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Professional Practice 50% Student Growth 50% 
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Professional Practice 50% Student Growth 50% 

State Framework: 
Principal Evaluation System Overview 
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Evaluation Cycle 
 Nontenured Teachers and Teachers Rated Ineffective  

 Evaluated annually on student growth and professional 
practice. 

 Tenured Teachers 
 Year 1: Evaluated on professional practice and student 

growth.  
 Years 2 and 3: Evaluated on student growth. Professional 

practice rating from previous year can be used if teacher 
was rated effective or highly effective. 

 Principals 
 Evaluated annually on student growth and professional 

practice. 



Most Maryland Teachers are Rated 
 Effective or Highly Effective 
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LEAs Range From Reporting 92% Highly Effective 
Teachers to Less Than 2% Highly Effective Teachers 
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The Percent of Teachers Rated Ineffective is Nearly Ten Times Greater 
in High Poverty Schools Than in Low Poverty Schools 
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Poverty is defined using the method for the Annual APR report: n FARMS/Enrollment sorted into statewide quartiles. 



The Percent of Teachers Rated Ineffective is Nearly Eight Times Greater in Schools  
with a High Population Of African-American  and Hispanic/Latino Students  
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High Poverty Schools with a High Population of African-American 
and Hispanic/Latino Students are 12 Times More Likely to Have 

Teachers Who are Rated as Ineffective 
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Inexperienced Teachers Account for the Greatest  
Percentage of Ineffective Ratings  
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Instructional Delivery is a Dominant Contributor to 
Highly Effective Ratings 
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Most Maryland Principals are Rated  
Effective or Highly Effective 
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LEAs Range from Reporting 96% Highly Effective 
Principals to 0% Highly Effective Principals 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

H

E

I

HE 



Principals Rated as Ineffective are Concentrated in High 
Poverty Schools that have a High Population of             
African-American and Hispanic/Latino Students 
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Next Steps 
 Discuss data with Superintendents and identify how 

inequities will be resolved. 
 Explore revision of state frameworks for educator 

evaluations. 
 Collect and analyze effectiveness ratings for the 

2016-2017 school year. 
 Provide professional learning experiences and 

resources that support effective and equitable 
practices.  
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