TO:

Members of the State Board of Education

FROM:

Karen B. Salmon, Ph.D.

DATE:

March 26, 2019

SUBJECT:

Improving the Teacher Evaluation System

PURPOSE:
The purpose of this agenda item is to share the status of improvements to the state default model for
teacher evaluations.
BACKGROUND/HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE:
Education Reform Act of 2010 and Code of Maryland Regulation (COMAR) 13A.07.09 identify
requirements for the evaluation of teachers. All teachers are required to be evaluated annually using
either the state evaluation model or an approved locally developed model. Most school systems use a
locally developed model for teacher evaluations. Local school systems are only required to use the
state evaluation model if the local school system and the exclusive employee representative fail to
agree on locally developed model.
The state evaluation model consists of equally weighted measures of professional practice and student
growth. Professional practice domains for teachers are planning and preparation; classroom
environment; instruction; and professional responsibilities. Student learning objectives (SLOs) are the
predominate measure of student growth for teachers. SLOs are informed by assessment data and whole
school growth measures.
The adopted regulation established a foundation for the evaluation of teachers in Maryland. However,
the regulation failed to define standards, rigor, and claims of evidence of observed instruction as
required by state law for the evaluation of teachers. SLOs are the primary measure of student growth
for teachers in the adopted regulation. There is increasing research that suggests SLOs may not provide
a valid or accurate measure of a teacher’s contribution to student learning. The implementation of the
adopted regulation over the last four years resulted in over 95% of teachers being rated effective or
highly effective.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
In September 2018, an Evaluation Improvement Workgroup was convened to inform improvements to
the professional practice domains for teachers and student growth measures for teachers and principals.
The workgroup was required to establish recommendations that were grounded in research; informed
by data; focused on elevating professional practice and improving student performance; and complied
with the requirements established in Education Reform Act of 2010. Workgroup meetings were
facilitated by the Mid-Atlantic Comprehensive Center @WestEd and the Regional Educational
Laboratories Mid-Atlantic at Mathematica Policy Research.
There was preliminary consensus from the workgroup to recommend adoption of the Danielson
Framework for the professional practice domains for the state teacher evaluation system. Workgroup
members explored several student growth measures: SLOs, student growth percentiles, and educator
impact models. The strengths and limitations for each growth measure were analyzed. There was no
consensus by the workgroup on student growth measures and additional information will be collected
from stakeholder groups. The Board will also be asked to provide feedback on the student measures
(slides 12-14) and percentage assignments in the state Default Evaluation Model (slide 3). Revisions to
evaluation regulations will come before the State Board of Education in June 2019.

ACTION:
For discussion. No actions required.
Attachments (5)
Attachment I: Improving the Teacher Evaluation System PowerPoint
Attachment II: Summary of Evaluation Regulations
Attachment III: Education Reform Act of 2010
Attachment IV: Evaluation Improvement Workgroup Summary Report
Attachment V: Student Growth Measures Fact Sheet
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Overview of Education Reform Act of 2010
The State Board of Education shall…..
 adopt regulations that establish general
standards for performance evaluations
for certificated teachers and principals
that include observations, clear
standards, rigor, and claims and
evidence of observed instruction.
Regulations adopted shall include model
performance evaluation criteria.
 solicit information and
recommendations from local systems
before proposing regulations.
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The Local Board of Education shall….
 establish performance evaluation criteria
based on the general standards adopted
by the state board and mutually agreed
on by the local school system and the
exclusive employee representative.
 use the model performance evaluation
criteria adopted by the state board if the
local school system and the exclusive
employee representative fail to mutually
agree on performance evaluation criteria.
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State Default Evaluation Model
Professional Practice 50%

Planning and Preparation
Classroom Environment
Instruction
Professional Responsibility

Code of Maryland
Regulation 13A.07.09.05

Student Growth 50%
Assessment Informed
Growth Measure
(informed by local or state
assessment)

Whole School Growth
Measure

Current regulation does not have clear standards, rigor, or claims and
evidence of observed instruction as required by state law.
Revised regulations will be brought to the State Board in June.
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Most School Systems Use the Danielson Framework or a
Modified Version of the Danielson Framework
Danielson Framework

National Board for
Professional Teaching
Standards

Center for Educational
Leadership 5 Dimensions of
Teaching and Learning

Allegany

Calvert

Caroline

Worcester

Anne Arundel

Charles

Montgomery

Baltimore City

Frederick

Baltimore County

Harford

Carroll

Howard

Cecil

Kent

Dorchester

Prince George’s

Garrett

Queen Anne’s

Talbot

Somerset

Wicomico

St. Mary’s

Modified Danielson
Framework
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Washington
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Evaluation Improvement Workgroup Members
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Evaluation Improvement Workgroup
Workgroup Charge:
Develop recommendations to inform improvements to:
 Professional Practice Domains for Teacher
Evaluations
 Student Growth Measures for Teachers and Principal
Recommendation Requirements:
 Grounded in Research
 Informed by Data
 Focused on Elevating Professional Practice and
Improving Student Performance
 Adhere to the Requirements in Education Reform Act
of 2010
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Workgroup Members Reviewed Other Commonly Used Frameworks
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Preliminary Consensus for Danielson Frameworks

8

State Board Meeting

March 26, 2019

Improving Teacher Evaluations

Danielson Framework Aligns with the
National Board for Professional Teaching Core Propositions
National Board for Professional
Teaching Core Propositions

Danielson Framework for Teaching

1. Teachers are committed to students and their learning.

Domain 3: Instruction

2. Teachers know the subjects they teach and how to teach
those subjects to students.

Domain 1: Planning and Preparation

3. Teachers are responsible for managing and monitoring
student learning.

Domain 2: The Classroom Environment

4. Teachers think systematically about their practice and
learn from experience.

Domain 4: Professional Responsibilities

5. Teachers are members of learning communities.

Domain 4: Professional Responsibilities

“An effective system must be aligned with the five core propositions of the National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards and include a peer assistance and review model.” – Maryland Commission on Innovation & Excellence in Education
9

State Board Meeting

March 26, 2019

Improving Teacher Evaluations

Tiered Approach to Evaluator Training

Building Awareness
• Unpacking and Applying
Standards

Supporting
Implementation
• Calibrating Evaluators
• Collecting Evidence
• Assigning a Summative
Rating
• Providing Actionable
Feedback

Monitoring
Effectiveness of
Implementation
• Reviewing Evaluation
Reports
• Conducting Focus Groups

Training provided to principal supervisors, principals,
assistant principals, teachers, and higher education faculty
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Workgroup Members Reviewed Student Growth Measures
Considerations for Student Growth Measures

Validity – does it measure teaching effectiveness?
Reliability – how consistent is the measure across time?
Coverage – what share of teachers will have a growth measure?
Effort – what is required to create the measure?
Timeliness – do growth measures lag evaluations?
Standardization – how objective is the measure across contexts?
Fairness – is measure correlated to student characteristics?
Simplicity – how easy is it to understand/explain the measure?
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Current Student Growth Measure: Student Learning Objectives
Measurable goals set for a specific class, school, group of students, etc.
Limitations

Strengths

-

Can be used for all teachers.
Allows teachers to set their own
goals for their students.

-

-

-
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Difficult to implement rigorously and
consistently.
Does not account for factors outside of a
teachers’ control (i.e. student mobility).
Assessments used to evaluate whether
goals are met are not always valid or
reliable.
May not provide a valid or accurate
measure of a teacher’s contribution to
student learning.
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Student Growth Measure: Educator Impact Models
Measures how well students progress on outcomes compared with
progress of similar students, accounting for factors outside of an educator’s control

Strengths
-

-

Accounts for factors outside of a
teacher’s control.
Demonstrates student growth
toward meeting state standards.
Valid measure of a teacher’s
impact on students.
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Limitations
-

Limited to teachers of state assessed
content.
Lagging evaluation measure.
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Student Growth Measure: Student Growth Percentiles
Compares student test scores to scores of students with similar prior test scores

Limitations

Strengths
-

Compares students to their
academic peers.
Demonstrates student growth
toward meeting state standards.
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-

Limited to teachers of state assessed
content.
Lagging evaluation measure.
Less evidence of validity compared to
educator impact models.

March 26, 2019

Improving Teacher Evaluations

Next Steps
1. Receive additional input on evaluation system from local
school systems and bring recommendations back to State
Board.
2. Define student growth measure(s)
• What are the measures for student growth?
• Will student growth continue to be calculated using a separate
weight or will student growth be embedded in an adopted
framework?

3. Train evaluators
•

Who will be responsible for formally evaluating teachers?

4. Align standards for teacher certification and evaluation
15
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Summary of Laws and Regulations for Teacher and Principal Evaluations
The table below provides an overview of laws and regulations associated with teacher and
principal evaluations.
Law or Regulation

Summary


Requires annual evaluations for nontenured certificated
employees based on established performance evaluation
criteria.



Requires the State Board of Education to adopt
regulations that establish general standards for
performance evaluations for certificated teachers and
principals that include observations, clear standards,
rigor, and claims and evidence of observed instruction.



Requires the State Board of Education to solicit
information and recommendations from local school
systems before proposing regulations.



Requires local boards to establish performance
evaluation criteria that are mutually agreed upon by local
school systems and the exclusive employee
representatives for teachers and principals.

Education Reform
Act of 2010

o Performance evaluation criteria shall include data
on student growth as a significant component of
the evaluation and as one of multiple measures.
o Student growth may not be based solely on
existing or newly created single examination or
assessment.
o No single criterion shall account for more than
35% of the total performance evaluation criteria.
o If the local school system and the exclusive
employee representative fail to mutually agree,
the model performance evaluation criteria
adopted by the State Board shall take effect.


March 26, 2019

Defines student growth as student progress assessed by
multiple measures and from a clearly articulated baseline
to one or more points in time.
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Law or Regulation

Summary
Locally developed evaluation systems must be in mutual
agreement with the exclusive employee representatives. The
Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) shall review
and approve the evaluation system. The evaluation system shall
provide, at a minimum, for an overall rating of highly effective,
effective, or ineffective.

Code of Maryland
Regulation
(COMAR)13A.07.09.04

Teacher Evaluation
 Shall include at least five components: planning and
preparation; classroom environment; instruction;
professional responsibility; and student growth.


Observation of teachers shall be conducted by
certificated individuals who have completed training
that includes identification of teaching behaviors that
result in student growth and the use of the selected
standards in the observation.



Observations of professional practice shall be based
on at least two observations.



Observations, announced or unannounced, shall be
conducted with full knowledge of the teacher.



Student growth must be a significant part of the
evaluation.

Local Education Agency
Evaluation System

Principal Evaluation
 Shall be based on the outcomes contained in the
Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework and in
the Interstate Leadership Licensure Consortium.

COMAR 13A.07.09.05
State Default Model
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The default model shall be adopted by the school system if the
exclusive employee representatives and the school system do
not reach agreement on a locally developed evaluation system.
The state model requires an equal weighting of professional
practice and student growth. Professional practice domains for
teachers align with the Charlotte Danielson Framework for
Teaching. Professional practice domains for principals align
with outcomes in the Maryland Instructional Leadership
Framework and Interstate School Leaders and Licensure
Consortium Standards.
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Law or Regulation

COMAR 13A.07.09.06
Evaluation Cycle

COMAR 13A.07.09.07
Evaluation Report

COMAR 13A.07.09.08
Appeal of an Evaluation

Summary
All teachers and principals are required to be evaluated
annually. Principals and nontenured teachers are evaluated
annually on professional practice and student growth. Tenured
teachers can be on a three year evaluation cycle. Tenured
teachers in year one of this cycle are evaluated on both
professional practice and student growth. Tenured teachers in
years two and three of the cycle have the option of only being
evaluated on student growth.

Teachers and principals must receive a copy of their evaluation
report and acknowledge receipt through signature.

If a teacher or principal receives an overall rating of ineffective,
the school system shall provide the teacher or principal with the
opportunity to appeal in accordance with Education Article
§4-205(c)(4).

COMAR 13A.12.04.04
Supervisors of Instruction,
Assistant Principals, and
Principals
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All school administrators must receive training on development,
observation, and evaluation of staff as part of their administrator
preparation program.
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Chapter 189
(House Bill 1263)
AN ACT concerning
Education Reform Act of 2010
FOR the purpose of altering the probationary period of employment of a certificated
employee in a public local school system; altering certain procedures related to
the probationary period of a certificated employee; requiring a county board of
education to evaluate annually a nontenured certificated employee based on
established performance evaluation criteria; requiring certain certificated
employees to be assigned a mentor and provided certain guidance and
instruction and additional professional development under certain
circumstances; requiring that a performance evaluation of a certificated teacher
or principal in a public school system include certain data as a certain
component of the evaluation; requiring that a certain component of an
evaluation be one of multiple measures; requiring the State Board of Education
to adopt regulations to implement certain provisions of this Act; requiring
certain classroom teachers and principals working in certain public schools to
receive a certain stipend requiring the State Board of Education to adopt
regulations establishing to establish certain standards for effective mentoring;
providing that a tenured certificated employee who moves to another local
school system in the State shall be tenured in the local school system to which
the employee relocates under certain circumstances; authorizing the local school
system to which an employee relocates to extend the employee’s probationary
period under certain circumstances; requiring a county board to establish
certain performance evaluation criteria for a certificated teacher or principal
under certain conditions; requiring the performance evaluation criteria to
include certain measures; requiring the State Board to establish by regulation
general standards for teacher and principal performance evaluations, that the
performance evaluation criteria include certain measures, and that certain
criteria be accounted for in a certain manner; requiring the State Board to
establish a certain program to support certain incentives, contingent on the
receipt of certain federal funds that include certain provisions; requiring certain
employees to be tenured under certain circumstances; authorizing certain local
school systems to extend a certain probationary period for certain employees
under certain circumstances; requiring the State Board to adopt certain
regulations that establish general standards for certain performance evaluations,
including certain model performance evaluation criteria; requiring the State
Board to solicit certain information and recommendations from local school
systems before proposing certain regulations and convene a certain meeting;
requiring certain county boards to establish certain performance evaluation
criteria that are mutually agreed upon by certain local school systems and
–1–
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certain exclusive employee representatives for certain teachers and principals
based on certain standards; requiring certain performance evaluation criteria to
include certain data as a certain component of the evaluation; requiring that a
certain component of an evaluation be one of multiple measures; prohibiting
certain performance evaluation criteria from being based solely on certain
examinations or assessments; requiring certain model performance evaluation
criteria adopted by the State Board to take effect in a local jurisdiction at a
certain time under certain circumstances; requiring the State Board to establish
a certain program to support certain incentives for certain teachers and
principals that meets certain requirements; authorizing the program to include
certain incentives; requiring the State Board to adopt certain guidelines to
implement a certain program; authorizing the award of certain stipends in
certain years to be based on obtainment of National Board Certification;
requiring each local school system, on or before a certain date, to submit to the
State Board certain information relating to the local system’s teacher mentoring
program; providing for the construction of certain provisions of this Act; defining
a certain term certain terms; providing for the application of a certain provision
of this Act; making this Act an emergency measure; and generally relating to the
employment of certificated employees in a public local school system.
BY repealing and reenacting, with amendments,
Article – Education
Section 6–202
Annotated Code of Maryland
(2008 Replacement Volume and 2009 Supplement)
BY adding to
Article – Education
Section 6–306(b)(5)
Annotated Code of Maryland
(2008 Replacement Volume and 2009 Supplement)
SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF
MARYLAND, That the Laws of Maryland read as follows:
Article – Education
6–202.
(a)
(1)
On the recommendation of the county superintendent, a county
board may suspend or dismiss a teacher, principal, supervisor, assistant
superintendent, or other professional assistant for:
(i)

Immorality;

–2–

Martin O'Malley, Governor

Ch. 189

(ii)
Misconduct in office, including knowingly failing to report
suspected child abuse in violation of § 5–704 of the Family Law Article;
(iii)

Insubordination;

(iv)

Incompetency; or

(v)

Willful neglect of duty.

(2)
Before removing an individual, the county board shall send the
individual a copy of the charges against him and give him an opportunity within 10
days to request a hearing.
(3)

If the individual requests a hearing within the 10–day period:

(i)
The county board promptly shall hold a hearing, but a
hearing may not be set within 10 days after the county board sends the individual a
notice of the hearing; and
(ii)
The individual shall have an opportunity to be heard before
the county board, in person or by counsel, and to bring witnesses to the hearing.
(4)
the State Board.

The individual may appeal from the decision of the county board to

(5)
Notwithstanding any provision of local law, in Baltimore City the
suspension and removal of assistant superintendents and higher levels shall be as
provided by the personnel system established by the Baltimore City Board of School
Commissioners under § 4–311 of this article.
(b)
(1)
Except as provided in SUBJECT TO EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN
paragraph (2) (3) of this subsection, the probationary period of employment of a
certificated employee in a public LOCAL school system shall cover a period of [2 years]
3 YEARS from the date of employment and shall consist of a 1–year employment
contract that may be renewed by the county board.

[(2)

(i)
A probationary period for a certificated employee in a public
school system may be extended for a third year from the date of employment if the
certificated employee does not qualify for tenure at the end of the second year based on
established performance evaluation criteria and the employee demonstrates a strong
potential for improvement.
(ii)
If the probationary period of a certificated employee is
extended as provided in this paragraph, a mentor shall be assigned to the employee
and the employee shall be evaluated at the end of the third year based on established
performance evaluation criteria.]
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(2)
NONTENURED

(I)

A COUNTY BOARD SHALL EVALUATE ANNUALLY A

CERTIFICATED

EMPLOYEE

BASED

ON

ESTABLISHED

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION CRITERIA.

(II)

IF

SUBJECT

TO

SUBPARAGRAPH

(III)

OF

THIS

PARAGRAPH, IF THE NONTENURED CERTIFICATED EMPLOYEE IS NOT ON TRACK
TO QUALIFY FOR TENURE AT THE END OF THE FIRST OR SECOND YEAR, A ANY
FORMAL EVALUATION POINT:

1.

A MENTOR PROMPTLY SHALL BE ASSIGNED TO

THE EMPLOYEE TO PROVIDE THE EMPLOYEE COMPREHENSIVE GUIDANCE AND
INSTRUCTION; AND AND ADDITIONAL

2.

ADDITIONAL
PROFESSIONAL
SHALL BE PROVIDED TO THE EMPLOYEE, AS APPROPRIATE.

DEVELOPMENT

(III) NOTHING IN THIS PARAGRAPH SHALL BE CONSTRUED
TO PROHIBIT A COUNTY BOARD FROM ASSIGNING A MENTOR AT ANY TIME
DURING A NONTENURED CERTIFICATED EMPLOYEE’S EMPLOYMENT.

(3)

(I)

SUBJECT TO SUBPARAGRAPH (II) OF THIS PARAGRAPH,

IF A CERTIFICATED EMPLOYEE HAS ACHIEVED TENURE IN ANY A LOCAL SCHOOL
SYSTEM IN THE STATE AND MOVES TO ANOTHER LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM IN THE

STATE, THAT EMPLOYEE SHALL BE TENURED IF THE EMPLOYEE’S CONTRACT IS
RENEWED AFTER 1 YEAR OF PROBATIONARY EMPLOYMENT IN THE LOCAL
SCHOOL SYSTEM TO WHICH THE EMPLOYEE RELOCATED IF :
1.
LOCAL

SCHOOL

THE EMPLOYEE’S FINAL EVALUATION IN THE

SYSTEM

FROM

WHICH

THE

EMPLOYEE

DEPARTED

IS

SATISFACTORY OR BETTER; AND

2.

THERE HAS BEEN NO BREAK IN THE EMPLOYEE’S
SERVICE BETWEEN THE TWO SYSTEMS OF LONGER THAN 1 YEAR.
(II)

A

LOCAL

SCHOOL

SYSTEM

MAY

EXTEND

THE

PROBATIONARY PERIOD FOR A CERTIFICATED EMPLOYEE SUBJECT TO
SUBPARAGRAPH (I) OF THIS PARAGRAPH FOR A SECOND YEAR FROM THE DATE
OF EMPLOYMENT IF:

1.

THE EMPLOYEE DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR TENURE

AT THE END OF THE FIRST YEAR BASED ON ESTABLISHED PERFORMANCE
EVALUATION CRITERIA; AND
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DEMONSTRATES
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A

STRONG

(3) (4) (I) The State Board shall adopt regulations that implement the
provisions of paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection and define the scope of a
mentoring program AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT that will be aligned with
the [2–year] 3–YEAR probationary period [and the 1–year extension as provided in
paragraph (2) of this subsection] .

(II)

THE STATE BOARD SHALL ADOPT REGULATIONS TO
ESTABLISH STANDARDS FOR EFFECTIVE MENTORING, INCLUDING PROVISIONS
TO ENSURE THAT MENTORS PROVIDE MENTORING THAT IS FOCUSED, OF HIGH
QUALITY, AND GEARED TO THE NEEDS OF EACH EMPLOYEE BEING MENTORED:
1.

IS FOCUSED;

2.

IS SYSTEMATIC;

3.

IS ONGOING;

4.

IS OF HIGH QUALITY;

5.

IS GEARED TO THE NEEDS OF EACH EMPLOYEE

6.

INCLUDES OBSERVATIONS; AND

7.

INCLUDES FEEDBACK.

BEING MENTORED;

(C)

(1)

A PERFORMANCE EVALUATION OF A CERTIFICATED TEACHER

OR PRINCIPAL IN A PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM SHALL INCLUDE DATA ON STUDENT
GROWTH AS A SIGNIFICANT COMPONENT OF THE EVALUATION AND ONE OF
MULTIPLE MEASURES.

(2)

THE STATE BOARD SHALL ADOPT REGULATIONS THAT
IMPLEMENT THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SUBSECTION.
(C)

(1)

IN THIS SUBSECTION, “STUDENT GROWTH” MEANS STUDENT

PROGRESS MEASURED ASSESSED BY MULTIPLE CRITERIA MEASURES AND FROM
A CLEARLY ARTICULATED BASELINE TO ONE OR MORE POINTS IN TIME.

(2)

SUBJECT TO PARAGRAPHS (3) AND (4) OF THIS SUBSECTION,

A COUNTY BOARD SHALL ESTABLISH PERFORMANCE EVALUATION CRITERIA
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FOR CERTIFICATED TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS IN A LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM
AFTER MEETING AND CONFERRING WITH THE EXCLUSIVE EMPLOYEE
REPRESENTATIVE.

(3)

THE STATE BOARD SHALL ADOPT REGULATIONS THAT

ESTABLISH GENERAL STANDARDS FOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS FOR
CERTIFICATED TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS.

(4)

(I)

PERFORMANCE

EVALUATION

CRITERIA

FOR

A

CERTIFICATED TEACHER OR PRINCIPAL IN A LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM SHALL
INCLUDE MULTIPLE MEASURES.

(II)

STUDENT GROWTH SHALL ACCOUNT FOR 50% OF THE
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION CRITERIA.
(III) NO SINGLE CRITERION SHALL ACCOUNT FOR MORE
THAN 35% OF THE TOTAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION CRITERIA.
(2) (I)
SUBJECT TO SUBPARAGRAPH (III) OF THIS PARAGRAPH,
THE STATE BOARD SHALL ADOPT REGULATIONS THAT ESTABLISH GENERAL
STANDARDS FOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS FOR CERTIFICATED TEACHERS
AND PRINCIPALS THAT INCLUDE OBSERVATIONS, CLEAR STANDARDS, RIGOR,
AND CLAIMS AND EVIDENCE OF OBSERVED INSTRUCTION .

(II)

THE REGULATIONS ADOPTED UNDER SUBPARAGRAPH

(I) OF THIS PARAGRAPH SHALL INCLUDE MODEL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
CRITERIA.
(III) BEFORE

THE PROPOSAL OF THE REGULATIONS
REQUIRED UNDER THIS PARAGRAPH, THE STATE BOARD SHALL SOLICIT
INFORMATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS FROM EACH LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM
AND CONVENE A MEETING WHEREIN THIS INFORMATION AND THESE
RECOMMENDATIONS ARE DISCUSSED AND CONSIDERED .

(3)

SUBJECT TO PARAGRAPH (6) OF THIS SUBSECTION :
( I)

A COUNTY BOARD SHALL ESTABLISH PERFORMANCE

EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR CERTIFICATED TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS IN THE
LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM BASED ON THE GENERAL STANDARDS ADOPTED UNDER
PARAGRAPH (2) OF THIS SUBSECTION THAT ARE MUTUALLY AGREED ON BY THE
LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM AND THE EXCLUSIVE EMPLOYEE REPRESENTATIVE.
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(II)

NOTHING IN THIS PARAGRAPH SHALL BE CONSTRUED
TO REQUIRE MUTUAL AGREEMENT UNDER SUBPARAGRAPH (I) OF THIS
PARAGRAPH TO BE GOVERNED BY SUBTITLES 4 AND 5 OF THIS TITLE.
(4)

THE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION CRITERIA DEVELOPED
UNDER PARAGRAPH (3) OF THIS SUBSECTION :
( I)

SHALL INCLUDE DATA ON STUDENT GROWTH AS A

SIGNIFICANT COMPONENT OF THE EVALUATION AND AS ONE OF MULTIPLE
MEASURES; AND

(II)

MAY NOT BE BASED SOLELY ON AN EXISTING OR NEWLY
CREATED SINGLE EXAMINATION OR ASSESSMENT.
(5)

( I)

AN EXISTING OR NEWLY CREATED SINGLE EXAMINATION
OR ASSESSMENT MAY BE USED AS ONE OF THE MULTIPLE MEASURES.
(II)

NO SINGLE CRITERION SHALL ACCOUNT FOR MORE
THAN 35% OF THE TOTAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION CRITERIA.
(6)

IF A LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM AND THE EXCLUSIVE EMPLOYEE
REPRESENTATIVE FAIL TO MUTUALLY AGREE UNDER PARAGRAPH (3) OF THIS
SUBSECTION, THE MODEL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION CRITERIA ADOPTED BY
THE STATE BOARD UNDER PARAGRAPH (2)(II) OF THIS SUBSECTION SHALL
TAKE EFFECT IN THE LOCAL JURISDICTION 6 MONTHS FOLLOWING THE FINAL
ADOPTION OF THE REGULATIONS.
6–306.

(5) (I)
IN THIS PARAGRAPH, “RACE TO THE TOP
APPLICATION” GRANT” MEANS THE STATE’ S APPLICATION TO THE UNITED
STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FOR THE RACE TO THE TOP FUND,
AUTHORIZED UNDER THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT OF
2009.
(b)

(II)

A HIGHLY

EFFECTIVE CLASSROOM TEACHER OR
PRINCIPAL WORKING IN A PUBLIC SCHOOL IDENTIFIED IN THE STATE’S RACE
TO THE TOP APPLICATION AS A SCHOOL IN THE LOWEST ACHIEVING 5% OF
TITLE I SCHOOLS IN IMPROVEMENT, CORRECTIVE ACTION , OR RESTRUCTURING
SHALL RECEIVE A STIPEND FROM THE STATE IN AN AMOUNT DETERMINED BY
THE STATE
FUNDS.

BOARD, CONTINGENT ON RECEIPT OF RACE TO THE TOP GRANT
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(II) CONTINGENT ON THE RECEIPT OF RACE TO THE TOP
GRANT FUNDS, THE STATE BOARD SHALL ESTABLISH A PROGRAM TO SUPPORT
LOCALLY NEGOTIATED INCENTIVES FOR HIGHLY EFFECTIVE CLASSROOM
TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS TO WORK IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN IMPROVEMENT,
CORRECTIVE ACTION, OR RESTRUCTURING.

( I)

1.

THE STATE BOARD SHALL ESTABLISH A PROGRAM
TO SUPPORT LOCALLY NEGOTIATED INCENTIVES, GOVERNED UNDER SUBTITLES
4 AND 5 OF THIS TITLE, FOR HIGHLY EFFECTIVE CLASSROOM TEACHERS AND
PRINCIPALS TO WORK IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS THAT ARE:
A.

IN

IMPROVEMENT,

B.

CATEGORIZED BY THE LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM AS

C.

IN THE HIGHEST 25% OF SCHOOLS IN THE STATE

CORRECTIVE

ACTION,

OR

RESTRUCTURING;

A TITLE I SCHOOL; OR

BASED ON A RANKING OF THE PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WHO RECEIVE FREE
AND REDUCED PRICED MEALS.

2.
THE
PROGRAM
ESTABLISHED
UNDER
1 OF THIS SUBPARAGRAPH MAY INCLUDE FINANCIAL
INCENTIVES, LEADERSHIP CHANGES, OR OTHER INCENTIVES.
SUBSUBPARAGRAPH

(II)

1.

THE STATE BOARD SHALL ADOPT GUIDELINES TO
IMPLEMENT THIS PARAGRAPH.
2.

NOTHING

IN THIS PARAGRAPH SHALL BE
CONSTRUED TO PROHIBIT A LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM FROM EMPLOYING MORE
STRINGENT STANDARDS
SUBPARAGRAPH.

THAN

THE

GUIDELINES

ADOPTED

UNDER

THIS

SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That during the 2010–2011
and 2011–2012 school years, stipends awarded under § 6–306(b)(5) of the Education
Article, as enacted by Section 1 of this Act, may be based on whether the teacher has
obtained certification by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards.
SECTION 3. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That, on or before December
31, 2010, each local school system shall submit to the State Board of Education a
description of the local school system’s teacher mentoring program, including data
relating to the number of mentors who have been assigned, the number of teachers to
whom the mentors have been assigned, and how, if at all, the effectiveness of the
mentoring program is measured.
–8–

Martin O'Malley, Governor

Ch. 189

SECTION 2. 4. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the probationary
period of employment specified in § 6–202(b) of the Education Article, as enacted by
Section 1 of this Act, shall be applicable to a certificated employee in a public local
school system with a date of employment starting on or after July 1, 2010.
SECTION 3. 5. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That this Act shall take
effect July 1, 2010 is an emergency measure, is necessary for the immediate
preservation of the public health or safety, has been passed by a yea and nay vote
supported by three–fifths of all the members elected to each of the two Houses of the
General Assembly, and shall take effect from the date it is enacted.
Approved by the Governor, May 4, 2010.
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OVERVIEW AND B ACKGROUND
The Maryland State Department of Education is committed to ensuring that each student has effective
teachers and educational leaders. Essential to this commitment are valid and reliable evaluation
systems. Evaluation systems that accurately differentiate performance levels can inform support
required to enhance the professional practice of teachers and school leaders and improve educational
outcomes for students.
In 2010, a law (Education Reform Act of 2010) was enacted that requires the Maryland State Board of
Education to adopt regulations that, “….establish general standards for performance evaluations for
certificated teachers and principals that include observations, clear standards, rigor, and claims of
evidence of observed instruction.” In 2012, the Maryland State Board of Education adopted regulations
to guide the evaluation of teachers and principals. The regulations consisted of requirements for a state
default model (Code of Maryland Regulation 13a.07.09.05) and a local education agency evaluation
system (Code of Maryland Regulation 13a.07.09.04). The state evaluation model consists of equally
weighted measures of professional practice and student growth. The professional practice domains for
teachers are planning and preparation, classroom environment, instruction, and professional
responsibilities. The professional practice domains for principals were the Maryland Instructional
Leadership Framework and Educational Leadership Policy Standards.
The adopted regulations established a foundation for the evaluation of teachers and principals in
Maryland. However, these regulations failed to define standards, rigor, and claims of evidence of
observed instruction as required by state law for the evaluation of teachers. Student learning objectives
(SLOs) are the primary measure of student growth for teachers and principals in the adopted
regulations. There are several benefits to using SLOs as growth measures. SLOs can be used with all
teachers and they allow teachers to establish their own goals based on the needs of their students.
There is increasing research that suggest SLOs may not provide a valid or accurate measure of a
teacher’s contribution to student learning. The implementation of adopted regulations over the last four
years resulted in over 95% of teachers and principals being rated effective or highly effective. The
inflated evaluation results coupled with the decline in student performance on state assessments drew
concern around the reliability and validity of Maryland’s evaluation system.
In February 2017, the Maryland State Board of Education adopted the Professional Standards for
Educational Leaders (PSEL). The PSEL defines the practice of an effective school leader to support the
academic success and well-being of each student. These standards replaced the Maryland Instructional
Leadership Framework and Educational Leadership Policy Standards. The newly adopted PSEL guide
administrator preparation, licensure, and evaluation in Maryland. In July 2018, the Office of Leadership
Development and School Improvement in collaboration with the Community Training and Assistance
Center (CTAC) and stakeholders developed a PSEL rubric. The Maryland PSEL Rubric builds off the
practices identified for an effective leader in the PSEL document by expanding the definition to include
practices of highly effective, developing, and ineffective administrators. In October 2018, the Office of
Leadership Development and School Improvement released a draft Principal Evaluation Guidebook. This
guidebook was designed to support principal supervisors in facilitating the evaluation process. It offers
guidance, strategies, templates, and sample evidence that will support effective evaluation practices.
The PSEL rubric and guidebook serve as a foundation for principal evaluations in Maryland. The Office of
Leadership Development and School Improvement provides training on the PSEL rubric to support
effective evaluation practices and improve inter-rater reliability.
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In September 2018, an Evaluation Improvement Workgroup was convened to inform improvements to
the evaluation system focusing on the professional practice domains for teachers and student growth
measures for teachers and principals. The workgroup was required to establish recommendations that
were grounded in research; informed by data; focused on elevating professional practice and improving
student performance; and complied with the requirements established in the Education Reform Act of
2010. The recommendations developed by the workgroup will be used to inform revisions to the
teacher and principal evaluation system.
This report summarizes evaluation models explored and identifies preliminary recommendations of the
workgroup. The recommendations of the workgroup will be shared with stakeholders (representatives
from school, school systems, institutions of higher education, etc.) for additional input prior to revising
the regulation for the state model.

REVISING THE E VALUATION SYSTEM
The workgroup began the process for making recommendations to revise the evaluation system by
mapping the desired state for teacher evaluations. Figure 1 summarizes the feedback from workgroup
members regarding the desired state.

Figure 1: Desired State for the Teacher Evaluation Model
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Teacher Professional Practice
The Evaluation Improvement Workgroup (workgroup) analyzed frameworks that were commonly used
in states for the evaluation of teachers. The workgroup reviewed the following frameworks to inform
recommendations for the teacher professional practice domains:






The Framework for Teaching (Charlotte Danielson Four Domains Model)
The Framework for Teaching Clusters (Charlotte Danielson)
Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS)
The System for Teacher Advancement (TAP)
The Marzano Teacher Evaluation Model

Workgroup members received an overview of the framework, summary of research that supported the
framework, and a list of states that currently implement the framework. Members of the workgroup
were asked to respond to the following questions for each framework:
1.
2.
3.
4.

What resonates with you?
How well does this framework capture what teachers should know and be able to do?
Are there any gaps?
How well does the framework align with the desired state for evaluations?

Each workgroup member was asked to share information about each framework with their constituents
to identify a preferred framework. Workgroup members shared feedback at the October 2018 meeting.
Each member reported back to the whole group the thoughts and concerns from their representative
organizations (refer to Appendix I for summary of feedback from each workgroup meeting).
There was preliminary consensus to adopt the Danielson Frameworks. There are currently two versions
of the Framework for Teaching – the four domains version and the cluster version. There was not a
consensus on which version of the framework to adopt.
The rationale for the selection of the Danielson Frameworks was as follows:
1. The Danielson Framework for Teaching is grounded in research and aligned to the Interstate
New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium.
2. The Danielson Framework for Teaching is informed by data which resulted in the updated
cluster version.
3. The Danielson Framework for Teaching is rigorous and includes a rubric with four categories of
performance (Distinguished, Proficient, Basic, and Unsatisfactory). The clusters version includes
rubrics specific to English language arts and mathematics instruction.
4. 21 of the 24 school systems in Maryland are currently using the Danielson Framework or a
modified version of the Danielson Framework.

Recommendation for Teacher Professional Practice
It is being recommended that the state evaluation model include the Danielson Frameworks - four
domains and cluster versions - and associated rubrics as measures for teacher professional practice
domains.
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Student Growth Measures
The Evaluation Improvement Workgroup was charged to identify student growth measures for teachers
and principals. Representatives from the Regional Educational Laboratory at Mathematica Policy
Research provided research and evidence of effectiveness for four different student growth measures.
1. Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) - Measure whether educators met established student
learning goals for their students.
2. Student Growth Percentiles (SGPs) – Measure how well students progress on outcomes
compared with progress of other students who performed similar.
3. Educator Impact – Measures how well students progress on outcomes compared with progress
of similar students and accounts for factors outside educators’ control (attendance, prior
assessment scores in other subjects, etc).
4. School Wide Measure – Measure connected to overall school performance rating.
A fifth measure was also discussed where local school systems created assessments for each subject
area for use in evaluation. The Prince George’s County Public Schools workgroup member shared how
this is used in her school system.
For each growth measure, the following characteristics were considered:









Coverage – what share of teachers can use the growth measure?
Effort – what is required to create the growth measure?
Fairness – is the measure correlated to student characteristics?
Simplicity – how easy is it to understand/explain the measure?
Validity – does it accurately measure teaching effectiveness?
Reliability – how consistent is the measure across time?
Timeliness – are growth measures current data or lagging data?
Standardization – how objective is the measure across different schools and school systems?

Figure 2 summarizes characteristics for each growth measure discussed in the workgroup.

Figure 2: Growth Measure Characteristics

Workgroup members also reviewed strengths and limitations for each growth measure. The review was
provided by representatives from the Regional Educational Laboratory at Mathematica Policy Research
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and was based on the publication, “Measuring Progress in the Classroom: How do Different Student
Growth Measures Compare? (Fact Sheet)” Figure 3 summarizes strengths and limitations discussed in
the workgroup.

Figure 3: Summary of Strength and Limitations for Each Growth Measure
Content in the table is adapted from: Measuring Progress in the Classroom: How do Different Student Growth
Measures Compare? (Fact Sheet)”

Student Growth
Measure

Strengths


Student Learning
Objectives


Student Growth
Percentiles

Allows teachers to set their
own goals, so may be viewed
as more connected to
instructional improvement.

Limitations


May not provide a valid or accurate measure of a
teacher’s contribution to student learning.



Does not use a statistically rigorous process and may not
sufficiently account for factors outside of teachers’
control.



Difficult to meaningfully compare performance across
teachers.




Difficult to implement rigorously and consistently.
Less evidence of validity compared to educator impact
models.

Accounts for fewer factors
outside teachers’ control,

which may make the
approach conceptually easier

to understand than educator
impact models.


Educator Impact




District-Designed
Assessments


Valid measure of teachers’
impacts on students.
Every teacher in every
subject would have an
accountability measure.
Local control is supported.





Accounts for fewer factors outside of teachers’ control
and could result in less accurate evaluations.
Like impact models, student growth percentile models
are statistically complex and can be calculated only for
teachers of grades and subjects with the requisite
student test scores.
Limited to teachers of grades and subjects with the
requisite student test scores.
Statistically complex and can be difficult to report or
explain clearly to stakeholders.
Time and labor intensive for each school system.
Concern regarding validity and reliability of locally made
assessments.

Recommendation for Student Growth Measure
The members of the work group reviewed five options for student growth: student growth percentiles,
student learning objectives, educator impact model, school-wide measure, and district made
assessments. A sixth option was suggested by workgroup members. The sixth option would be to delay
identifying a student growth measure until more information is known about the Maryland
Comprehensive Assessment Program (MCAP). The overwhelming consensus of the work group was in
favor of option six.
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Student Surveys
Student surveys are a powerful resource to obtain data that can inform improvements to an educator’s
professional practice. Some workgroup members wanted to engage in additional discussion around
incorporating student surveys as part of the evaluation system. The use of student surveys is optional
for school systems. The Maryland State Department of Education will provide information about student
surveys so that school systems can make informed decisions about the use of surveys for the purpose of
evaluation. Appendix 2 contains information on commonly used student surveys.
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A PPENDIX I: M EETING M INUTES
The information below are notes taken during workgroup meetings.

September 27, 2018 Meeting Minutes
Attendees:
 Terry Ball, Maryland Association of Elementary School Principals
 Tiara Booker-Dwyer, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Dr. Faith Connolly, Baltimore Education Research Consortium
 Latisha Corey, Maryland Parent Teacher Association (PTA)
 Juliann Dibble, Howard County Public Schools
 Dr. Matthew Duque, MSDE Office of Research
 Geraldine Duval, Maryland State Education Association
 Dr. Bonnie Ennis, Wicomico County Public Schools
 Tom Evans, Maryland Association of Secondary School Principals
 Dr. Brian Eyer, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Dr. Laurie Henry, Salisbury University
 Dr. Rhonda Jeter, Bowie State University
 Laura Liccione, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Carla McCoy, Baltimore Teachers Union
 Angela Minnici, Mid-Atlantic Comprehensive Center
 Edmund Mitzel, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Dr. Christopher Morphew, Johns Hopkins University
 Nancy Reynolds, Maryland Association of Boards of Education
 Jeffery Terziev, Mathematica Policy Research
 Dr. Elias Walsh, Mathematica Policy Research
 Dr. Li Wang, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Dr. Mary Young, Prince George’s County Public Schools
The Mid-Atlantic Comprehensive Center (MACC) reviewed four professional practice frameworks for the
workgroup to consider. Frameworks included: Danielson Framework for Teaching (Four Domains) and
Danielson Framework for Teaching- Six Clusters; CLASS Dimensions; Marzano Teacher Evaluation Model;
and TAP Teaching Skills, Knowledge, and Responsibilities Performance Standards. When workgroup
participants were asked to share thoughts on existing and desired state for professional practice
frameworks for teacher evaluation, the following ideas were recorded:
 Adopt a state model that allows for local variation.
 Crosswalk state model with National Board Professional Teaching Standards.
 Differentiate evaluations for new versus experienced teachers.
 Locals like to negotiate what is best for their teachers.
 SLOs are overwhelming.
 Teacher preparation needs to be connected to teacher evaluation.
 Evaluations should connect to Kirwan Commission recommendations.
 Consistency is needed across state for evaluations.
 Define “teachers of record.”
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Current system is subjective and not a lot of consistency.

October 25, 2018 Meeting Minutes
Attendees:






























Terry Ball, Maryland Association of Elementary School Principals
Tiara Booker-Dwyer, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
Cheryl Bost, Maryland State Education Association
Dr. Faith Connolly, Baltimore Education Research Consortium
Latisha Corey, Maryland PTA
Juliann Dibble, Howard County Public Schools
Dr. Matthew Duque, MSDE Office of Research
Dr. Bonnie Ennis, Wicomico County Public Schools
Tom Evans, Maryland Association of Secondary School Principals
Dr. Brian Eyer, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
Tracey Fowlkes, Baltimore Teachers Union
Linda Gill, Public School Superintendents’ Association of Maryland
Dr. Steven Glazerman, Mathematica Policy Research
Lisa Hopkins, Caroline County Public Schools
Dr. Rhonda Jeter, Bowie State University
Laura Liccione, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
Angela Minnici, Mid-Atlantic Comprehensive Center
Edmund Mitzel, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
Dr. Christopher Morphew, Johns Hopkins University
Janet Pauls, Queen Anne’s County Public Schools
Nancy Reynolds, Maryland Association of Boards of Education
Dr. Kim Rotruck, Frostburg State University
Rudy Ruiz, Maryland Business Roundtable for Education
Dr. Carolyn Teigland, Public School Superintendents’ Association of Maryland
Jeffery Terziev, Mathematica Policy Research
Dr. Elias Walsh, Mathematica Policy Research
Dr. Li Wang, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
Dr. Starlin Weaver, Salisbury University
Dr. Mary Young, Prince George’s County Public Schools

1) Workgroup participants were asked to share feedback from their organization as to which
professional practices framework to adopt, adapt, or modify. Most (12 of 19) workgroup
participants selected Danielson’s Framework for Teaching (the 10 members from MSDE, MidAtlantic Comprehensive Center at West Ed, Mathematica Policy Research abstained from the
vote).
In general, thoughts on changing a professional practice framework with a new professional
practices framework for teachers was concerning. Participants representing educators across
the state expressed concern in making a significant change in the professional practice for
teacher evaluation while adjusting to meet requirements in the Maryland Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA) Consolidated Plan.
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2) REL Mid-Atlantic at Mathematica Policy Research experts presented three student growth
measures for consideration to workgroup participants. Participants examined the State’s current
student growth measure- student learning objectives (SLOs) – and discussed advantages and
disadvantages in maintaining this measure. Research shared showed reason for re-examination
of this student measure:
o Goals differ across teachers, making comparisons difficult.
o May not fully account for prior skills of students and/or other factors outside of
teachers’ control.
o Burdensome to implement effectively.
o No evidence of reliability and weak evidence of validity.
o Unknown as to the connection of student learning objectives making positive impact on
student performance.
3) The three student growth measures, presented by REL Mid-Atlantic, for consideration included:
o Student Learning Objectives;
o Student Growth Percentiles; and
o Education Impact (value-added) model.
For each growth measure, workgroup members discussed what resonates with them and what
questions remain. Figure 4 summarizes the discussion of the workgroup.

Figure 4: Summary of Workgroup Discussion of Student Growth Measures
Student Learning Objectives
What questions
remain?

What resonates?

 Leads to
regular
conversations
 SLOs should
not create
barriers to
effective
instruction
 Do not work
as well for all
student
groups





Is this still an
option?
What replaces
it?
How do we link
student growth
to SLOs?

Student Growth Percentiles
What resonates?

 Effective use
of data
 Limitation of
model for use
with teachers
in stateassessed
areas
 State
captures all of
the data
necessary for
this model
 Meets
requirements
for ESSA
accountability
indicator
 Concern over
expecting
local systems
to purchase
assessments

Educator Impact (value-added)

What questions
remain?

 If local school
systems agree
to this
measure,
what
assessments
would satisfy
this
requirement?
 How does this
account for
student
mobility?
 How would
this work in
application for
non-tested
areas,
principals, and
teachers?

What resonates?









Single test
measure is a
plus
Factors in
student
characteristics
for which
teachers and
principals
have little
control
Equity
measure
(factors such
as student
attendance,
mobility, race,
etc.)
Considers for
gaps in
content
learning

What questions
remain?

 What about
letter
grades?
 How does
this relate to
teacher
evaluation?
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November 11, 2018 Meeting Minutes
Attendees:
 Dr. Annette Anderson, Johns Hopkins University
 Terry Ball, Maryland Association of Elementary School Principals
 Tiara Booker-Dwyer, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Cheryl Bost, Maryland State Education Association
 Dr. Faith Connolly, Baltimore Education Research Consortium
 Juliann Dibble, Howard County Public Schools
 Dr. Matthew Duque, MSDE Office of Research
 Rick Edwards, Cecil County Public Schools
 Dr. Bonnie Ennis, Wicomico County Public Schools
 Tom Evans, Maryland Association of Secondary School Principals
 Dr. Brian Eyer, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Dr. Laurie Henry, Salisbury University
 Lisa Hopkins, Caroline County Public Schools
 Dr. Rhonda Jeter, Bowie State University
 Laura Liccione, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Carla McCoy, Baltimore Teachers Union
 Angela Minnici, Mid-Atlantic Comprehensive Center
 Edmund Mitzel, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Dr. Gregory Pilewski, Queen Anne’s County Public Schools
 Nancy Reynolds, Maryland Association of Boards of Education
 Dr. Kim Rotruck, Frostburg State University
 Jeffery Terziev, Mathematica Policy Research
 Dr. Elias Walsh, Mathematica Policy Research
 Dr. Li Wang, Data Analyst, Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Dr. Mary Young, Prince George’s County Public Schools
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1) Mid-Atlantic Comprehensive Center reviewed the desired state for evaluation for professional
practice that was developed from the September 27, 2018 meeting.

Figure 5: Desired State: Professional Practices for Teachers

2) Workgroup members discussed factors in the desired state for student growth measures.
a. How should student growth be measured?
o Student growth has been compliance based, not aligned to professional
practice.
o A better model would be to embed student growth into professional practice.
This would be authentic for teachers and provide evidence to improve
professional practice.
o Teachers need a formative assessment piece. Principals and school leaders
should be coming in to have conversations about student growth.
o The teacher needs to see where they are in relation to a student growth
number. What is their contribution to that number?
o This component should have a predictive nature in order to help teachers move
in the same direction.
o What is this teacher doing for the students in their classroom? Good principals
hold teachers accountable for the growth of all their students.
o Principals must be held accountable for the growth of all the students in their
building.
o Student growth must be measured from start of the school year to May.
o Student growth must take a multi-dimensional approach.
o Diagnostic tools are needed to drive daily instruction.
o How will this process be validated over time and is it reliable?
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b. What are the intended results?
o Minimum of 1 year’s growth for all subjects
1. Setting an arbitrary mark is not the answer because it can stifle growth.
2. Some subjects have better growth measures i.e. English, math. Other
subjects are variable i.e. art, music, physical education.
3. Social emotional learning influences student growth.
4. Minimum of 1 year of growth should be expected but should not be the
ceiling for that child.
o Use a Plan, Do, Reevaluate model to reflect on practices and make shifts as
needed.
o Growth needs to be realistic and differentiated for student groups. Use of valueadded models or student growth percentiles may account for student variation.
o It is important to keep issues of equity in the forefront when determining
student growth outcomes. Is it equitable for all students to achieve the same
goal at the same time?
c. What are the non-negotiables?
o Not a standardized test.
o Use current school data, not lagging data.
o Locally flexible – not state directed.
o Every teacher must be able to see individual impact on student growth.
o Not a single measure.
o Easy to understand.
o Must be used for professional growth not for punishment/compliance.
o Ensuring that there is an alignment with school improvement, district plan and
bridge to excellence.
o Diagnostic tool to guide instruction.
d. Final Thoughts/Considerations:
o There should be an alignment to the star rating system including student growth
and achievement scores.
o Change the law to reflect revisions to student growth model.
o Establish a vehicle to share best practices from around the country and local
school systems.
o Instructionally focused and authentic.
o Local context matters.
o Build complete understanding at all levels of the intention of the student growth
models (to improve not remove).
o What happens when the teacher performance does not improve? What is the
process?
3) Members from Mathematica Policy Research explained how to compare different student
growth measures
a. Key characteristics of student growth measures were defined.
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o Coverage – How many teachers can we use this growth measure for?
o Effort – What is required of school personnel to create this measure?
o Fairness – Does the measure correlate to student characteristics currently
available?
o Simplicity – Is the score easily understood?
o Validity – Does it actually measure teacher effectiveness?
o Reliability – Is the result consistently achieved each time?
o Timeliness – Is the data current or lagging?
o Standardization – Is the model implemented with fidelity across all school
systems?
b. Review of Student Growth Percentile – Compare all students who achieved the same
baseline score.
c. Educator Impact Model - Uses multiple factors to predict the score for the year related
to teacher impact.
d. Comparing Student Growth Measures using the key characteristics (see figure 6).

Figure 6: Comparison of Student Growth Models based on the Key Measure Characteristics

4) Workgroup members also discussed school-wide measures and district assessments. Workgroup
members were not in favor of school-wide measures because it held teachers accountable for
students that they did not teach. Workgroup members were also not in favor of district
assessments. This is due to the variability in assessments and the time and resources that it
would take to create an assessment for each content area. Workgroup members also felt that
this approach would not be fair to teachers of multiple content areas such as elementary school
teachers.
5) The workgroup members reviewed five options for teacher evaluations. For each option,
notable features were reviewed. Workgroup members were asked to analyze characteristics of
each model. Refer to the next page for a summary of models reviewed.
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Figure 7: Option 1 - Danielson Framework and Student Growth Percentiles

Figure 8: Option 2 - Danielson Framework and District-Designed Assessments
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Figure 9: Option 3 - Danielson Framework and Educator Impact/Value Added Model

Figure 10: Option 4 - Danielson Framework and Student Learning Objectives

Figure 11: Option 5 – Workgroup Developed Model
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Workgroup members were instructed to take the options back to their organizations and collect
feedback and suggestions to share at the next meeting.

February 15, 2019 Meeting Minutes
Attendees:
 Terry Ball, Maryland Association of Elementary School Principals
 Tiara Booker-Dwyer, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Bridgette Blue Laney, Prince George’s County Public Schools
 Cheryl Bost, Maryland State Education Association
 Dr. Faith Connolly, Baltimore Education Research Consortium
 Juliann Dibble, Howard County Public Schools
 Dr. Matthew Duque, MSDE Office of Research
 Dr. Bonnie Ennis, Wicomico County Public Schools
 Dr. Brian Eyer, MSDE, Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Tom Evans, Maryland Association of Secondary School Principals
 Linda Gill, Public School Superintendents’ Association of Maryland
 Laura Liccione, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Carla McCoy, Baltimore Teachers Union
 Angela Minnici, Mid-Atlantic Comprehensive Center
 Edmund Mitzel, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
 Dr. Christopher Morphew, Johns Hopkins University
 Dr. Kristi Murphy, Prince George’s County Public Schools
 Nancy Reynolds, Maryland Association of Boards of Education
 Michael Sedgewick, Maryland PTA
 Dr. Carolyn Teigland, Public School Superintendents’ Association of Maryland
 Jeffery Terziev, Mathematica Policy Research
 Dr. Elias Walsh, Mathematica Policy Research
 Dr. Li Wang, MSDE Office of Leadership Development and School Improvement
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Dr. Starlin Weaver, Salisbury University

1) Sharing Feedback from Workgroup Members
Workgroup members were asked to share feedback from their organization feedback related to
student growth measures presented during the prior meeting. Many participants shared that
student learning objectives are not a successful measure of student growth because of the wide
range of variability in school systems across the state. Additionally, SLOs require a lot of time
and resources to implement them with fidelity. Participants stated their preference is to
maintain local control over their evaluation model, especially if they were experiencing any level
of success. A common theme arose surrounding the concern that a change in the student
growth model would require further training and resources, which would create a hardship
among many local school systems. Local school systems would like more time to implement
SLOs and to have more training on the development and implementation of SLOs.

2) Desired State for Student Growth Measures
The discussion for the desired state of student growth measures emphasized the importance of
recognizing the teacher impact on all students with a focus on disadvantaged students in the
lowest performing schools. Members of the work group advocated for the need to use multiple
measures in the student growth component. Multiple measures will allow for triangulation of
data to provide a better picture of teacher performance.
3) Purpose of Teacher Evaluations
Workgroup members returned to a discussion of the purposes for teacher evaluation. Members
selected different purpose for evaluations and the Mid-Atlantic Comprehensive Center matched
the purpose to a growth measure. Figure 12 matches evaluation purpose with a growth
measure.

Figure 12: Evaluation Purpose and Corresponding Growth Measure(s)
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Purpose

Growth
model

Student
Learning
Objectives

X

X

X

X

1. Find out whether grade-level or
instructional teams are meeting specific
achievement goals
2. Determine whether a teacher’s students
are meeting achievement gains
3. Gather information to provide teachers
with guidance related to identified
strengths and areas for growth
4. Examine the effectiveness of teachers in
lower elementary grades for which no test
scores from previous years are available to
predict student achievement
5. Determine supports for new teachers

Classroom
Observation

Teacher Self
Reports

Student
Surveys

X

X

X

X
X

6. Determine whether a new teacher is
meeting performance expectations in the
X
classroom
7. Gather information to determine what
professional learning opportunities are
X
X
X
needed for individual teachers,
instructional teams, grade-level teams, etc.
8. Determine how students perceive a
teacher’s instructional efforts.
9. Determine who would qualify to become a
X
X
X
mentor, coach or teacher leader
10. Gather information on a teacher’s ability
to work collaboratively with colleagues to
evaluate needs of and determine
X
appropriate instruction for at-risk or
struggling students
Source: Adapted from A Practical Guide to Designing Teacher Evaluation Systems https://gtlcenter.org/sites/default/files/docs/practicalGuideEvalSystems.pdf

X

X

X

X

4) Review of Measures for Student Growth
A discussion was facilitated by members of Mathematica Policy Research to provide participants
the opportunity to address remaining questions about student growth measures. The team
presented excerpts from the Student Growth Measures Fact Sheet.
5) Shown below are the results for the consensus activity for 5 options for student growth (see
figure 13).
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Figure 13: Preliminary Recommendations from Workgroup Members for Student Growth
Measures
Professional Practice and
Student Growth Measure

Option


1



2

3







Danielson Framework
Student Growth Percentile
(tested areas)
Student Learning Objective for
non-tested subjects
Danielson Framework
District Made Assessments for
all teachers.
Student growth- Student
Growth Percentile or educator
impact
Danielson Framework
Educator Impact mode (tested
areas) and
SLO for non-tested subjects

Workgroup Recommendations and Comments

0 recommendations for this model

0 recommendations for this model

0 recommendations for this model
5 recommendations with written comments:

4




o
o
o
o

Danielson Framework
SLO for all teachers

o
o
o

o

Better implementation of SLOs
There is no real consensus among the workgroup
Pause on SLOs
Pause until Maryland Comprehensive Assessment Program is in
place
Option 1- assessment is changing- SGP- with two different
assessments would be suspected and doesn’t apply to all teachers
Option 2- cost prohibitive for districts
Option 3- too complex for a district to implement
Option 4- we have already shown that it [SLOs for all] does not
work

7 recommendations with written comments:
o
o
o
o
o

5

-Open to suggestions and
recommendations from Workgroup

o
o
o
o
o

o
Abstain

3 workgroup members abstained

Option 4.1= growth + impact
With changes in SLO and/or process
Maintain until clarity is provided [from State]
Must be reliable and valid assessment
Pause, at this time, with student achievement until new state
assessment is fully developed and available for districts to react
Develop Danielson and SLO with fidelity
Maryland State Education Association: corrections and
streamlining of SLOs need to occur in many school systems
Maintain local models with great flexibility
[SLOs] provide same measure for all subjects/levels
Keep current language on professional practice domains
Work to remove [student] growth in law

9 members representing MSDE, Mid-Atlantic Comprehensive
Center at West Ed, Mathematica Policy Research abstained
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A PPENDIX 2: SUMMARY OF STUDENT S URVEYS FOR T EACHER E VALUATION
The table below provides an overview of commonly used student surveys for teacher evaluation. The Maryland State Department of Education
does not endorse any particular survey. The list of surveys is supplied for informational purposes only.
Instrument/
Developer

Constructs Assessed

Validity and Reliability Studies1


1. Tripod survey
by Ronald Ferguson
http://tripodproject.
org/

7 Cs of teaching practices
 Caring
 Captivating
 Conferring
 Controlling
 Clarifying
 Challenging
 Consolidating







Using data from a teacher
teaching multiple classes,
student perceptions are
consistent across classes
(correlations between .58
and .68).
Additionally, perceptions in
one class predict to
achievement gains in another
class.
Each dimension is highly
reliable (.80 and above) and
consistent across the school
year (.70–.85).
Control and challenge
dimensions have the highest
correlations with value-added
measures (Bill & Melinda
Gates Foundation, 2010).

Grade(s) Used

Tailored surveys
for Grades K–2,
Grades 3–5, and
Grades 6–12

Number of Items2

36 items3 in
Grades 3–5; 35
items in Grades
6–12

Additional Information

Provides schools, districts, and
states with training and support
for implementation and
analysis. Contact the provider
for additional information about
cost and implementation.

1

More rigorous studies should be conducted with all measures reviewed. Many of the validity and reliability studies were not conducted for variations of the
tool or across all age ranges for which the developers state the tool is used. Future research should look at how the constructs work across all grades in which
the survey is used.
2
Numbers of items vary depending on the age level. Not all instruments were clear about variations among age levels.
3
Number of items was not located for the K–2 version.
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Instrument/
Developer

Constructs Assessed

Validity and Reliability Studies1


2. My Student
Survey
by Ryan Balch
www.mystudentsurv
ey.com

3. iKnow My Class
Survey
by Russell Quaglia
www.iKnowMyClass.
com








Presenter
Manager
Counselor
Coach
Motivational speaker
Content expert







Engagement
Relevance
Relationships
Class efficacy
Cooperative learning
environment
Critical thinking
Positive pedagogy
Discipline problems












One major research study
conducted by the survey
developer included more
than 15,000 students and 900
teachers in Georgia, as part
of the state’s Race to the Top
initiative (Balch, 2012).
The study reported that the
constructs were reliable and
valid measures.
Student perceptions of
teacher behavior predicted to
student engagement and
academic efficacy, as well as
value-added models.
A technical report provides
information about studies of
the tool’s validity and
reliability, conducted by
developers (Bundick, 2011).
The survey was validated
with more than 5,000 middle
and high school students in
the United States and United
Kingdom.

Grade(s) Used

Elementary,
middle, and high
school versions

Grades 3–5;
Grades 6–12

Number of Items2

63 items

27 items for
Grades 3–5
Two forms for
Grades 6–12 (20item form; 50item form)

Additional Information

Provides schools, districts, and
states with training and support
for implementation and
analysis. Contact the provider
for additional information about
cost and implementation.

Provides schools, districts, and
states with training and support
for implementation and
analysis. Contact the provider
for additional information about
cost and implementation.
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Instrument/
Developer

Constructs Assessed

Validity and Reliability Studies1





4. Questionnaire on
Teacher Interaction
(QTI)
by Wubbels & Levy








Leadership
Helping/
friendly
Understanding
Student freedom
Uncertain
Dissatisfied
Admonishing
Strict





Grade(s) Used

The QTI is predicted to
student achievement and
positive student attitudes
(den Brok, Brekelmans, &
Wubbels, 2004; Koul &
Fisher, 2005; Kyriakides,
2005).
The QTI has been validated in
multiple international
research studies. The number
of items per dimension
fluctuated depending on the
Grades 5–6;
study (e.g., Goh & Fraser,
Grades 6–12
1996; Kokkinos,
Charalambous, & Davazoglou,
2009; Kyriakides, 2005;
Wubbels & Levy, 1991).
Reliability estimates varied
depending on the study
(Kokkinos et al., 2009;
Kyriakides, 2005).
The study found gender
differences (girls perceived
more cooperative behavior;
boys perceived teachers as
more oppositional).

Number of Items2

Number varies
depending on
study

Additional Information

Provides schools, districts, and
states with training and support
for implementation and
analysis. Contact the provider
for additional information about
cost and implementation.
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Instrument/
Developer

Constructs Assessed

5. 5 Essentials
by University of
Chicago Consortium
on Chicago School
Research (CCSR)
https://illinois.5essentials.org/2012/

Two of the five essential
elements contain student
perceptions of
classrooms:
 Supportive
environment
(academic
personalism,
academic press, peer
support for academic
work)
 Ambitious instruction
(math instruction,
English instruction,
course clarity)

6. SurveyWorks
by Rhode Island
Department of
Elementary and
Secondary
Education
http://www.ride.ri.g
ov/informationAcco
untability/RIEducatio
nData/SurveyWorks.
aspx




Teacher practice
Student engagement

Validity and Reliability Studies1






In a major study on school
reform in the 1990s, CCSR
validated the majority of
measures in the 5Essentials in
more than 200 schools in
Chicago Public Schools across
multiple years (Bryk, Sebring,
Allensworth, Luuescu, &
Easton, 2010).
CCSR provides customized
reports for schools in Chicago
and Detroit based on the
results of the 5Essentials.

No publicly available or peer
reviewed research is
documented with the survey.

Grade(s) Used

Number of Items2

Additional Information

Grades 3–12

33 items related
to the
subdimensions

Provides schools, districts, and
states with training and support
for implementation and
analysis. Contact the provider
for additional information about
cost and implementation.

Grades 4–5;
Grades 6–8;
Grades 9–12

No information
available

No additional information
available
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Instrument/
Developer

Constructs Assessed

Validity and Reliability Studies1



7. Child
Development
Project survey
by Developmental
Studies Center





Student autonomy
and influence
Classroom
supportiveness
(peers)
Enjoyment of class
Trust in and respect
for teachers






8. Learner-Centered
Battery (LCB)
by Barbara
McCombs

Personal/social
dimension
 Metacognitive/
cognitive dimension
 Affective/
motivational
dimension
 Developmental/
individual differences






Measures were used within a
program evaluation of the
social-emotional learning
program, Child Development
Project (Developmental
Studies Center, 2005).
Multiple studies have been
conducted to validate the
survey. The measures have
been used in evaluations with
more than 3,000 students
(e.g., Solomon, Battistich,
Kim, & Watson, 1997)
Reliability of the measures is
good (.84–.91), except for
enjoyment of class (.66).
The developer conducted two
validation studies with more
than 9,000 middle school
students (McCombs, Lauer, &
Peralez, 1997).
Reliability with measures is
good (.71–.91) for the four
constructs.
The survey has been used in a
variety of research studies
(e.g., Meece, 2003).

Grade(s) Used

Number of Items2

Grades 3–5;
Grades 6–8

38 items

Grades K–3;
Grades 4–5;
Grades 6–12

25 items

Additional Information

No additional information
available

No additional information
available
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Instrument/
Developer

Constructs Assessed

Validity and Reliability Studies1




9. Patterns of
Adaptive Learning
Survey (PALS)
by Carol Midgley and
colleagues
http://www.umich.e
du/~pals/manuals.ht
ml






10. Classroom Life
Measure
by Johnson &
Johnson








Teacher achievement
goals for classroom
(mastery,
performance–
approach,
performance–
avoidance)
Classroom
achievement goals
(mastery,
performance–
approach,
performance–
avoidance)
Teacher academic
support
Teacher personal
support
Peer academic
support
Peer personal support
Cooperative learning
Positive goal
interdependence
Resource
interdependence
Working with
heterogeneous peers
Fairness of grading












Grade(s) Used

Number of Items2

Additional Information

Developers note the validity
study of the measures in the
manual (Midgley et al., 2000).
Measures are used widely in
the study of classroom
learning environments and
student motivation.
Measures predict to a variety
of student outcomes (e.g.,
efficacy, engagement,
regulation).
Measures ask students about
teacher behaviors and
activities in the classroom
that orient students to
learning goals.

Elementary,
middle, and high
school

3–5 items per
construct

No additional information
available

Reliability and validity study
was originally conducted with
883 students (Johnson,
Johnson, & Anderson, 1983).
Reliability estimates ranged
by construct from moderate
to high (.61–.83).
Select measures have been
used in a variety of other
research studies (e.g., Patrick,
Ryan, & Kaplan, 2007).

Validated in
Grades 4–9

39 items

No additional information
available
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Instrument/
Developer

Constructs Assessed

Validity and Reliability Studies1


11. Constructivist
Learning
Environment Survey
(CLES)
by Johnson &
McClure
http://surveylearnin
g.moodle.com/cles/







Personal relevance
Uncertainty
Critical voice
Shared control
Student negotiations






Grade(s) Used

Reliability and validity studies
have been conducted with
more than 1,000 students in
science classrooms (reliability
coefficients were high, .74–
.85) (Nix, Fraser, & Ledbetter,
2005).
The survey was used to
evaluate a science reform
Middle and high
initiative in Texas.
school
It has been used mostly in
math and science classrooms
and has been validated
mostly as a teacher selfreport.
There have been recent
advances to make it a student
report along the same
dimensions.

Number of Items2

30 items

Additional Information

No additional information
available
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Measuring progress in
the classroom: How do
different student growth
measures compare?
Many educator evaluation
systems include growth in
student achievement among
their measures of
performance. Student growth
measures aim to describe
gains in learning among a
group of students, such as those in a teacher’s class
or a school during a school year, based on how much
their test scores changed. These measures can be
combined with other educator performance measures,
such as scores from classroom observations, to help
states, districts, and schools identify the highest- and
lowest-performing teachers.i
HOW CAN EDUCATION AGENCIES USE
STUDENT GROWTH MEASURES?
Education agencies can use the results of student
growth measures for several purposes, including
helping teachers improve or, in combination with other
measures, making consequential personnel decisions
about individual teachers. Information gleaned from
student growth measures can inform: ii, iii, iv

WHAT ARE SOME CONSIDERATIONS WHEN
SELECTING A GROWTH MEASURE?
When choosing the best growth measure, education
agencies should consider the following factors, which
can affect the fairness, accuracy, and usefulness of a
growth measure.
 Whether the measure has been validated. A

validated student growth measure has been
tested and is known to accurately reflect
teachers’ impacts on student learning and might
therefore be a better tool.

 The approach used to calculate growth and the

number of factors outside teachers' control the
approach accounts for. Some approaches use a
statistically rigorous process to relate students'
prior and current test scores. Some also account
for other factors, such as additional student
background characteristics, that may produce a
more valid and reliable (consistent) measure of
the progress students make during the school
year. However, statistically rigorous approaches
accounting for other factors may be conceptually
more challenging for teachers to understand.

 Whether the measure can be calculated for and

used to describe the performance of most
teachers. Growth measures that rely on student
test scores from standardized tests can be
calculated only for teachers of grades and
subjects with the requisite tests.

 Whether to use multiple growth measures. Some

states and districts use multiple growth
measures, such as one for teachers whose
students have test scores and another for
teachers whose students do not.

 How the growth measure will be used, such as for

developmental or evaluative purposes. Some
growth measures, such as those based on endof-year test scores, are only available at certain
points in the year, potentially limiting their uses.

We want to hear from you! Please contact us!

November 2018

All growth measures can produce imprecise results when based on few students, which means chance or luck
may influence the results. Education agencies should consider combining growth measures with other
information, especially for consequential decisions.i Additionally, the accuracy and usefulness of a growth
measure depends on measuring meaningful outcomes for students, such as a standardized test aligned with
the curriculum.
THE MOST COMMONLY USED GROWTH MEASURES AND THEIR TRADE-OFFS
Educator impact models, also called value-added models, use a statistical
process to distinguish a teacher’s impact on the growth in his or her students’ test
scores from other factors outside the teacher’s control. The models commonly
account for prior achievement scores and student background characteristics.
Using these factors, the models calculate a typical test score for each student
based on the performance of other similar students. The models compare the
typical score with the student’s actual score and attribute the difference to the
educator. For each teacher, the differences are averaged across all of the students
in the teacher’s classes.
Strengths and limitations

+

-

Have been validated as measures of teachers’ impacts on
studentsv
Can be calculated only for teachers of grades and subjects
with the requisite student test scores
Are statistically complex and can be difficult to report or
explain clearly to stakeholders

Student growth percentiles compare the test scores of students with similar prior scores. Using a
statistical process, students are ranked according to where they fall in the distribution of students with similar
prior scores. For example, a student who scores better than 80 percent of students with similar prior scores is
assigned to the 80th percentile. Teachers are assigned a score based on the average or median percentile of
their students.
Strengths and limitations

+

-

Typically account for fewer factors outside teachers’ control,
which may make the approach conceptually easier to
understand than educator impact models
Less evidence of validity compared to educator impact
models vi
Accounting for fewer factors outside of teachers’ control could
result in less accurate evaluations
Like impact models, student growth percentile models are
statistically complex and can be calculated only for teachers
of grades and subjects with the requisite student test scores

We want to hear from you! Please contact us!

Student learning objectives measure teachers’ progress toward accomplishing goals the teachers set.
The goals might be set with input from the teachers’ principals or district staff and can be based on a wide
range of measures such as state assessments, district assessments, teacher-developed assessments, and
non-assessment outcomes like attendance.
Strengths and limitations

+
+

-

Can be used for all teachers
Allows teachers to set their own goals, so may be viewed as
more connected to instructional improvement
Difficult to implement rigorously and consistently
Difficult to meaningfully compare performance across
teachers
Does not use a statistically rigorous process and may not
sufficiently account for factors outside of teachers’ controlvii
May not provide a valid or accurate measure of a teacher’s
contribution to student learning viii

REFERENCES
i

Kane and Staiger (2012)
Garet et al. (2017)
iii
Papay et al. (2016)
iv
Chiang et al. (2017); Dee and Wyckoff (2015); Glazerman et al. (2013); Walsh and Dotter (2014)
v
Kane and Staiger (2008); Kane et al. (2013); Glazerman et al. (2013); Chetty et al. (2014); Rothstein (2017); Bacher-Hicks et al. (2014)
vi
Walsh and Isenberg (2015); Goldhaber et al. (2014)
vii
McCullough et al. (2015); Gill et al. (2013, 2014)
viii
Tennessee Department of Education (2012); Proctor et al. (2011); Austin Independent School District (2012)
ii

This work was funded by the U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences (IES) under contract EDIES-17-C-0006, with REL Mid-Atlantic, administered by Mathematica Policy Research. The content of the fact sheet does
not necessarily reflect the views or policies of IES or the U.S. Department of Education, nor does mention of trade names,
commercial products, or organizations imply endorsement by the U.S. government

