Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Colorado
Vision:
N/A
Performance Categories:
4—Ineffective, Partially Effective, Effective, Highly Effective
A teacher’s performance category is assigned based on the following matrix:
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“Implications for support” and “implications for earning or losing non-probationary status” are articulated for each performance category.
Performance Standards:
6 Quality Standards—1-Know Content, 2-Establish Environment, 3-Facilitate Learning, 4-Reflect on Practice, 5-Demonstrate Leadership, and 6-Student Growth
Each standard has 3-8 descriptors comprised of mandatory language from the state as well as “descriptions that are intended to help districts develop or choose their own observation and measurement tools.”
Districts determine weights of each standard, but standard 6, student growth, must represent 50% of final rating and each of standards 1-5 must each represent at least 15% of the remaining 50% of final rating (or at least 7.5% of the final rating).
Process and Qualitative Measures:
Observation plus at least one other method is prescribed.  Observations must be “aligned with technical guidance provided by CDE.”
Other methods are student perception measures (surveys), peer feedback, feedback from parents or guardians, and review of teacher lesson plans or student work samples.
Districts must “adopt multiple measures of effectiveness and processes that ensure systematic data collection,” and “data must be gathered with sufficient frequency.”  
Quantitative Measures:
A teacher’s performance on standard 6 should be evaluated based on “the academic growth of the teacher’s students in the content area delivered by the teacher” and on “the academic growth of students attributable to all educators who are responsible, directly or indirectly, for ensuring that such students attain mastery of” standards.  “Schools are highly encouraged to include measures of student growth for students that are attributable to multiple teachers.”
No quantitative measures are prescribed for standard 6.
Districts must “select multiple measures according to teaching assignment,” and “data must be gathered with sufficient frequency.”
In collaboration, districts must “categorize personnel into appropriate categories based on availability of state summative assessment data” and “articulate to each educator” his or her category and assign teachers a role of “’teacher of record’ versus ‘contributing professional’”.  Districts choose or develop appropriate measures for each category.  Assessment measures are considered based on 
Results of discussions with teachers
Technical quality of the analytic methods available
State criterion-referenced/standards-based
Student-level assessment data from district-created or vendor-created assessment tools that are comparable across classrooms with demonstrated rigor which meet CDE guidelines for technical quality
Student-level assessment data using unique teacher- or school-based measures collected at the school or individual classroom level, which do not meet the higher technical requirements of the other two categories but which do comply with minimal CDE requirements
Districts use the following flowchart to use the best possible measures in given circumstances:
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CGM=Colorado Growth Model, “Conditional Status”=No Definition Offered
Evaluators:
No specific guidelines set for who evaluates or specific training for evaluators.  CDE is mandated to provide specific guidance supporting use of qualitative measures.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated annually.
No appeals process is articulated.
No specific resources or guidance for non-classroom teachers is given.
Full implementation will be in the 2013-2014 school year.

View the Colorado Model
(http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/Partner-SCEE.asp)












Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Delaware
Vision:
“DPAS II establishes consistent educator and student performance expectations and outcomes across all schools.”  The three main purposes are to assure and support educator’s professional growth, continuous improvement of student outcomes, and quality educators in every school building and classroom.
Performance Categories:
4—Ineffective, Needs Improvement, Effective, Highly Effective
The overall performance rating is based on separate ratings in 5 components with a “satisfactory” or “exceeds” rating for component 5 (student improvement) required to be rated “effective” or “highly effective” overall.
Teachers are expected to perform at or above the “effective” level.
Performance Standards:
5 Components—(1) Planning and Preparation, (2) Classroom Environment, (3) Instruction, (4) Professional Responsibilities, (5) Student Improvement
Components 1-4 each have 4-5 “criterion,” and each criterion has 2-5 “elements.”
For components 1-4, a rubric with 4 performance categories articulated for each element and a rubric with 4 performance categories articulated for each criterion are provided.  Potential evidence sources are provided for each component.
Process and Qualitative Measures:
Professional Responsibilities Form and conference—Fall—Focuses on component 4.
Classroom observations throughout the school year with Pre-Observation Form (optional for experienced teachers), pre-observation conference, observation (minimum 30 minutes), Lesson Reflection Template (optional), post-observation conference (with performance ratings), and Formative Feedback Form—Focus on components 1-4.
Observations may be announced or unannounced.  (No Pre-Observation Form or pre-observation conference for unannounced observations)
Novice teachers receive a minimum of two announced and one unannounced observation.  Experienced teachers with satisfactory ratings on their most recent summative evaluation receive a minimum of one announced observation each year.  Experienced teachers with unsatisfactory ratings on their last summative evaluation receive a minimum of one announced and one unannounced observation each year.
Summative Evaluation Form and conference for components 1-5–Spring.  Teachers receive a rating of “satisfactory” or “unsatisfactory” for components 1-4; “exceeds,” “satisfactory,” or “unsatisfactory” for component 5; and an overall rating of “highly effective,” “effective,” “needs improvement,” or “ineffective.”  Teachers also receive commendations, recommendations (nonbinding) and expectations (binding).
Improvement Plan—Required when (1) a lesson observed is rated “unsatisfactory” as a result of unsatisfactory performance in one or more components, (2) a teacher’s overall performance is rated “needs improvement” or “ineffective” on the Summative Evaluation Form, or (3) a teacher’s overall performance is rated “effective” on the Summative Evaluation Form but one or more components is rated “unsatisfactory.”
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Quantitative Measures:
Based on school-wide goal setting, teachers complete a Measures Selection Form and engage in a measures selection conference in the fall.
3-part measure of student growth for component 5
Part 1 (30%)—School-wide Assessment Measure—State summative test-based (DCAS) using “AYP” scores.  Each teacher is given a score based on either school-wide DCAS reading or school-wide DCAS math results, whichever is higher.  School results are based on the proficiency (status) metric or the fall-spring (growth) metric.
Part 2 (20%)—Student Cohort Assessment Measure—DCAS-based using “instructional” scores.  For teachers in tested areas, all the teacher’s students are considered part of the cohort and the measure is tied to the teacher’s participation in a PLC.  For teachers whose assignment does not fall in a tested area, the teacher identifies a cohort of students (based on data analysis for the school and administrative approval) within a test grade/subject-area who are “touched” regularly by the teacher.  This component reflects fall-spring growth on DCAS.
Part 3 (50%)—Teacher Specific Assessment Measure—Non-DCAS based.  Measures will be developed by DDE subcommittees and directly tied to teachers’ teaching assignments.
Other weighting options are provided if one of the 3 parts is not approved in a teacher’s area.
For component 5, teachers are assigned a point score on a scale of 100—80-100 exceeds, 50-79 is satisfactory, and 0-49 is unsatisfactory.
Evaluators:
Evaluators are teachers’ direct supervisors—building principals and assistant principals.  District office administrators may also evaluate.
Evaluators must complete DPAS II training to be credentialed by DDE.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated on a one- or two-year cycle depending on status and length of service.
An appeal, or “challenge” process, is articulated.  Teachers are encouraged to voice concerns directly to their evaluators and in writing.  If not resolved, the teacher may submit a written challenge to the evaluator’s supervisor.  Teachers may challenge conclusions of lesson observations rated “unsatisfactory” and any rating on the Summative Evaluation Form.
There are separate systems for specialists and administrators. 
View the Delaware Model
(http://www.doe.k12.de.us/csa/dpasii/default.shtml)

Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Georgia
Vision:
Two-fold purpose—improvement and accountability
Performance Categories:
2—Unsatisfactory and Satisfactory
Strands are rated using a four-level rubric—not evident, emerging, proficient, and exemplary.  Any strand rated as “not evident” results in an unsatisfactory annual evaluation.
Any “unresolved unsatisfactory score” on any Georgia Teacher Duties and Responsibilities (GTDR) item results in an unsatisfactory GTDR and unsatisfactory annual evaluation.  GTDR items are rated as satisfactory, unsatisfactory, or not applicable.
An evaluator-developed, monitored Professional Development Plan for Improvement is required for teachers with a rating of “unsatisfactory.”
Performance Standards:
5 Strands of Teacher Quality—Curriculum and Planning, Standards-Based Instruction, Assessment of Student Learning, Professionalism, and Student Achievement
Each of the first four “strands” has 1-4 “performance standards,” and each “performance standard” has 1-5 “elements.”
A “continuum of improvement” rubric with 4 performance levels for each “element” is provided.  The rubric also includes examples of evidence for each performance category for “element.”  Teacher, observation, conference, and student evidence is categorized.
Process and Qualitative Measures:
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Phase One—Fall.  The teacher self-assesses based on the rubric and drafts a Professional Growth Plan (PGP).  The teacher and evaluator finalize the PGP and set student achievement targets for the student achievement strand.  The evaluator may assign elements for teachers’ PGPs, and teachers may collaborate to develop a common PGP.
Phase Two—Throughout the School Year.  Evidence is collected through a minimum of two short, unannounced classroom observations; a minimum of one longer, announced classroom observation; and “other sources.”  A Formative Analysis for CLASS Keys form is completed for all observations, and a post-observation conference is required.  A pre-conference may be requested, and teachers submit lesson plans for formal observations beforehand.  Teachers record progress on PGP form at a minimum of two quarterly updates. (Evaluators may provide positive or corrective feedback using the Georgia Teacher Duties and Responsibilities form at any time during the school year.)
Phase Three—Annual performance is assessed based on the continuum of improvement rubric.  The student achievement strand is scored based on “actual impact upon student achievement compared to goals” from phase one.  The teacher’s performance on the Georgia Teacher Duties and Responsibilities (GTDR) is also reviewed.  (Evaluators may provide positive or corrective feedback using the GTDR form at any time during the school year.)
Quantitative Measures:
Districts select assessment measures; the use of multiple measures is encouraged.  The teacher and evaluator are responsible for determining student achievement goals.  Goals may be individual or common to a group of teachers.  Pre-assessment, interim, and post-assessment data are recorded on the PGP as data becomes available.
There are two possible elements for the quantitative component—GPS curriculum (state tested) and non-GPS curriculum (non-tested).  Both elements are scored based on the same “continuum of improvement.”
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If a teacher is only assigned classes which use a GPS curriculum, then that is the only element scored.  A teacher must be at the emerging level for a satisfactory evaluation.
If a teacher is only assigned classes which use a non-GPS curriculum, then that is the only element scored.  A teacher must be at the emerging level for a satisfactory evaluation.
If a teacher is assigned some classes which use a GPS curriculum and some classes which use a non-GPS curriculum, then both elements are scored.  A teacher must be at the emerging level for both elements for a satisfactory evaluation.
Evaluators:
“The school principal is responsible for the management of all teacher evaluation activities.”
Trainers must attend “state-approved, required training sessions, and any required update training.”
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated annually.
A complaints process is outlined for violations of CLASS Keys procedures.  Local decisions are not appealable to GDE.
Districts determine “which evaluation program” and/or portions of the GTDR are used for teachers in non-classroom or “special groups of teachers.”  No other models are offered by the state. 
View the Georgia Model
(http://www.doe.k12.ga.us/School-Improvement/Teacher-and-Leader-Effectiveness/Pages/default.aspx)



Teacher Growth and Evaluation Model Summary
Massachusetts
Vision:
5 Priorities—Place Student Learning at the Center, Promote Growth and Development, Recognize Excellence, Set a High Bar for Tenure, Shorten Timelines for Improvement
Performance Categories:
Educators earn two separate ratings.
Summative Rating of Educator Practice—4 Ratings—Unsatisfactory, Needs Improvement, Proficient, Exemplary
Rating of Impact on Student Learning—3 Ratings—Low, Moderate, High
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Performance Standards:
4 Standards—Curriculum, Planning, and Assessment; Teaching All Students; Family and Community Engagement; Professional Culture
Each “standard” has 3-6 “indicators,” and each “indicator” has 1-4 “elements.”
A rubric with four “levels of performance” articulated for each “element” is provided.
Process and Qualitative Measures:
Districts are required to implement (and the state model is built) around a 5-step process.
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There are one-year and two-year cycles.  A teacher’s cycle is based on years of experience and previous evaluations.  Both cycles contain the same elements and activities spread over the appropriate period of time.
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Step 1—Teachers self-assess against performance standards and analyze student data to propose two goals—one for professional practice and one for student learning.  Setting goals in teams and alignment with school goals is encouraged.
Step 2—Teachers share their self-assessments and proposed goals with evaluators.  Evaluators work with individual teachers and teams to finalize goals.  Teachers and evaluators develop educator plans based on goals.  There are four types of plan—Developing Educator Plan, Self-Directed Growth Plan, Directed Growth Plan, and Improvement Plan.  A teacher’s type of plan is based on previous evaluations and tenure/experience.
Step 3—Teachers implement the developed plan and continually collect evidence on “fulfillment of professional responsibilities and engagement with families.”  Evaluators conduct observations, provide feedback to teachers, and support plan implementation.  The majority of observations are 5-15 minute unannounced observations with focused feedback but no pre- or post-observation conferences.
Step 4—At the midpoint of implementation of the developed plan, the evaluator formatively assesses and provides feedback to the teacher regarding progress towards attaining goals and performance on performance standards.
Step 5—Evaluators analyze evidence “that demonstrates the educator’s performance against Performance Standards and evidence of the attainment of the goals in the Educator Plan to arrive at a rating on each standard and an overall performance rating based on the evaluator’s professional judgment.”  The summative evaluation has a separate rating of educators’ impact on student learning based on “trends and patterns in statewide and district-determined measures that are comparable across grade and/or subject” (beginning in 2013-2014).
Quantitative Measures:
To be implemented in 2013-2014.
Evaluators:
Identity and training of evaluators is not articulated in the state DOE model, but training modules and facilitator guides supporting the five-step process, a list of approved PD providers, and “regional networks of practice” are provided by the DOE.
Other Notes:
Teachers are evaluated on one- or two-year cycles.
No appeals process is articulated in the state model.
No specific resources or specific guidance or tools are provided for non-classroom teachers.
Implementation of educator impact of student learning gains will begin June 2012, and addition of feedback from students as evidence will begin June 2013.
The state DOE model is to be revised or adopted by districts, so state support materials are designed to not only lay out a model with flexibility but also support districts and schools with design and implementation.  The model’s guide contains guidance in the areas of time frame, requirements in regulations, conditions for readiness, considerations for planning, suggested resources, recommended actions, etc. for each step.  Sample forms are also provided. 
View the Massachusetts Model
(http://www.doe.mass.edu/edeval/)
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