 4x25 10
Teacher Self Reflection al 1x1 1
Total 96 100
Teacher B - Grade 4
Table 5. Grades 3-5
Calculation of Points of a Teacher Scoring about Half of the Possible Points
Component Max Raw Points | Scale Conversion | Weighted Points
Daniel: 44 44 x .636 28
Academic Growth 15 1.5x11 16.5
Student Survey 2 2x 25 5
Teacher Self Reflection 1 1x1 1
Total 48.50r 49 50
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Teacher C—Grade 4

Table 6. Grades 3-5
Calculation of Points of a Teacher Scoring about Average of the Possible Points
Ci Max Raw Points | Scale Conversion | Weighted Points
Danielson 73 73 x.636 46
Academic Growth 2 2x11 22
Student Survey 3.5 3.5x 2.5 9
Teacher Self Reflection 1 1x1 i
Total 79.5 or 80 78
Cut Scores from 2013-14

The cut scores established for last year’s teacher evaluation were:

Ineffective 0~ 39 total points
Developing 40 - 55 total points
Effective 56— 73 total points
Highly Effective 74 - 100 total points

Based on last year's cuts Teacher A above would be considered “Highly Effective”, Teacher B would be
considered “Developing”, and Teacher C would also be considered “Highly Effective”.

To be considered “Ineffective”, a teacher would have to score very low on the Danielson Framework.
The weighted percent of the Academic Growth, Student Survey, and the Teacher Self Reflection will
have only a modest impact on the overall score. The only way a teacher can score ‘ineffective’ with the
cut scores is to score about 32 points (out of a possible 88) on the Danielson observation. No teacher
scored below 39 on the Danielson observation last year (2013-14).

Teacher D —Grade 4

Table 7. Grades 3-5
Calculation of Points of a Teacher Scoring Some of the Possible Points
Comp Max Raw Points | Scale Conversion ighted Points
Danielson 32 32 x.636 20
Academic Growth 1 1x11 11
Student Survey 2.75 2.75x2.5 7
Teacher Self Reflection 1 1x1 1
Total 36.75or 37 39

An analysis was conducted of the distribution of the teacher effectiveness labels for 2013-14. The graph
below reveals that the results were very skewed because the cut scores for effectiveness was low. It is
recommended that new cuts are established to provide a more realistic distribution of teacher
effectiveness.

Figure 5. Distribution of Teacher Effectiveness
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Summary
Measuring teacher effectiveness requires multiple both q itative and itative to
capture the range of instructional skills used in teaching and to determine how much students benefit
demically from their h For 2015-16, TUSD has chosen to use a simple model to evaluate

teacher effectiveness. The majority of the points (56%) will derive from the Danielson observation that
is conducted and scored by principals. The Danielson model calls for multiple observations over the
course of the year and can be time intensive. The student growth piece has changed in design for next
year and now stipulates that all teachers will be designated as ‘A’ teachers. Measuring student growth
for each teacher for each subject, grades 6 — 12 will be developed in collaboration with teacher teams to
be implemented in the fall of 2015. Also, 10% of the teacher evaluation is accounted for by the on-line
student survey. This assessment will provide student feedback on the i ional qualities of their
teachers. Finally, a reflection survey (1%) is to be filled out by teachers.
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Tucson Unified School District Areas of Leadership Rubric
Domain: School Leadership.
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Mendoza Plaintiffs® Request for an R&R regarding the Teacher and Principal Evaluation
Plans

July 30,2015

On January 30, 2015, the Court ordered that “TUSD [] provide the Plaintiffs and
Special Master with Teacher and Principal Evaluation Action Plans™ and explained that
“pursuant to the express and unambiguous terms of [] USP [Section I, D, 1], the Special
Master and the Plaintiffs ‘shall’ have an opportunity to review and provide input

garding Teacher Evaluation Procedures and Principal Evaluation Procedures.” (Doc.
1760 at 3, 6.)

On July 20, 2015, the District provided the parties with its Governing Board-
approved “principal evaluation tool” and “principal evaluation model” (collectively,
“Final PEP”), and “Danielson framework for teacher evaluation instrument” and “teacher
evaluation model” (collectively. “Final TEP”)." As detailed below, Mendoza Plaintiffs
request an R&R on a number of issues that they have been unable to resolve with the
District.

USP Section IV, H requires that the District review and amend as appropriate
teacher and principal evaluations so that they “give[] adequate weight to:

(i) an assessment of
[4)] teacher efforts to include, engage, and support students from
diverse racial, ethnic, cultural, and linguistic backgrounds using
culturally responsive pedagogy and
(II)  efforts by principals to create school conditions, processes, and
practices that support learning for racially, ethnically, culturally
and linguistically diverse students;
(1) teacher and principal use of classroom and school-level data to improve
student outcomes, target interventions, and perform self-monitoring; and
(iii)  aggregated responses from student and teacher surveys to be developed by
the District, protecting the anonymity of survey respondents...”

1t further explains that the above assessments “be included in any future teacher and
principal evaluation instruments that may be implemented. All teachers and principals
shall be evaluated using the same instruments, as appropriate to their position.”

Academic Growth Measures

The inclusion of provisions regarding teacher evaluations in the USP and the
qui nt that teachers be “evaluated using the same instruments” stemmed from the

1 Mendoza Plaintiffs’ references to pages of the Final TEP and Final PEP specifically refer to pages of
the “teacher evaluation model” and “principal evaluation model,” respectively.



Fisher v. United States, Not Reported in Fed. Supp. (2015)

parties’ desire to develop a meaningful, accurate and fair teacher evaluation process that
furthers the goals of the USP by, among other things. allowing for the identification of
teachers in need of professional support. In its Final TEP, the District acknowledges the
“limitations [of] standardized tests in ELA [English language arts] and Math [in that
they] can measure the academic impact of only about a quarter of our teachers (called ‘A’
leachers) The non-ELA and non-Math teachers (called *B’ teachers) make up the other

quarters of the teaching core. The *B” teachers have been assigned growth points in
the past based on the school or district label. This year, TUSD will make all teachers an

A’ teacher. Math and ELA teachers (formally known as * A’ teachers) will use the

District’s quarterly assessments in math and ELA to show academlc growth. All other
teachers (formally known as *B’ teachers) will admini: to their
students that are relevant to their course material.”™ (Final TEP at 1.) Mendoza Plaintiffs
agree that such an overall approach is preferable to using “school or district label[s],”
which are not specific to the performance of the evaluated teacher.

However, notwithstanding its indication that it “will make all teachers an A’
teacher,” the District proposes that “Grades 3-5 and math and ELA teachers in grades 6-
10 will use the quarterly assessments as their pre-post assessment. The remaining
courses in grades 6-12 will use the category assessments developed by the Curriculum
and Instruction department...." (Final TEP at 2; Compare with TUSD’s May 29
“Teacher Effectiveness Evaluation Model 2015-16 (Draft H)” (“May 29 Teacher Eval.
Model™) at 2 (“Grades 3-12 will use category assessments developed by [the] Curriculum
and Instruction Department..."”).) Mendoza Plaintiffs do not understand, nor has the
District explained. why TUSD now intends to use quarterly math and ELA assessments
to measure the academic growth of non-math/ELLA teachers who instruct third through
fifth graders. The impl. ion of such a proposal would be extremely unfair to that
subset of teachers as they alone would have their academic growth (totaling 1/3 of their
evaluation outcome (Final TEP at 4)) measured by other teachers” performance. Such a
result conflicts with the development of a fair and accurate evaluation process that was
contemplated in the USP, and in practice would render meaningless the weight of the
USP-required assessments (within the teacher evaluation instrument) in these teachers”
overall evaluation outcomes.

Mendoza Plaintiffs therefore ask that the Special Master request that the Court
order the District to develop a pre-post assessment(s) that it can apply to these teachers so
that the academic growth of their evaluation is based on their students”
academic growth.

P

Teachers' Evaluators

As discussed above, the inclusion of provisions regarding teacher and principal
evaluations in the USP stems from the desire to create a fair evaluation process that
furthers the purposes of the USP, including by referring low-performing teachers for
additional support to improve, for example, their und ding of culturally ve
pedagogy. In its May 29 Teacher Eval. Model, the District ndelmf ed a major ﬂa\w. in its
teacher evaluation process. In describing “Cut Scores from 2013-14,” the District
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indicated that the “only way a teacher can score ‘ineffective” with the cut scores is to
score about 32 points (out of a possible 88) on the Danielson observation. No teacher
scored below 39 on the Danielson observation last year (2013-14). (May 29 Teacher
Eval. Model at 5-6.) The District further described that “96.61 percent of all teachers in
TUSD were considered either *Effective’ or ‘Highly Effective.” Additionally, this data
indicates that only 3.38 were considered *Developing’ or *Ineffective.” This data calls
into question the validity of the Teacher Evaluation Instrument.” (Id. (emphasis added))
The District then notes that new cut scores would likely result in “[a]n appropriate
(normal) distribution... [and would] be more in line [with] psychometric standards and
would also provide more discriminating data on teacher performance.” (Jd.)?

While the Mendoza Plaintiffs initially focused on the need for new cut scores to
address the major flaw in the teacher evaluation process described above, (see Mendoza
Plaintiffs” June 9 C ). they now und d, in light of the comments and
research provided by the Special Master, that such an approach would leave unaddressed
the root cause of the flaw. Specifically, the cut score data the District described as
“call[ing] into question the validity of the Teacher Evaluation Instrument”
unambiguously confirms that, as the Special Master explained in his June 11 email,
pnnctpals tend to score all thelr teachers well, which defeats the very purpose of

d g teacher evah Mendoza Plaintiffs additionally found the research on
principal and other “school leader” evaluations of teachers, provided by the Special
Master on July 1. to be convincing and to fully explain the issue relating to the District’s
cut score data.

They therefore believe that to make teacher evaluations accurate and meaningful
as ¢ pl ‘inUSP“ ion IV, H, 1, p.' ipal and i principals should not
serve as teachers” eval Indeed. if principals or incipals once again were
to serve as teacher evaluators and find that no teachers are * meffecme as the District
acknowledged to have occurred in the 2013-14 school year, (May 29 Teacher Eval.
Model at 5-6), no teachers would be referred to additional support programs, (an outcome
which Mendoza Plaintiffs understand to have occurred for the 2013-14 school year based
on the information they have been provided.) The USP included Section IV, J, 4* so that
“certificated stafl' [who have been] identified pursuant to their evaluations as in need of’
improvement” would be provided “additional targeted professional development.™ It is
inconceivable that the District does not have a single teacher whose level of performance
does not warrant improvement through targeted professional development.

2 Mendoza Plaintiffs note that in TUSD’s June 22 Response, the District asserts that it “is not
revising the cut scores at this time. The District will review the distribution of scores in the
summer 2016-17 to assess the impact of the new surveys on teacher performance.”
(TUSD’s June 22 Response at 3.) In a somewhat conflicting statement, the Final TEP
indicates that “[i]t is recommended that new cuts [be] established to provide a more
realistic distribution for teacher effectiveness” but no such new cut scores are articulated.
(Final TEPat 7.)

3 USP Section IV, I, 2 also contemplates teacher referral to support programs based on
“annual evaluations.”
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Mendoza Plaintiffs therefore ask the Special Master to recommend that the Court
order the District not to use school principals or assi principals as teacher evaluators
or, in the alternative, to be provided rigorous training in the evaluation tool and the
evaluation process to be administered and overseen by a person or persons selected by
the Special Master.

W vey. Ve

The USP requires that “adequate weight” be given to student surveys in teachers’
evaluations. (USP Section IV, H, 1, (iii).) The inclusion of Section IV, H, 1, (iii) in the
USP, as well as the specific reference to the “adequate weight™ that must be given to
surveys, was included in the USP to emphasize that those surveys are to be given

gful weight in teachers” overall evaluati In their March 19 Comments, the
Mendoza Plaintiffs objected to the District’s omission of student surveys in teacher
evaluations. In their April 10 and June 9 cc ts, Mendoza Plaintiffs

objected to the 3% and revised 10% weight given to these surveys, respectively, because
they do not involve the meaningful weight that the USP contemplated surveys would be
given in teachers’ overall evaluati Indeed, in the District’s May 29 Teacher Eval.
Model. the District acknowledged that “the results of the Student Survey (10%) ...
w(ould] have a negligible impact on a teacher’s overall score.” (TUSD’s May 29 Teacher
Eval. Model at 4.)

In an effort to resolve the dispute, in their June 9 Comments, the Mendoza
PlaintifIs indicated that they “would accept this [10%] weight allocation if; as the Special
Master proposes, the District agrees to undertake an evaluation of its teacher evaluation
process, and to better align its student surveys to assess the behaviors on which teachers
are assessed as part of the TEL™ On June 9, the District indicated that developing validity
standards of the evaluation p is licated and p ially beyond the scope of
the evaluations. Additionally, although Mendoza lemtfﬁ sought “better a/lgn[menl]
of student surveys, the District indicated that “to align al/ the different measures in the

teacher and principal evaluations would b overly b and potentially
redundant.” (TUSD’s June 9 email; emphasis added.) In TUSD’s June 22 Responses, in
ambiguous and conflicting the District indicated that it “undertakes an
evaluation of its teacher evaluation p . in collaboration with TEA. on an annual

basis and will continue this practice. As part of an ongoing process, TUSD will
continually evaluate and realign (where necessary) its student surveys to assess the
behaviors on which teachers are assessed.”

To be clear, Mendoza Plaintiffs do not understand the District’s June 22 response
to be the agreement Mendoza Plaintiffs sought to resolve the dispute, but do reiterate that
they would agrcc toa 10% wughl for student surveys in teacher evaluations if the
District undertakes the t Mendoza Plaintiffs sought on June 9. Mendoza
Plaintiffs specifically seek that the district “commit[] to evaluating the overall validity of
the evaluation process™ as described in the Special Master’s June S email, and that the
District better align student surveys to the behaviors on which teachers are assessed by
having the surveys and teacher evaluation instruments use “the same terms and
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coneepts... to describe behaviors expected [of teachers] whenever possible,” as described
in the Special Master’s April 21 comments. Given the Special Master’s expertise,
Mendoza Plaintiffs’ would defer to his judgment on whether there exists adequate
alignment of the student surveys with the teacher evaluation instruments.

Absent these commitments from the District, Mendoza Plaintiffs request that the
Special Master address the issue of student survey’s inadequate weight in his R&R.

Weight of Teacher and Student Surveys in Principal Evaluations

The USP requires that “adequate weight™ be given to “student and teacher
surveys” in principal evaluations. (USP Section IV, H, 1, (iii).) Again, the inclusion of
Section IV, H, 1. (iii) in the USP, as well as the specific reference to the “adequate
weight” that must be given to surveys, was included in the USP to emphasize that those
surveys are to be given meaningful weight in principal evaluations. In the Final PEP, the
District proposes that a total of weight of 6% be given to teacher surveys (the SAI Survey
and the “School Quality Survey™), and that 4% be given to student surveys. While the
primary focus of Mendoza Plaintiffs” comments have been on the weight given to student
surveys in teacher evaluations, they equally object to the weight given to teacher and
student surveys in principal evaluations because they do not accord any meaningful
weight to those surveys. Like the 10% weight accorded to student surveys in teacher
evaluations, which the District found to be “negligible.” the 10% total weight given to
teacher and student surveys in principal evaluations is also negligible and therefore fails
to comply with USP Section IV, H, 1, (iii).

Mendoza Plaintiffs thus request that the Special Master include in his R&R a
recommendation that surveys be ded a ingful and “adequate weight™ in
principal evaluations, as the USP requires.

Lack of Process for Referral for Additional Supports and Lack of Professional

Development for Evaluators

As discussed above, USP Sectlon v, J 4 requxr:s admlmslralor and certificated
staff referral to support programs, includi pment. based
on evaluation outcomes. In addition, USP Sectnon V. J 3. ¢ requires that the District
provide “[a]ny other training contemplated herein,” which includes the training necessary
for teacher and principal evaluators to conduct evaluations. However, the District’s
failure to provide an adequate response to Mendoza Plaintiffs” inquiries regarding
profe: I devel for eval and the evaluati tcomes that would warrant
referral for addmona] support make clear that if full effect is to be given to these USP
provisions, Court intervention is required.

First, Mendoza Plaintiffs requested that the District describe the evaluation
outcomes that would warrant referral to support programs in each of their March 19 and
April 10, 2015 comments. In its April 22 responses, the District indicated that the
“Teacher Support Plan includes this information.” (See TUSD’s April 22 Responses at
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4.) After reviewing that plan, Mendoza Plaintiffs were constrained to inform the District
that they “did not find any reference to the type of evaluation outcomes that would result
in a referral for additional professional development or support in the Teacher Support
Plan. notwithstanding the District’s indication that such information is in the plan. The
Teacher Support Plan merely indicates that ‘[t]eachers shall be referred to the support
program by school- or District-level administrators based on evidence (e.g., from. . .
annual evaluations).”™ (Mendoza Plaintiffs April 30 Comments at 1-2.) The District
having failed for months to provide a response, on June 9, 2015, Mendoza Plaintiffs for
the fourth time asked “what type of evaluation outcome would result in a referral for
additional professional development and support under each of the TEP and PEP?

Mendoza Plaintiffs p that, at a mini those teachers falling into the
“Ineffective’ category and principals in the ‘Unsatisfactory” category would be referred
for additional support.” (Mendoza Plaintiffs” June 9 Comments.) Rather than confirm
that the lowest performance classifications that are possible would warrant referral for
additional support or to provide any clarification in this regard, the District responded by
directing the Mendoza Plaintiffs to “[s]ee the Teacher Support Plan document,” (TUSD’s
June 22 Resp ). the very d t Mendoza Plaintiffs had already informed the
District did not contain the information sought.

Similarly, Mendoza Plaintiffs requested information on the amount and/or type of
professional development teacher and principal evaluators would receive in each of their
March 19, March 20, and April 10 comments. With regard to these requests, the District
also referred Mendoza Plaintiffs to another plan, indicating that the information sought
“exist[s] in the professional development plan that has already been sent to the parties.”
(TUSD’s April 22 Response at 3.) After reviewing the referenced plan, the Mendoza
Plaintiffs informed the District that “[t]hat document does not describe any professional
development that evaluators would receive to prepare them to evaluate teachers.™
(Mendoza Plaintiffs”™ April 30 C at 1.) Subsequently, in their June 9 Comments,
Mendoza Plaintiffs reminded the District that the response to their question was not in the
“professional development plan™ and “again ask[ed] that the District provide them
sufficient information on the professional development evaluators, teachers, and
principals would receive so that they may assess the adequacy of that training.” In its
June 22 Response, the District indicated that “training is integrated throughout all of the
professional development during the school year. The evaluation is part of every
discussion from MTSS to curriculum to culture and climate.”

While it presumably is true that the profs | dev t y for
teachers and principals to develop the skills on which they will be assessed may be
delivered through various professional development sessions delivered during the school
year, those skills are different from the ones necessary to effectively, accurately and
fairly evaluate teachers and principals. Moreover, the Governing-Board adopted 2015-16
USP Budget includes no allocations of 910G funds for professional development under
the IV.11 activity code for “Evaluation Instruments,” the only activity code under which
eval training allocations would make sense. (See Doc. 1829-1 at 44-45.) Notably,
when the Mendoza Plaintiffs informed the District of this and asked whether the
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“professional development related to teacher and principal evaluations [would] be paid
from M&O funds™ (Mendoza Plaintiffs” June 9 Comments), they received no response.

Mendoza Plaintiffs’ repeated inability to obtain information regarding evaluator
training and the evaluation outcomes that would warrant additional support, information
that should be readily available if the District is prepared to implement USP Sections IV,
J,4and IV, ], 3, ¢, lead Mendoza Plaintiffs to believe that the District has failed to
prepare evaluation plans that comport with the referenced USP provisions.

They therefore request that the Special Master recommend to the Court that it
order the District to develop a plan to train teacher and principal evaluators, and
determine the evaluation outcomes that would warrant referral for additional support.

Assessment of Teachers’ Use Of Classroom And School-Level Data To Improve Student

! UL a Ve ions, A 2 =i i

USP Section IV, H. 1. I, (ii) requires that teacher evaluations give adequate
weight to “use of classroom and school-level data to improve student outcomes, target
interventions, and perform self-monitoring.” In their March 19 and April 10 comments,
the Mendoza Plaintiffs informed the District that the teacher evaluation plans/instruments
and revisions it had provided to the parties failed to adequately give weight to the
mandated assessment. In TUSD's April 22 Resp the District responded to
Mendoza Plaintiffs ¢ t by directing them to “See TEP section 1(f).” (TUSD’s
April 22 Response at 4.) Upon reviewing that section of the teacher evaluation
instrument. Mendoza Plaintiffs informed the District that it in fact does not comply with
USP Section IV, H, 1, 1, (ii). On May 4, 2015, The Department of Justice informed the
District that it also “do[es] not believe [the evaluation i ] adequately
incorporates the USP (IV), (H), (1), (ii) requirement.” Upon rev:ewmg the District’s
May 29 revised teacher evaluation instrument, Mendoza Plaintiffs again informed the
District that “as far as they can tell, since the time the Mendoza Plaintiffs first raised this
issue in March, the District has made no effort to revise its TEP to comply with USP
Section IV, H, 1, (ii).” (Mendoza Plaintiffs’ June 9 Comments.)

Most recently, in TUSD's June 22 Responses, the District asserted that “[t]he
rubric takes into account teacher’s use of data to improve student outcomes, target
interventions, and to perform self-monitoring. If these activities are not present, teachers
will score lower on the rubric therefore the tool gives adequate weight to these activities
pursuant to the USP.” Mendoza Plaintiffs have carefully been monitoring proposed
revisions to the TEP for pli with USP Section IV, H, 1, I, (ii), and have not seen
anything to suggest the District has seriously incorporated this mandated assessment into
its TEP. Nor would the existence of a correlation between “teacher’s use of data to
improve student target interve and to perform self-monitoring™ and
“lower” scores, as the District seems to assert exists, involve the kind of “adequate
weight” the USP requires be given to that assessment.

ic Growth C



Fisher v. United States, Not Reported in Fed. Supp. (2015)

In the Final PEP, the District proposes that the “Student Academic Progress
Component™ make up 33% of principals’ overall evaluation score. (Final PEP at 1.)
However, its description of how that comp t will be d makes little sense.
Indeed, it appears that the vast majority of the di ion on the comy t (pages 3-5) is
copied from the Final TEP. The only details the District provides specific to principals is
within the “Scoring and point allocation™ subsection (which describes how pre- and post-
assessments will weigh in teacher evaluations) where it indi that “Principals will
receive the aggregate school total for all teachers in the school.” (See /d. at 5.) This does
not make sense however because, in context, the measure appears to exclude
consideration of math/ELA teachers’ student growth scores, which would not involve
pre- and post-assessments. More importantly, because the number of teachers varies by
school, it makes no sense that principals would be measured by the “aggregate™ total of
teachers” academic growth score. Mendoza Plaintiffs therefore request an R&R on the
issue, but anticipate that the error was inadvertent and welcome any District attempt to
correct and/or provide clarification on the academic progress component of principal
evaluations.

Academic Growth Component: TEP (Sample Size of Students )

In their June 9 Comments, the Mendoza Plaintiffs expressed their concern and
“agree[ment] with the Special Master that the 30 student sample size proposed [for
measuring student academic growth with pre- and post-assessments] may be problematic
in schools with high mobility rates. They would support an “oversample” at those schools
as proposed by the Special Master, but would also consider any alternative methods the
District may propose to deal with the issue.” Later that day. the District indicated that it
“agree[s] with the small sample size concerns... for grades 6-12, we can sample 2 classes
1o ensure a minimum of matched pre-posts of 30 students.” However, that commitment
is not reflected in the Final TEP, which only indicates that “pre-post category

will be admini d by a sampling strategy so that each teacher of record
will have a minimum of 30 students participating in the pre-post category assessment.”
The need to have the District’s June 9 commitment reflected in the Final TEP is
underscored by the fact that its Governing Board has “approved a target funding formula
for the purpose of reducing class sizes across the District for SY 2014-15, which is 1:27.”
(Court’s Order dated 10/22/15 (Doc. 1705) at 3 n.1 (citing TUSD’s 2014-15 USP Budget
Response (Doc. 1678) at 7).)

Mendoza Plaintiffs therefore request that the Special Master recommend that the
District be ordered to expressly include its June 9 commitment in the Final TEP.
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TUSD Response to Mendoza Plaintiffs’ 7/30/15 Request for an R&R (“Request™)
Regarding the Teacher and Principal Evaluation Plans

Introduction

On January 30, 2015, the Court ordered the District to submit Action Plans for
Teacher Evaluation Procedures (TEP) and Principal Evaluation Procedures (PEP). ECF
1760. On February 19. 2015, the District provided Special Master Hawley and Plaintiffs
with drafts of each plan. Over the next few months, District staff worked closely with
Dr. Hawley to review Plaintiffs’ comments and revise the plans. In April, Dr. Hawley
sent the then-current version of the TEP to Dr. Jacqueline Irvine. Through Dr. Hawley,
Dr. Irvine provided feedback — the majority of which was incorporated into the final
version of the TEP. The plans, along with feedback from Dr. Hawley and the Plaintiffs,
were shared with the Governing Board before being adopted in July.

On July 20, 2015, the District provided Dr. Hawley and the Plaintiffs with the
Goveming Board-approved TEP and PEP. On July 30, 2015, the Mendoza Plaintiffs
submitted to Dr. Hawley a request for an R&R (“Request”) on both action plans.
Throughout the Request, Mendoza Plaintiffs refer to an as-of-yet unknown proposed
standard Dr. Hawley should utilize to review the Request: that the purpose of USP §
IV(H)X1) 1s the creation of evaluation instruments that are “fair.,” “accurate.,” and
“meaningful.” Although laudable goals, none of these terms exist in USP § IV(H)(1) and
have no business being used as any standard for reviewing the Request, much less as a
basis for making a recommendation to the Court. The standard of review of the TEP and
PEP is compliance with the USP, the Constitution, and the Court’s prior orders.

The bulk of the Mendoza TEP objections are directed to the May 29, 2015 version
(“Draft H") — and much of that to which they object has been revised in the final TEP that
resulted from District collaboration with Dr. Hawley and meaningful consideration of
Plaintiffs’ comments." Moreover, in more than five months of collaboration, the
Mendoza Plaintiffs never raised a concern about the role of principals in conducting
teacher e\aluatlons 1f the I(D)(l) process is to mean anything at all. it means that
recc dations and ¢ should be raised before the development of a final
Action Plan. Mendoza Plamlil‘fs subsequent efforts to invoke judicial resolution should
have been timely raised so the issue could have been fully vetted.

* Tt is both troubling and unfi that Mendoza Plaintiffs expended so much time and
energy developing (and causing District staff to expend more time and energy responding to)
arg) based on an out-of-date version of the plan. Objections should relate to the final,
rewsed TEP version provided Plaintiffs and the Special Master on July 20, 2015 — not the
previous version provided them two months earlier.
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As a threshold matter, the parties agreed 1o the language in USP § IV(H)(1). This
section of the USP is devoted exclusively to teacher and principal evaluation instruments.
The USP does not contain a provision for the development of teacher and principal
evaluation procedi * With due defe to the Court’s Order of January 30, 2015 (in
which the Court ordered the District to submit HLllUﬂ plans on teacher and principal
cvaluation procedures), the District notes its continuing objection to the expansion of its
USP obligations, and the increasi rcﬂnclmns on its isc of r ble di ion in

ing and impl d | policy. As a direct result of this expansion, the
Mendoza Plam!ll‘h now objcct to the District’s determination of the appropriate person to
evaluate its teachers, an issue neither covered nor contemplated, let alone mentioned, by
the Parties in de»elopinb the USP. and a matter entirely separate [rom the content of the
instrument which is the subject of USP § IV(H)(1).

Response to Mendoza R&R Request

The TEP was neither developed. nor does it exist, in a vacuum. USP § IV(H)(1)
requires the District to consider various enumerated factors in revising its teacher
cvaluation instrument. Importantly, it also specifically authorizes the District to take into
account “requirements of State law and other considerations.” Under Arizona law,
teacher evaluation systems must provide for the use of student achievement data in
teacher evaluation. ARS § 15-537. In addition, the legislature directs the Arizona
Department of Education to “adopt and maintain a model framework for a teacher and
principal evaluation instrument that includes quantitative data on student academic
progress that accounts for between lhlm three percent and fifly percent of the evaluation
outcomes.” ARS § 15- 203(A)(38) Most recently, the measure for student achievement
was the state’s “high stakes” test (AIMS). However, transition to Az MERIT (Arizona’s
statewide achievement assessment for English Language Arts “ELA™ and Math) means
that for at least one year school districts will lack a dardized s id . Asa
result, all districts are tasked with identifying another assessment that can serve to
measure achicvement and growth. The District is thus using its benchmark assessment

The teacher evaluation “process”™ and the evaluation “instrument™ are two distinct
things.  The process includes a delineation of the number and timing of observations, the
requirement of performance improvement con i and the ances under which a
teacher must be placed on a Performance Improvement Plan. Although the Court directed the
District to submit procedures for teacher and principal evaluation for Special Master and Plaintiff
review and comment, neither the USP nor the Court directed the District to amend the underlying
process which continues the use of site administrators as evaluators .

* The most recent framework adopted by the State Board of Education under this statute
may be found at hip://www.azed. gov/teacherprincipal-evaluation/files/2013/08/2014-15-
arizonaframeworkformeasuringeducatoreffectiveness.pdf?20150113.
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system, as described in the TEP, of pre- and post-tests to measure students’ academic
growth.

1. Academic Growth Measures

Mendoza Plaintiffs ask the Special Master to request an order from the Court
directing the District to develop a pre-post assessment(s) that it can apply to non-
math/non-ELA teachers in grades 3-5. Teachers in grades 3-5 are generalists: there are
no non-math/non-ELA teachers in grades 3-5. As described on page two of the TEP,
these teachers “...and math and ELA teachers in grades 6 — 10 will use the quarterly
assessments as their pre-post assessment.” Accordingly, the Special Master must reject
this request.

2. Teachers® Evaluators

Mendoza Plaintiffs ask lhe Special Master to request an order from the Court

prohibiting outright the use of principals or princip asteacher | Or.
altematively, that the principals and assi principals receive “rig " training in the
evaluation tool and process to be “administered and overseen by a person(s) selected by
the Special Master.” Aside from the fact that the Mendoza Plaintifts did not raise this
objection at any time during the collaborative process, the objection that forms the basis
for this request includes incorrect conclusions, and relies on incorrect information in
Draft H that the final version of the TEP does not contain. If the facts and conclusions
underlying an objection are wrong, the request for a recommendation based on the flawed
objection must be denied.

(a) The conclusions the objection contains are incorrect

Mendoza Plaintiffs argue that under the board-adopted process. principals will not
identify any teachers as “Ineffective.” and therefore “no teachers [will] be referred to
dditional support progr ” This is incorrect. The USP requires the District to refer
teachers to additional support prog based on a wide variety of evidence. USP §
IV(I)(2) states: “Teachers shall be referred to the [Teacher Support Program] ... based on
evidence (e.g.. from student surveys, administrator observations, discipline referrals,
and’or annual evaluations)....” Last year. for example, 14 teachers were placed on
Teacher Support Plans and, based on evaluation results, 10 were put on Improvement
Plans. There is simply no factual basis for the Mendoza Plaintiffs’ claim.

1 As the District has noted in several recent court filings, discretionary policy and

process decisions not in conflict with law or the USP are beyond the authority of the court (and
its designee) to revise. This legal axiom is one with which the Special Master, as a desegregation
expert, must be familiar. However, it is an issue outside the purview of the Special Master to
resolve and thus will not be briefed here.
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(b) The factual foundation given for the objection is incorrect

The non-operative Draft H stated: “only 3.38 [percent of all teachers] were
considered "Developing’ or ‘Ineffective’,” that the cut score data “called into question the
validity of the Teacher Evaluation Instrument,” and that “[n]o teacher scored below 39 on
the Danielson observation last year (2013-14)." (See Attachment A, Draft H — 5.29.15).
Although the District removed the language indicating that 3.38 percent of teachers were
“Developing™ or “Ineftective,” the TEP still includes a chart indicating that 3.38 percent
of teachers fell into one of these two categories. (See Attachment B, Draft K — 7.20.15,
“Figure 5. Distribution of Teacher Effectiveness”). Mendoza Plaintiffs argue it is
“inconceivable that the District does not have a single teacher whose level of
performance does not warrant improvement through targeted professional development.”
The District agrees. In 2013-14, 3.38 percent of teachers, representing approximately
106 teachers, were identified as “Developing” or “Ineffective,” as indicated in Figure 5.

Mendoza Plaintiffs, having never raised the issue of principal evaluators, assert
that one basis for their objection is “comments and research provided by the Special
Master.” Special Master Hawley presented the Parties with his comments on the use of
principal evaluators on June 29, 2015 — more than two months after the first draft of the
TEP was presented to the Parties, and less than two weeks before the final version of the
TEP was scheduled for a Governing Board vote. The extent of “research” provided to the
Mendoza Plaintiffs was a one-page. edited version of an article on teacher evaluation
suggesting that principals are non-objective in evaluating teachers.

Mendoza Plaintiffs then misapplied Dr. Hawley’s “comments and research™ to the
District’s data and asserted that District principals are non-objective in their evaluation of
teachers because no teachers scored below a 39 on the Danielson observation in 2013-14,
50 no teachers were deemed ineffective. It does not follow that because “[n]o teacher
scored below 39 on the Danielson observation™ in 2013-14, that no teachers were deemed
ineffective. A teacher’s score on the Danielson rubric does not correlate to a teacher’s
final classification, which includes scoring in multiple domains.

Notwithstanding that the evidence from a more recent school year (2014-15)
would be more instructive and relevant on this point moving forward (and will be
reported in the Annual Report). the District’s allegedly “non-objective” principals
evaluated 14 teachers as “Ineffective” and 92 teachers as “Developing” in 2013-14. In
2013-14, principals in the District did not “score all their teachers well” and, the
statement that principals and assistant principals found “no teachers [to be] “ineffective™
simply is incorrect. (See Attachment B, Figure 5).

The District knows of no Arizona school district or charter school with an

evaluation system that does not rely on site administrators and the primary evaluators for
teachers assigned to their buildings. Mendoza Plaintiffs have provided no evidence of
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such a practice. The use of principals and assistant principals is the overwhelming
standard of practice nationally, and this is neither the time nor place to commence an
experiment in teacher evaluation — particularly where the USP in no way contemplates
such a policy change. (See Attachment E, Leading via Teacher Evaluation, p.351, “Is
teacher evaluation a good candidate to power school improvement? The evidence that we
reviewed from multiple perspectives leads us to suggest caution in this area. Relatedly, it
merits notice that teacher evaluation has been reinvented numerous times across the last
century.”)

3. Weight of Student Surveys in Teacher and Principal Evaluations

Mendoza Plaintiffs seek a commitment from the District “to undertake an
evaluation of its teacher evaluation process, and to better align its student surveys to
assess the behaviors on which teachers are assessed as part of the TEI" (Teacher
Evaluation Instrument). Of course. the adoption of the TEP is the culmination of a
collaborative effort between the District, Dr. Hawley, and the plaintiffs to evaluate and
revise the teacher evaluation process. one which the District cannot commit to redoing on
a specific timeli In the ab of such commi t, the Mendoza Plaintiffs request
that Dr. Hawley “address the issue of student survey's inadequate weight.” without
further specification or suggestion of a weight they would deem adequate. Dr. Hawley
has agreed to use the 10% weight for the 2015-16 school year, and supports the District’s
plan to conduct an evaluation in the spring of 2016 to determine whether the 10% weight
is adequate. A ruling or recommendation to change this weight now based on an
unsubstantiated claim that it is “inadequate” is premature. Moreover, the Mendoza
Plaintiffs provide no specific data-driven or legal reason to support their claim that the
10% weight is “inadequate.”

4. Lack of Process for Referral for Additional Supports and Lack of
Professional Develoy for Eval s

The Mendozas next object that the District has failed to provide an adequate
response to inquiries about USP §§ IV(J)3)(c) and (J)(4), and that Court intervention is
required “if full effect is to be given to these USP provisions.” There are two
fundamental flaws in this objection. First, the Mendozas essentially seek a non-
compliance finding, died by a dation. on two USP obligations that are
neither specific to, nor included in, the TEP and PEP. The District can comply fully with
these USP obligations independently of whether the TEP and/or PEP include a specific
process for the referral of additional supports (outlined in the Teacher Support Plan), or
include details related to evaluator training.

Second, the obligations to which the Mendoza Plaintiffs refer are nowhere
specified in the USP: instead, Mendoza counsel believes they are implied by the consent
decree. Mendoza Plaintiffs cite Section IV(J)(4)'s requirement that certain staff are to be
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Tudi dditi 1t

referred to support programs (i g) based on evaluation
outcomes. The language of section lV(.l)(4) (“...targeted professional development
designed to enhance the expertise of these personnel in the identified area(s) of need™)
refers to training for an identified deficiency — not proactively training staff on how to
conduct evaluations. The “Teacher Support Plan” has been developed, litigated, and —
pursuant to the USP — provides a mechanism and process for providing targeted training
for teachers related to their identified deficiencies.

In addition to the “Teacher Support Plan.” under which teachers can be provided
additional support and professional development upon request or referral, there is a
formal mechanism under which teachers may be placed on Plans for Improvement as part
of the evaluation process. The parameters under which teachers may be placed on a Plan
for Improvement, like other aspects of the nuts-and-bolts opemlion of the evaluation
system, are set forth in Article 13 of the Cc Ag t d into between the
District and the teachers™ union. (See Anachmenl F. 2015-16 TEA Consensus
Agreement, Article 13).

They further cite Section lV(J)(3)(c) for the proposltlon that the phrase “[a]ny

other training ¢« plated herein...includes the g y for teacher and

principal eval to duct eval " Nowhere does the USP state, or even
imply, that it “contemplates” g y so that evaluators may conduct
evaluations. If the Parties had intended to require training regarding evaluation pr

and i (beyond changes), such 1 ge would have been inserted into Section

IV(I)3)b) which includes a detailed list of specific training requirements. Section
IV(I)3Xb)(ii) specifically requires the District to provide training regarding “changes to
professional evaluations.” Nothing in Section lV(H)(l) or any other USP section,
requires the District to develop and impl y for eval to
conduct evaluations.”

k ]

Although these training components are not required by the USP, the District
provides training to evaluators pursuant to Arizona Revised Statute § 15-537(A) which
requires school districts to use “qualified evaluators™ to evaluate teachers. Every new
administrator who conducts evaluations of certified staff receives qualified evaluator
training when they assume their administrative position. Throughout the year. every
vear, they continue to receive ongoing training covering different aspects of observation
and evaluation. It is in the district’s best interests to ensure that its administrators are
well-versed in both summative and formative teacher evaluations so the evaluation
process can improve instruction. There is no support in the record. nor do the Mendozas
provide any supporting evidence, to believe that proper training is not occurring. The
Special Master should reject outright this untenable demand for court-ordered
micromanagement.
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5. Assessment of Teachers’ Use Of Classroom And School-Level Data To
Improve Stud: o1 , Target Inter i And Perform Self-
Monitoring

USP section IV(H)(1 XI)(i1) requires that teacher evaluations give adequate weight
to the “use of classroom and school-level data to improve student outcomes, target
interventions, and perform self-monitoring.” Mendoza Plaintiffs’ objection is that they
feel the TEP does not give adequate weight to the “mandated assessment.” and that they
have seen nothing “to suggest the District has seriously incorporated this mandated
assessment into its TEP.”

USP section IV(HX(1) requires the District to “review, amend as appropriate, and
adopt teacher and principal evaluation instruments to ensure that such evaluations, in
addition to requirements of State law and other measures the District deems appropriate,
give adequate weight to (i) an assessment of (ii) teacher and principal use of classroom
and school-level data to improve student outcomes, target interventions, and perform
self-monitoring.” As appropriate, the District must (and by the USP is authorized to)
consider State law and other considerations.

Arizona Revised Statute § 15-203(38)(A) requires that a district’s teacher
evaluation system allocate between 33 and 50 percent of the scoring weight to
quantitative data on student academi “academic growth™) based on classroom-
level data. The Arizona State Board of Educatlon s “Arizona Framework for Measuring
Educator Effectiveness,” sets a minimum allocation of 50 percent for teaching
performance: “[t]he “Teaching Performance and Professional Practice” component of the
evaluation shall account for between 50% and 67% of the total evaluation outcomes.™).
See note 2, supra at 7-13.

The District already allocates the minimum scoring weight allowed for academic
growth — 33%, and close to the minimum scoring weight allowed for teacher performance
~ 56%. (See Attachment B, Figure 4). Even if the District allocated the minimum
scoring weights in both instances, a total of 83% (just 6% less than currently allocated),
only 17% of the total scoring weight would remain to be “available” to use under the
category of “School-Level Data.” And, under that category, the District has already
allocated ten percent of the “available” scoring weight to student surveys — a scoring
weight the Mendoza Plaintiffs also deem inadequate.

6. Academic Growth C PEP

P

Mendoza Plaintiffs request an R&R on “the issue™ but provide no other guidance
or suggestion as to the outcome they seek, and do not describe their objection with
specificity. Without an understanding of the objection, the District is not in a position to
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respond. However. the Mendoza Plaintiffs welcomed clarification so the District
provides explanations below.

The Mendoza Plaintiffs state that the description of how the District will measure
academic progress in conducting principal “makes little sense.” They point
out: “the measure appears to exclude consideration of math/ELA teachers’ student
growth scores, which would not involve pre- and post ts.” The Mend:
Plaintiffs appear to misunderstand the t it in fact does not exclude
consideration of math/ELA teachers™ student growth scores as determined by pre-post
assessments. The PEP states. in relevant part: “Grades 3 - 5 and math and ELA teachers
in grades 6 — 10 will use the quarterly assessments as their pre-post assessment,” and
“[pJrincipals will receive the aggregate school total for all teachers in the school.” (See
Attachment D — PEP Explanation 7.20.15)

They also state that “because the number of teachers varies by school, it makes no
sense that principals would be d by the “aggregate’ total of teachers’ academic
growth score.” The ‘aggregate’ total of student academic growth will be attributable to
the principal: low. medium, or high growth. /d The number of students in a particular
school is irrelevant to calculating the growth measure.

7. Academic Growth C t: TEP (Sample Size of Students)

P

Earlier in the collaborative process, the Mend Plaintiffs ted that a
sample size of 30 students may be problematic. In response, on June 9™, the District
agreed to sample two classes for grades 6-12 to ensure a minimum of matched pre-post
assessments of 30 students. Mendoza Plaintiffs request that the June 9" commitment to
sample two class sizes for grades 6-12 be expressly included in the TEP, implying that
because the District has a target class size ratio of 1:27 it might be difficult to guarantee a
sample size of 30 students. The District has committed in writing to sampling two
classes. (See Attachment C, “...for grades 6-12, we can sample 2 classes to ensure a
minimum of matched pre-posts of 30 students). This is a non-issue.

Conclusion

When an R&R is requested, the Stipulated Process calls for the Special Master to
“[explain] the disagreement between the parties and [provide] his recommendation for
resolution” (see ECF 1510 at 8:11-12; and see ECF 1581 at 4). The Stipulated Process
also provides that the District may “have an opportunity to respond to the objections of
the plaintiffs that served as the bases for their requests for an R&R.” Id. The District
respectfully requests that Dr. Hawley limit any recommendations he makes to objections
previously raised by the Mendoza Plaintiffs and to which the District had an opportunity
to respond. If the foundation for the Mendoza Plaintiffs’ objection is incorrect. and the
conclusions stated in the objection are incorrect, then the request that flows from the

objection cannot be sustained and must be rejected by the Special Master. Likewise, the
Plaintiffs are authorized by the USP to comment on action plans, but their judgment

should not be substituted for the judg of District leadership on prog ic matters
not implicated by the USP, the Constitution, or the Court’s orders (such as sample size
strategy, and details of training for qualified eval ).
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August 13,2015
To: Parties
From: Bill Hawley

Thoughts on the Mendoza Request for an R&R on Teacher and Principal
Evaluation

Introduction

On July 30, Mendoza plaintiffs requested an R&R on issues related to the teacher
and principal evaluation plans. This memo identifies some issues that | hope can

be resolved without going to the Court. | am asking the District and the plaintiffs

to consider my observations and proposals and indicate whether they agree or
disagree. This is not a draft of the R&R, it is an attempt at resolution.

Assessing Academic Perfermance of Students for Purposes of Evaluating Teachers
and Principals.

I think that the plans are less clear than they need to be relating to this issue but
in my discussions with the District | was assured that all teachers will have the
equivalent of a pre-and posttest measure of student performance. Tests have
been developed by the District that will apply to grades 3-12 covering the
materlal being taught. K-2 students’ performance will be assessed using periodic
DIBELS tests.

This clarification should obviate the need for an R&R dealing with academic
growth measures,

Teacher Evaluators

| have argued that teaching practices measured by the observational instrument
should be assessed by persons other than or in addition to prindpals and
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assistant principals. The Mendoza plaintiffs agree. Rather than ask the Court to
resolve this matter at this time, | propose that a pilot study be conducted that will
allow comparison of assessments of teaching practice by principles and assistant
principals on the one hand and trained evaluators on the other. The
Superintendent has indicated his openness to exploring this option. It should be
possible to design such study within the next 3 to 4 weeks. An R&R or stipulation
could include a provision that keeps the matter open the District decide not to
undertake pilot once design is developed. The results of the pilot will not affect
scores received by teachers from administrators’ assessments this year.

Cut Scores

The state requires that the District establish criteria for determining levels of
teacher effectiveness. These “cut scores”in TUSD are suspect because only a
handful teachers are judged to be ineffective. (This may be as much a problem
with evaluation as it is with the cut scores themselves).

| am told that the cut scores were established by looking at research on the
percentage teachers judged to be ineffective, namely 4-6%. If this conclusion is
reports of how principals and assistant principals rate teachers, then we have to
reckon with research that shows that principals and assistant principals rate
teachers much higher than do expert evaluators. Even so, the USP cut scores
came nowhere near identifying 4-6% teachers as ineffective. It may be that TUSD
teachers are significantly more effective than teachers in other districts but given
the difficulty that the District says it has recruiting and keeping good teachers, it
seems plausible that the TUSD cut scores do not effectively differentiate teachers
on the basis of professional proficiency.

Establishing cut scores is not easy and requires an analysis of various dimensions
teacher performance. It does not seem feasible for the Court to establish what
the cuts for should be. | propose that this matter be “resolved” by having the
District commit to describing and justifying the bases on which it establishes cut
scores that differentiate levels of teacher proficiency. Indeed, the District
acknowledges that rethinking the cut scores is necessary.

Alignment of Instruments for Measuring Teacher and Principal Effectiveness*

Measurement of teacher effectiveness is inherently “high-inference”. In such
cases, it is important to have multiple measures of the same phenomena. This
means that teacher and student surveys, as well as observational measures of
teacher and principal behaviors, should embody similar concepts. | fail to see how
there could be any disagreement with this proposition. Indeed, while on the one
hand the District says that it such an alignment effort would be burdensome and
redundant, staff who developed the instruments say that they undertook such an
alignment. | suggest that this issue could be resolved by the District developing a
chart showing how important aspects of teaching and leadership are reflected in
these instruments. This is not a difficult task and has the value of making clear to
principals and teachers behaviors that are important for them to know about and
be able to do.

Linking Evaluations to Improvement

The district is sending me a report that addresses the specifics of the processes
related to how evaluations are used to improve teacher performance. So, | will
send you a suggestion on this matter as soon as | can.

Training Evaluators

The efficacy of a measurement tool depends on the capabilities of the person
who does the measurement. This is particularly true when one is assessing
behaviors not easily defined. The Mendoza plaintiffs want the District to specify
how it will prepare those who assess teachers and principals to undertake this
evaluation. The response of the District is that the training takes many forms in
many venues and that one could look at the professional development plans to
determine what the District proposes to do. | have looked at the professional
development plans and while there are numerous references to the training of
educators with respect to effective teaching practices, this is not the same as the
training of evaluators. The observational instruments being used in TUSD are

*The District does not address this objection by the Mend laintiffs in its resp but does justify its
position in an email dated June 9.
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complex, extensive in the range of behaviors being assessed, and presumably
discrete items are repeated in somewhat different terms throughout the
instruments. | have supervised studies that involve the observation of educators.
In preparation for those studies, we spend considerable time training the
observers (evaluators) to ensure inter-rater reliability. If the District is conducting
such training, which its staff says that it is, it would seem useful to spell out just
how and when that will happen. This would allow the Implementation Committee
to monitor this activity. There is no need for the Court to order such a description
of how evaluators will be prepared for this difficult task assuming the District is
willing to do so. Surely it has a plan; why not make it more transparent.

Assessing the Capabilities of Teachers and Administrators to Use Data on Student
Outcomes.

The Mendoza plaintiffs claim rightly that the USP is specific about the
measurement of teachers” and administrators’ capacity to utilize data to improve
student performance. Moreover this is a high priority of the Superintendent. In
response to the Mendoza this concern, the District says that the structure of the
evaluation as prescribed by the state is an impediment and that this skill is
covered by student surveys. This assertion apparently misunderstands what is
involved. Assessing the capabilities of educators to utilize data on student
behavior and achievement, among other things, is an appropriate component of
the observational instruments. Indeed, those instruments do include relevant
rubrics. Why the District would not identify them is beyond me. In any case,
there is no need to take this issue to the Court.

The Weight of Teacher and Student Surveys and Principal Evaluation

The Mendoza plaintiffs point out that only 10 of the 100 points on the principal
evaluation score are derived from the combination of the teacher and principal
surveys. No doubt this reflects the wishes of principals. (At one point in the
process they proposed giving one percent weight to the perceptions of students).
| wonder how teachers feel about having student surveys account for 10% of their
evaluation but only 4% of evaluation or principals. And | wonder too, whether
teachers believe that their judgements about principal behaviors and school
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conditions should be given a weight that District staff identifies correctly as
negligible. In short, the principal evaluation plan says that the views of teachers
and students don't count.

The instrument to be used to account for more than half of a principal’s
evaluation score Indudes numerous items that can be better if not only assessed
by teachers and students. This Is true for several domains in the principal
instrument, especially with respect to those items referred to as "School
Behaviors”. Many of these items require the evaluator to determine what
teachers and students believe and experience. How might they do that?
Interviewing a few teachers or students in each school is hardly fair to the
principals themselves much less a valid way of determining reality. A great deal of
emphasis in virtually all school improvement efforts, and certainly in the USP, is
placed on the importance of creating (1) school cultures that are inclusive,
respectful, supportive, and reflect high expectations and (2) fostering teacher
collaboration, supporting teachers’ professional growth, retaining effective
teachers, and developing a sense of physical and psychological safety that
enhances teaching and student learning. What better way to measure whether
principals have accomplished these things than by asking teachers and students.

State gudelines place a constraint on the points that can be assigned to teachers
and principal and teacher and student surveys but there's no reason not to use all
of those 17 points, So, | propose that teacher surveys account for 11 points and
student surveys account for six. Or 12 for teachers and five for students. | am
prepared to ask the Court for such a determination and | believe the case for this
is strong.

Concluding Comment

| may be too optimistic but | believe that all of the issues discussed in this memo
can be resclved without geing to the Court except, perhaps, the issue of survey
weights for principal evaluation.
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Mendoza Plaintiffs’ Resp to the Special Master’s August 13 Proposals to Resolve
Teacher and Principal Evaluation Plan Disputes

August 19, 2015

On July 30, 2015, the Mendoza Plaintiffs d that the Special Master
prepare an R&R on a number of issues regarding the District’s teacher and principal
evaluation plans. On Augusl 10, 2015, the District provided its response to Mendoza
Plaintiffs” R&R request.” On August 13, 2015, the Special Master provided the parties
with a memo containing several proposals to resolve most of the issues for which the
Mendoza Plaintiffs requested an R&R. Mendoza Plaintiffs’ responses to the Special
Master’s proposals are organized using the headings contained in the Special Master’s
August 13 memo, and are followed by discussion of two additional R&R requests for
which the Special Master did not provide a proposal.

Assessing Academic Performance of Students for Purposes of Evaluating Teachers and
Principals

The District’s August 10 responses helped Mendoza Plaintiffs better understand
how teachers in grades three through five will have the academic growth component of
their evaluation measured. Mendoza Plaintiffs will withdraw their R&R request on this
issue if the District provides confirmation that third through fifth grade teachers®
academic performance will be d by the performance of the evaluated
teacher’s own students in math and English language arts. If they are incorrect in their
understanding, Mendoza Plaintiffs request that the District provide them with prompt
clarification.

Teacher Evaluators

The Mendoza Plaintiffs are willing to accept the Spcual Master’s proposal that a
pilot study that “allows parison of of't g practice by principals and
assistant principals on the one hand and trained evaluators on the other” be conducted,
but only if the District also agrees (1) that the issue can be revisited if it does not
ultimately move forward with the pilot study after it is designed, and (2) to revise its cut

scores to more accurately identify “ineffective™ teachers, as discussed further below.

1 The District’s August 10 response included the incorrect statement that the Mendoza
Plaintiffs developed R&R “arguments based on an out-of-date version of the

plan. Objections should relate to the final, revised TEP version provided Plaintiffs and the
Special Master on July 20, 2015 - not the previous version provided to them two months
earlier.” On August 11, the Mendoza Plaintiffs corrected the District’s statements and
provided a version of their R&R request with all express references to the “Final TEP” and
“Final PEP"” highlighted. They further requested that, to avoid confusion, the Special Master
indicate in his R&R that Mendoza Plaintiffs’ R&R request does in fact address the final
versions of the teacher and principal evaluation plans.
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Cut Scores

As detailed in their July 30 R&R request, the Mendoza Plaintiffs first understood
that the under-identification of teachers in need of professional support Ited from the
need to revise cut scores, but then understood that the root cause of such under-
identification was principals’ service as teacher evaluators. If the District were to
proceed with the pilot study referenced in the section above and have principals again
serve as teacher evaluators, cut scores would have to be revised so that the significant
under-identification of teachers in need of additional support that occurred in the 2013-14
school year does not reoccur in the 2015-16 school year.

Mendoza Plaintiffs therefore do not believe that the Special Master’s proposal
that the District “commit to describing and justifying the bases on which it establishes cut
scores that differentiate levels of teacher proficiency™ ad ly add this issue.
Indeed, Mendoza Plaintiffs do not believe any adequate jtsuf cation exists for the current
cut scores because, as the Special Master states, “the USP cut scores came nowhere near
identifying 4-6% teachers as ineffective™ and the District itself indicated that its 2013-
14 data “calls into question the validity of the Teacher Evaluation Instrument™ and that
“[c]hoosing different cut scores would reduce the concern.” (TUSD's May 29, 2015
“Teacher Effectiveness Evaluation Model 2015-16 (Draft H)™ at 6; Mendoza Plaintiffs’
July 30 R&R request.)’ Mendoza Plaintiffs therefore are willing to agree to the “pilot
study™ the Special Master proposes only if the District agrees 1o revise its cut scores to
more adequately identify “ineffective” teachers.

Alignment of Instruments for Measuring Teacher and Principal Effectiveness

Mendoza Plaintiffs will withdraw their R&R request on this issue if the District
agrees 1o the Special Master’s proposal that it “develop(] a chart showing how important
aspects of teaching and leadership are reflected in [evaluation] instrument” and
additionally commits to providing these charts to teachers and principals, as the Speci
Master implicitly proposes in his August 13 memo.

Linking Evaluations to Improvement

The Mendoza Plaintiffs und d the report the District is preparing that
“addresses the specifics of the processes related to how evaluations are used to improve
teacher performance” to relate to teacher evaluation outcomes that would warrant

2 From the Special Master’s proposal, Mendoza Plaintiffs understood the reference to 4-6%
of teachers as “ineffective” to derive from “research” on a “normal” distribution of teacher
performance.

3 Mendoza Plaintiffs further note that the charts in the May 29 “Teacher Effectiveness
Evaluation Model 2015- 16" reveal very significant disparities between the number of
teachers classified as “ineffective” in the 2013-14 school year (Figure 5), which Mendoza
Plaintiffs understand to correspond to only 14 teachers, (see TUSD’s Response to Mendoza
Plaintiffs’ 7/30/15 Request for an R&R Regarding the Teacher and Principal Evaluation
Plans” at 4), and what the District calls “[a]n appropriate (normal) distribution” (Figure 6).
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additional professional support, and the professional support that would be provided to
under-performing teachers. The Mendoza Plaintiffs await the “suggestion on this matter”
that the Special Master indicates he will provide. but also believe that to fully address
Mendoza Plaintiffs’ objection, the District must report on these issues as they relate to
principals, which would then allow the Special Master to also provide a suggestion to
resolve the issues as they relate to principal evaluations.

Training Evaluators

Mendoza Plaintiffs agree with the Special Master’s proposal that the District
detail and “'spell out how and when" evaluators will be trained on how to conduct
evaluations “to ensure inter-rater reliability”” and “allow the Implementation Committee
to monitor this activity.” If the District sufficiently describes this training and it appears

adequate, Mendoza Plaintiffs will withdraw their R&R request on this issue.

Outcomes

Mendoza Plaintiffs understand the Special Master to propose that the District
identify ts in the ¢ ion instruments on the use of data to improve student
outcomes, target interventions, and perform self-monitoring, (as required under USP
Section IV, H, 1), which he believes the “instruments do include.” Mendoza Plaintiffs do
not believe that the assessments on the use of data to improve outcomes and target
interventions in evaluation instruments constitute “adeq; weight” as contemplated in
the USP. They further note that the evaluation instruments include no assessments on the
use of data to perform self-monitoring. However, rather than require the District to
further revise the teacher and principal evaluation instruments now that the fall 2015

ter has d, Mendoza Plaintiffs d that the District instead
include in future professional development efforts specific references to teachers” and
principals’ duty to use data for the following three USP-mandaled purposes (1) improve
outcomes, (2) target interventions, and (3) for self- itoring ment. If the
District undertakes such a commitment, Mendoza Plaintiffs will mlhdrav\ their R&R
request on this issue.

The Weight of Teacher and Student Surveys in Principal Evaluations

Mendoza Plaintiffs agree with the Special Master’s proposal that “teacher surveys
account for 11 [percentage] points and student surveys account for six [in principal
evaluations]. Or 12 for teachers and five for students,” which, if accepted by the District,
would address Mendoza Plaintiffs” concern and obviate the need for an R&R on this
issue.

The Weight of Surveys in Teacher Evaluations

Although the Special Master did not include a specific proposal to resolve this
issue, Mendoza Plaintiffs are willing to accept the 10% weight currently proposed for

student surveys in teacher evaluations if the District agrees to a slightly modified version
of the proposal Mendoza Plaintiffs provided in their July 30 R&R request. In that R&R
request. Mendoza Plaintifls indicated they would withdraw their R&R request on this
issue if the District *“commit[s] to evaluating the overall validity of the evaluation
process” as described in the Special Master’s June 5 email, and that the District better
align student surveys to the behaviors on which teachers are assessed...” In light of the
Special Master’s proposal regarding “Alignment of Instruments for Measuring Teacher
and Principal Effectiveness,” Mendoza Plaintiffs now state that they will withdraw their
R&R request regarding the weight of student surveys in teacher evaluations if the District
accepts those proposals and additionally commits to evaluating the overall validity of the
teacher evaluation process. as the Special Master described in his June 5, 2015 email.

Student Academic Progress Component of Principal Evaluations

In their July 30 R&R request, Mendoza Plaintiffs noted that “because the number
of teachers varies by school, it makes no sense that principal lacademlc growth| would be
measured by the ‘aggregate” total of teachers” academic growth score.™ The District’s

August 10 response that “[t]he ‘aggregate” total of student academic growth will be
attributable to the principal: low. medium, or high growth™ only raises additional
questions. How will the District determine what is “low, medium, or high growth™ given
that the “*aggregate’ total of student academic growth” will vary by school because
student enrollment numbers vary by school? Given that the District does not account for
varying student 1} at TUSD schools, how will it ensure objectivity in
determining principals” academic growth score? How would “low, medium, or high
growth™ translate into a numerical figure that can be used in determining principals’
overall evaluation outcome? Mendoza Plaintiffs request that the Special Master address
this issue, and if possible, provide a proposal to resolve it. Mendoza Plaintiffs further
welcome any District clarification that may help them better understand how principals’
academic growth score will be determined and weighed into their overall evaluation
outcome.

41t may be that there is confusion concerning how the District is using the term “aggregate”
when it writes in the Principal Evaluation Model that “Principals will receive the aggregate
school total for all the teachers in the school.” As Mendoza Plaintiffs understand that
sentence, if 10 teachers in one school receive a “2” (all are “average”), the “aggregate” score
will be 20. If in another school, there are 20 teachers and they all receive a “1” (all are
below average), the “aggregate” score will be 20. Therefore, notwithstanding the different
performance levels of the teachers, the principals in both schools will receive the same
“aggregate”score. 1f Mendoza Plaintiffs have misunderstood how the District is using the
term “aggregate” they ask that an explanation be provided and would also recommend that
clarification be provided in the evaluation model.

All Citations

Not Reported in Fed. Supp., 2015 WL 13216640

Footnotes

1 In its response to the plaintiffs the District argues that the research provided by the Special Master to justify a
different approach to evaluation is not persuasive. Then the District cites from the same article it sees as inadequate
to argue that there is no need for change, apparently unaware that the passage cited is meant by the authors to
indicate why principals should not play a major role in evaluation of teachers.
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