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Chapter 1: Guidance in Developing Responsible Reporting Practices 

 
Under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2002 (NCLB), states receiving Title I funding are required to report 

specific information about teacher qualifications via public report cards and accountability workbooks 

for peer review. This information includes the number of teachers in each district who (a) are fully 

certified and/or licensed by the state, (b) hold at least a bachelor’s degree from a four-year institution, 

and (c) demonstrate competence in each core academic subject in which they teach. These 

requirements are aimed at holding state education agencies (SEAs) accountable for improving student 

learning outcomes through documentation of teachers’ qualifications and monitoring of the distribution 

of highly qualified teachers across each state.  

Under President Obama’s administration, the focus of federal requirements has shifted away from 

documenting teachers’ qualifications and toward examining teachers’ instructional effectiveness. States 

that have received Race to the Top funding and/or have been granted flexibility in relation to particular 

NCLB requirements are required to annually measure and report on the effectiveness of their teachers. 

In doing so, states can select models or methods that most effectively meet their needs and context, but 

a measure of student academic growth must be one component.1 At a minimum, they must report 

results in aggregate in their state accountability workbooks. While Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act (ESEA) reauthorization discussions are still underway, it appears likely that states receiving certain 

types of federal funding will be required to develop and implement plans that show they are holding 

their teachers accountable for contributing to students’ annual academic growth.2 

Scant attention has been paid to the issues that these agencies face in determining how best to report 

these results. As they consider how, when, and to whom to report findings from measures of teacher 

effectiveness, SEAs and local education agencies (LEAs) will want to consider the rights, needs, and 

diverse interests of many different stakeholder groups. Opportunities and challenges have emerged for 

those responsible for collecting and reporting this information, not only in determining what to report 

to whom, but also in identifying the optimal reporting format (Colmers, 2007; Jaeger, 2003). Also to be 

considered are the myriad of professional, legal, and political implications associated with each strategy. 

The situation for states and other jurisdictions seeking guidance is made murkier by virtue of two 

conditions. First, states are in very different places or stages in terms of reporting on measures of 

teacher effectiveness. Research for this paper revealed significant diversity across states in terms of how 

they currently are or plan to report information about teacher effectiveness. Some are following a 

determined course of action and already are reporting findings at some level, while others are in an 

early planning or pilot stage. Even those states with reporting plans in place frequently have only 

internal, nontransparent, or as-yet undefined reporting policies and structures that are not easily 

characterized (Bellwether Education Partners, 2011; National Comprehensive Center on Teacher Quality 

                                                             
1 Findings emerging from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation (BMGF)-funded Measures of Effective Teaching project 
suggest that two measures are particularly useful tools when used in conjunction with student growth: (1) classroom 
observations conducted by a school administrator using a research-supported rubric, and (2) well-designed student 
surveys (BMGF, 2010; 2012).  
2 Current and emerging federal directives include expectations for the evaluation of the effectiveness of principals, as 
well as teachers. While the focus of this paper is K-12 teachers, we expect that much of the guidance presented will be 
applicable to reporting findings from measures of principal effectiveness.  
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[TQ Center], 2012). Second, those states that are reporting on teacher effectiveness have adopted 

different approaches. A few have policies that require standardized reporting across all schools, while 

most of the others leave decision making about what and how to report entirely to district discretion. 

Reports developed at the district level vary widely, and may include a range of practices: 

 sharing observation comments or survey results during a private conversation between a 

teacher and school administrator; 

 sending student-specific letters to parents to inform them about their child’s teacher’s 

effectiveness rating; 

 maintaining interactive, password-protected websites that allow different levels of access to 

different stakeholder groups and that may enable teachers to dig more deeply into their own 

performance ratings; and 

 publicly releasing individual teacher names and effectiveness ratings and/or rankings, as 

compared to their peers. 

For illustrative purposes, it may be helpful to consider scenarios in which different types of reports of 

teacher effectiveness may be more useful than others.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

States clearly have many issues to consider as they weigh tradeoffs, wrestle with public and private 

rights and interests, and commit to a plan for reporting results from measures of teacher effectiveness. 

While there are no easy answers to this dilemma, research- and best practice-based guidelines suggest 

that attending to certain considerations early on in this process increases the likelihood that outcomes 

Scenario 1 
A district decides to report school-specific 
percentages of effective and ineffective teachers 
via a publicly available annual report or school 
report card. These aggregate data will be of 
particular interest to school and district 
administrators, parents contemplating a move to 
this community, and policymakers. But parents 
with children in this district who are viewing these 
data may be more interested in a different type of 
report, one that tells them specifically whether 
their child’s teacher is rated as effective.  

Scenario 2 
A state policy requires districts to report directly 
to parents a composite score derived from 
multiple measures of effectiveness at the teacher 
level. Parents appreciate such specificity because 
they now have information directly linked to their 
child’s classroom teacher(s). But parents who 
learn that their child has been assigned to a 
classroom with a teacher who is found to “need 
improvement” may need more information to 
help them understand what the rating is based on 
and the relationship between those criteria and 
the needs of their child.  

Scenario 3 
Findings collected annually from formal 
observations may be used only by a teacher and 
building principal as feedback that can be used 
formatively for annual goal setting and during 
decision making about professional development 
opportunities. But this teacher’s colleagues have 
noted that her students tend to perform poorly on 
state assessments in subsequent grades. This 
teacher’s peers wish that she attended more 
closely to her students’ performance on 
benchmark and end-of-year tests.  
 

Scenario 4 
Using value-added analyses of students’ end-of-
grade test scores, researchers estimate an 
effectiveness score for each teacher in a large 
urban district and provide the local newspaper 
with a rank ordered list (most to least effective) 
of teachers based on this one criterion. Without a 
guide to interpretation, this information is easily 
misinterpreted—or overinterpreted—by readers. 
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will be intentional and defensible. Such considerations may help states and districts develop strategies 

for fairly and clearly reporting information about a teacher’s instructional effectiveness that can be used 

to improve teaching and learning.  

Purpose  

This paper is intended to support states and other jurisdictions at all stages of planning and 

development as they move forward with implementing systems for reporting on measures of teacher 

effectiveness. In this forum, we seek to raise important questions, to provide research- and best-

practice-supported guidelines for several features of a comprehensive teacher effectiveness report, and 

to share illustrative examples from jurisdictions that have developed reporting tools and strategies.3  

Specifically, we address important questions about the following report features: 

 Purpose and target audience(s); 

 Measures from which results are reported; 

 Scoring, rating, and performance levels; 

 How the score was calculated and/or performance rated (e.g., criteria used); 

 Interpretation of results; and 

 Use of report or database. 

Comments about Seminal Resources Cited  

While guidelines specific to reporting findings from measures of teacher effectiveness—not traditional 

teacher evaluation data—are just emerging, much can be learned from lessons learned in other 

domains. Critical resources exist that provide general recommendations for effective reporting 

practices. These include the following:4 

1. Code of Ethics (American Educational Research Association [AERA], 2011; 

2. Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American Educational Research Association 

[AERA], the American Psychological Association [APA], & National Council on Measurement in 

Education [NCME], 1999; also draft version posted for review and comment, 2011); 

3. Graduate Record Examination [GRE] Guide to the Use of Scores (Educational Testing Service [ETS], 

2011); 

4. NAEP Validity Studies: Reporting the Results of the National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(Jaeger, 2003); 

5. Information Quality Guidelines (U.S. Department of Education [ED], n.d.); 

6. Standards and Assessments Peer Review Guidance (ED Office of Elementary and Secondary 

Education, 2009); 

7. Public Reporting and Transparency (Colmers, 2007);  

8. Student Test Score Reports and Interpretive Guides: Review of Current Practices and Suggestions for 

Future Research (Goodman & Hambleton, 2004); and  

9. Guidelines for Effective Score Reporting (Aschbacher & Herman, 1991). 

                                                             
3 See Appendix A for a list of sample reports and links to each. 
4 See Appendix B for a summary of key recommendations from each. 
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In combination, these resources provide useful, relevant, and timely considerations for states that are in 

the process of formulating strategies for reporting teacher effectiveness data. They suggest what types 

of data to include and the appropriate level of detail. They help developers consider the audience of the 

report and how best to convey information to that audience via text and graphic displays. They remind 

reporters of their responsibilities and offer cautions. Together, the resources send a common message: 

educational agencies should be proactive in determining a strategy and framework for reporting 

information of interest to their constituents. Though states may not yet know what types of data and at 

what levels to report, or in what form to report them, they can engage in thoughtful planning around 

their stakeholders’ needs and priorities for state-specific, customized reporting of data from measures 

of teacher effectiveness.  

Organization  

This paper is organized as follows:  

 Chapter 1: Guidance in Developing Responsible Reporting Practices 

 Chapter 2: Key Features of Comprehensive Reports that Present Findings from Measures of 

Teacher Effectiveness 

 Chapter 3: Teacher Effectiveness Reporting Practices in Seven Jurisdictions (Colorado, Indiana, 

New York City, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and District of Columbia) 

 Chapter 4: Legal Considerations  

 Chapter 5: Conclusions and Implications for Future Research 

 References 

 Appendix A: Sample Educator Effectiveness Reports from Selected Jurisdictions 

 Appendix B: Guidance on Reporting from Seminal Resources 

 Appendix C: Key Features of Educator Effectiveness Reports 

 Appendix D: Legislative and Policy Considerations that May Affect Reporting Practices
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Chapter 2: Key Features of Comprehensive Reports that Present Findings 
from Measures of Teacher Effectiveness 

 
Measures of teacher effectiveness are tools intended to help stakeholders better understand the 

strengths and limitations of teachers in preparing their students for the academic challenges of schooling 

at the next grade or level. Findings from these measures can be used for different purposes and may be 

intended for different target audiences. For example, findings may be used to provide feedback to 

teachers that can be used formatively to improve instruction, but they also may be used for high-stakes 

purposes, such as classroom- or school-level accountability or decision making about hiring, firing, and 

promotion. As a result, reporting these findings requires adherence to guidelines that will ensure that the 

information communicated to teachers, administrators, policymakers, parents, and the general public is 

complete, accurate, trustworthy, and delivered in a timely manner. 

As discussed in Chapter 1, a number of seminal documents provide general guidance to support states and 

other jurisdictions with implementation of responsible reporting practices. In this chapter, the key 

features of a high-quality report are identified and discussed. These include the following:5 

A. purpose and target audience(s); 

B. measures from which results are reported; 

C. scoring, rating, and/or performance levels; 

D. how the score was calculated or performance rated and the criteria used; 

E. interpretation of results; and 

F. use of report or database. 

Following a description of each, elements of reports currently used by states or districts for reporting on 

measures of teacher effectiveness will be highlighted.6 

A. Purpose and Target Audience(s)  

Guiding Questions: 

1. Why is a report needed? What purpose does it serve? 

2. What does the report explain?  

3. Who is the target audience for this report? With whom will information be shared? Who will have 

access to reports?  

4. What reporting format (e.g., paper copy or computer-supported database) and display features 

(e.g., data tables and graphics) best address these needs? 

Reports are developed for a number of reasons. States and districts may be required by law or regulation 

to report findings about teachers’ effectiveness. They also may seek to provide feedback annually to each 

teacher based on classroom observations. In either case, the purpose of the report should be 

transparent, with a clear statement that alerts readers to the developers’ intent (AERA et al., 1999; 

Goodman & Hambleton, 2004). In general, these purposes can be grouped by the stakes associated with 

how the reports will be used (Gallagher, Rabinowitz, and Yeagley, 2011).  

                                                             
5 See Appendix C for a summary of these features of reports used for low-, moderate-, and high-stakes purposes. 
6 See Appendix A for links to sample reports. 
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 A low-stakes report may be used as a professional development tool to facilitate teacher growth 

or to initiate school-level conversations about school improvement. These reports are intended 

to be used formatively to improve instructional practices.  

 A medium-stakes report may be used to guide decision making about the value of a particular 

initiative or intervention; it also may inform hiring or promotion decisions. The purpose may be 

to explore a research question, such as investigating the regions or districts with high 

concentrations of teachers who are deemed effective, or examining the characteristics of teacher 

preparation programs at which effective teachers are trained.  

 A high-stakes report might be used for accountability purposes at the classroom, school, district, 

state, and/or federal level or to inform decisions about incentive pay, tenure, or termination. This 

type of report usually includes a summative score or judgment about a teacher’s performance 

that can be used in comparison with other teachers (norm-referenced) or in relation to a policy-

based standard for performance (criterion-referenced).  

The purpose of the report is closely linked to the target audience. Developers will want to focus on both 

the purpose and the target audience when determining the content that will be presented and the 

format in which it will be presented. An effective and useful report takes into consideration what the 

target audience will find to be of interest and tailors the information presented—including the level of 

technical language—to meet its needs (Aschbacher & Herman, 1991; Jaeger, 2003).  

In many cases, states and districts may find that they need to develop different reporting strategies (e.g., 

bulletins, manuals, checklists, databases, and interactive websites) for different audiences (Aschbacher & 

Herman, 1991; Jaeger, 2003). Seeking input and/or feedback from key audiences can help developers 

verify their assumptions about the clarity, credibility, and usefulness of different reporting strategies. 

Finally, the reasons for reporting findings from measures of teacher effectiveness may change over time, 

thereby triggering the need to re-think the target audience and re-evaluate the content and/or format to 

ensure they remain appropriate for the purpose intended. 

B. Measures from Which Results Are Reported 

Guiding Questions: 

1. Which measures of teacher effectiveness system are used in reporting?  

2. How was this measure identified, administered, and validated? What evidence supports claims 

that this measure is appropriate for the purpose of measuring teacher effectiveness? 

The research community has emphasized that states and districts should plan and implement systems 

that include multiple measures of teacher effectiveness (BMGF, 2010; 2012; Gallagher et al., 2011; TQ 

Center, 2011; New Teacher Project, 2010a, 2010b). For teachers in tested grades and subjects, the 

systems may include student growth estimates that use performance on annual standardized tests or 

estimates from teacher value-added models. For teachers in non-tested grades and subjects, the 

systems may include vendor-developed measures, customized end-of-year or end-of-course 

examinations, or pre-post measures. For all teachers, the set of measures may include surveys, 

observation protocols, performance assessments, or results from content area assessments.  

Reports may include information about the steps taken during development to ensure content validity and 

alignment to the standards for performance. Mode of administration may be reported. Comprehensive 

reports also may include a theory of action or theoretical framework that links each measure to the scores 
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or judgments assigned to teachers. In addition, presenting evidence of predictive validity in these reports 

can help readers judge the usefulness of the measures for the purpose of measuring teacher 

effectiveness. 

Report readers will have questions about the quality and appropriateness of the measures, methods, and 

tools used to determine teacher effectiveness. They will expect the report to identify each measure, 

provide sufficient information from which to draw conclusions about the degree to which the data or 

findings presented are reliable and accurate, and the validity of each measure for the purpose intended (, 

Glazerman, Goldhaber, Loeb, Raudenbush, Staiger, & Whitehurst, 2011; Goodman & Hambleton, 2004; 

Jaeger, 2003; National Council on Teacher Quality [NCTQ], 2011; Zenisky & Hambleton, 2012). Report 

developers should strive to include evidence of the technical adequacy of each measure, such as details 

about field testing, internal consistency coefficients, degree of precision (or measurement error) associated 

with scores or judgments, classification consistency data, and findings about fairness from bias and 

sensitivity reviews. Yet developers also must be mindful of the purpose and target audience of the report 

so the amount and type of technical information provided is appropriate. For this reason, many 

jurisdictions may find that they need to develop multiple reports, each tailored to the unique needs and 

interests of the intended user. As when reporting results from annual end-of-grade assessments, a 

reasonable practice would be to ensure that a separate technical report or interpretive guide is accessible 

to report users who seek more detailed information about methodology, analyses, or ratings. 

C. Scoring, Rating, and/or Performance Levels 

Guiding Questions:  

1. What performance outcome is reported (e.g., a change or gain score, performance level, checklist 

summary, or descriptive information)? Is this outcome familiar to the target audience? 

2. At what level (individual vs. aggregate [subgroup, school, district, etc.]) are results reported? What 

evidence supports reporting at this level? 

3. Does the report format support the presentation of findings in a clear, attractive, and interpretable 

manner? 

A key element of any report is a listing of the scores or other judgments (e.g., performance levels or 

qualitative descriptions) assigned to each teacher or group of teachers (e.g., all those in one school or in 

one subject area or grade). These data may include test scores (in aggregate form or disaggregated at the 

individual or teacher group levels), percentile ranks, score ranges, performance level designations, and/or 

descriptive information. Recommendations include providing group or subgroup sizes (Ns), score ranges, 

measures of central tendency, confidence intervals or error bands in which the educator’s “true” score or 

rating is expected to be located, and effect sizes to guide interpretation about the practical importance of 

differences in scores (AERA et al., 1999; ETS, 2011; Jaeger, 2003; Zenisky & Hambleton, 2012). 

While providing a depth and breadth of data results and contexts for those data results is helpful, an 

argument can be made for limiting information to only what will be useful and easily interpretable by the 

intended audience. Substantial guidance has been shared by experts in data display. Such guidance 

includes attending to the amount of information presented and apportioning space according to the 

importance of the ideas; using visual techniques, such as graphics and colors; and incorporating headings 

and sidebars (Aschbacher & Herman, 1991; Goodman & Hambleton, 2004; Jaeger, 2003; Wainer, 

Hambleton, and Meara, 1999). Tables, graphs, and charts are frequently included as user-friendly formats 
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for quantitative data. Developers are advised to make the report readable, clear, and uncluttered, and to 

use strategies for presenting the information in a visually attractive and interpretable manner, but they 

also should include sufficient technical information to support valid inferences and replicability of findings; 

attaining this “just right” balance is always a challenge (Goodman & Hambleton, 2004; Zenisky & 

Hambleton, 2012). 

NCES experts provide guidance about reporting quantitative and qualitative data. Their reports can help 

developers determine the number or categories of data that should be included and how the chosen 

numbers/categories should be visually depicted (Jaeger, 2003). Other researchers recommend presenting 

only a small number of categories, using summaries, and providing rich descriptions that help paint a 

picture (Aschbacher & Herman, 1991) and following universal design principles so that the report will be 

maximally accessible to wide audiences (Forte Fast & ASR SCASS, 2002).  

D. How Scores Are Calculated or Performance Rated, with Criteria Used During 
Decision Making 

Guiding Questions:  

1. What methods are used to calculate scores or rate performance? Are scores accompanied by clear 

statements about the degree of measurement error associated with each?  

2. If a composite score is reported, what is the basis and rationale for arriving at the composite?  

3. If a weighting strategy is used, what evidence supports use of that process?  

Report readers will have questions about how the measures were scored and how teachers were judged 

and categorized based on those data. They will expect to see scoring protocols, rubrics, scales, 

descriptions of the performance levels, and information about the standards or criteria against which each 

teacher was judged. States and other jurisdictions responsible for developing reports will want to ensure 

that the methodology (or formulae) for deriving scores, judgments, or performance levels is transparent, 

that steps in the process were documented, and that analyses are replicable. 

Many states and districts intend to or are implementing a system that includes multiple measures. If they 

seek to combine subscores from different measures into a composite, the report will want to provide 

information about the methodology used, i.e., how each individual measure contributed to the composite 

(e.g., subscore weighting strategy), and if the model used was compensatory or conjunctive (Burling, 2012; 

ED, 2004; Zenisky & Hambleton, 2012).7 Reporting inter-rater reliability statistics and information about 

standard setting are encouraged (NCTQ, 2010).  

                                                             
7 In compensatory scoring, all of the subscores that contribute to a comprehensive effectiveness rating are 

combined in such a way that a teacher who scores low on one aspect of his or her evaluation composite (e.g., 

value-added estimate) will not necessarily receive a low rating overall, if he or she receives high scores on other 

components of his or her evaluation composite (e.g. observation rating). This, of course, depends largely on how 

each component is weighted—if, for example, student value-added test scores comprise 65 percent of a teacher’s 

final rating, while observation ratings make up 40 percent, it is possible for the teacher’s comprehensive score to 

remain low. Conjunctive scoring, on the other hand, treats each subscore of a comprehensive rating as its own 

distinct element, and each subscore must indicate proficiency or better in order for a teacher’s comprehensive 

rating to be at the proficient level. If one subscore indicates below-proficient performance, even where other 

scores indicate proficiency or better, the teacher’s comprehensive rating will be below proficient. 
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Peer Review guidance (ED, 2004) encourages states to report subscores for different domains (i.e., to 

report more than a single composite rating). This recommendation has relevance for those states and 

districts using multiple measures, as each measure may produce a subscore that then may (or may not) 

become part of a composite (see Section D of this paper). Specific guidance about reporting subscores is 

provided in the Joint Standards: 

When interpretation of subscores, score differences, or profiles is suggested, the rationale and 
relevant evidence in support of such interpretation should be provided.” (AERA et al., p. 20) 

Strategies for reporting subscores responsibly have been studied extensively (e.g., see Goodman & 

Hambleton, 2004; Haladyna & Kramer, 2004; Ryan, 2006; Sinharay, Puhan, and Haberman, 2011). Report 

developers are expected to follow specific rules when reporting at the subscore level and to present 

evidence to support the validity of inferences drawn from results reported at that level (e.g., reliability 

coefficients, intercorrelations, findings from factor analyses, analyses of variance, and/or alignment 

studies). 

States and districts will want to consider strategies for tailoring the amount and type of information 

presented to fit the level of understanding of the target audience; for example, if the target audience is 

parents, statistical jargon should be minimized and key terms defined (Goodman & Hambleton, 2004).  

E. Interpretation of Results 

Guiding Questions:  

1. Does the report enable accurate interpretation of results by the target audience and other 

stakeholders?  

2. What rationale (e.g., a comprehensive summary of evidence and theory bearing on the intended 

interpretation) supports the recommended interpretation? Were alternative explanations for the 

teacher’s performance considered?  

3. If comparing results at the group level, what relevant contextual information is presented to 

explain group differences (where possible) and enable meaningful interpretation of these 

differences?  

4. Is any supplemental information provided that will minimize possible misinterpretations of the 

data? 

Findings from measures of teacher effectiveness are challenging to interpret (Corcoran, 2010). Without 

guidance—as well as cautions—readers from any stakeholder group can misinterpret or over-generalize 

findings (AERA, 2011). Even when developers strive to minimize technical jargon, results need to be 

accompanied by explanatory text that provides context for the findings and suggests appropriate 

interpretations (ETS, 2011; Zenisky & Hambleton, 2012). In many cases, general information can be shared 

in a shorter report if an interpretive guide is readily available that provides more detailed information 

about the measures used and the evidence to support inferences drawn from results (AERA et al., 1999; 

ETS, 2011; Goodman & Hambleton, 2004). 

According to the Joint Committee on Standards (Standard 5.10):  

When test score information is released to students, parents, legal representatives, teachers, 
clients, or the media, those responsible for testing programs should provide appropriate 
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interpretations. The interpretations should describe in simple language what the test covers, 
what the scores mean, and how the scores will be used (AERA et al., 1999, p. 65). 

As detailed previously, well-designed reports support appropriate interpretation of results by describing 

the knowledge, skills, and abilities that were measured; how information was collected, scored, and 

analyzed; and how and by whom results are intended to be used (Aschbacher & Herman, 1991; Koretz & 

Diebert, 1993).Well-designed reports provide guidance about appropriate comparisons and help readers 

reach decisions about whether individual and group or subgroup differences (or changes over time) are 

meaningful. They may include tests of significance and effect sizes so that readers understand the 

statistical and practical importance of noted differences (ED, 2004). Known limitations of the measures 

used to generate results should be acknowledged so that the findings are kept in perspective. Similarly, a 

precise description of the teachers who were included (Which grades? Which subject areas?) and 

excluded should be part of any statement about the findings. That is, to ensure that limits to 

generalizability are explicit, a high-quality report might repeat a qualifying statement, such as the 

following, in all sections of the report:  

 “Findings are reported for only a small subset of teachers in this state, those who taught reading 

or mathematics to students in grades 5-8 during a specific three-year period.” 

 “Effectiveness scores, or estimates, were calculated using students’ scores over time on the state’s 

annual standardized assessment in reading and mathematics; no other measures of effectiveness 

were included in these analyses.” 

 “Performance levels were assigned based on information collected during formal classroom 

observations conducted on three occasions by a school administrator.” 

 “The score reported describes an estimate of instructional effectiveness for one time period. If 

this teacher were evaluated again, it is likely that his/her rating would fall into the range 

provided.” 

Responsible report developers seek to reinforce to readers that (a) the findings come from specific 

measures or sources; (b) these measures contain known limitations; (c) a teacher’s “true” effectiveness is 

likely to be in a range around the effectiveness rating reported; and (d) the evidence presented in support 

of the claims made should be examined carefully to ensure that inferences drawn from these results are 

valid.  

Educators in Delaware, the District of Columbia, New York City, Tennessee, and Pennsylvania receive 

comprehensive guidelines for report use that include a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) section and a 

glossary of terms. 
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F. Use of Report or Database 

Guiding Questions:  

 Does the report include guidance about the ways in which reported data are intended to be used?  

 Is rationale for each recommended use of this report provided?  

 Are findings released to the public and/or policymakers? If so, is a plan in place for providing them 

with supplemental information that will promote responsible use of data?  

 Are teacher evaluation results reported in a way that decreases the likelihood of inappropriate 

decisions or actions based on findings? Have potential unintended consequences of reporting 

these data been considered and addressed?  

 Does a state-level mandate or ruling dictate the types of information that must be disclosed 

and/or specify the types of information that cannot be shared or reported publicly? 

Until recent years, what, how, and to whom information about teacher quality was reported was largely 

the domain of individual districts. But federal funding and other initiatives have encouraged states to 

build comprehensive systems for measuring and monitoring teacher effectiveness, with increasing 

pressure to report findings from these systems to different stakeholder groups. States now bear 

responsibility for implementing policies and/or disseminating best-practice guidelines to ensure 

responsible use of data generated from these systems (NCTQ, 2011). Steps taken to ensure data security 

and protection of individual’s rights to privacy must be balanced with state policies regarding the public’s 

right to access information—even if it is potentially sensitive—about its teachers (AERA, 2011; ED, n.d.). 

This concern is discussed at greater length in Chapter 3 of this paper, with research-supported guidelines 

to help states and districts develop short- and long-term plans for monitoring the consequences (positive 

and negative, intended and unintended) of their reporting practices. 

Helpful advice born from lessons learned and years of research is available from those who report 

findings from the ETS-developed GRE (ETS, 2011). Strategies for effective reporting of scores and 

indicators of level of performance have been studied extensively. ETS’s experiences can support states 

and districts in understanding how report developers can remain alert to cases of alleged misuse. Please 

see the References section of this paper for more information.  

Finally, Colmers (2007) provides suggestions based on lessons learned from the field of healthcare that 

have relevance to this context. Specifically, as do healthcare researchers, states and other jurisdictions 

must grapple with the intersection of confidentiality and the public’s right to information and carefully 

weigh tradeoffs when deciding when, how, and to whom they report findings. Colmers highlights that a 

key benefit of public reporting is helping stakeholders make informed choices about key issues that 

impact their futures. See the References section at the end of this paper for a link to more information on 

Colmers’s report. 
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Chapter 3: Teacher Effectiveness Reporting Practices in Seven 
Jurisdictions 

 
In this chapter, actual reports or screen shots from publicly accessible websites are presented. These are 

intended to provide readers with examples of the strategies that jurisdictions from across the country are 

using to report findings or results from measures of teacher effectiveness. They also are intended to 

illustrate the broad range of the types of information communicated to stakeholders as well as the format 

in which it is reported. While none of these examples incorporates all of the principles of effective 

reporting practices discussed in Chapter 2, each provides readers with a concrete example of a report that 

describes findings or results from measures of teacher effectiveness. Sample reports from the following 

jurisdictions are included: 

 Colorado 

 Indiana 

 New York City 

 North Carolina 

 Pennsylvania 

 Tennessee 

 District of Columbia 

A. Colorado 

Several sections from the Colorado Department of Education’s (CDE’s) Draft Rubric for Evaluating 

Colorado’s Teachers (April 10, 2012) are provided below. The target audiences for this report are teachers 

(to ensure they are informed about the criteria on which they will be judged) and the school or district 

administrators who will conduct evaluations and share results with teachers. CDE’s teacher effectiveness 

system addresses five standards: 

I. Mastery of and Pedagogical Expertise in the Content They Teach 

II. Safe, Inclusive, and Respectful Learning Environment for Diverse Population of Students 

III. Effective Instruction and an Environment that Facilitates Learning 

IV. Reflection on Practice 

V. Leadership 
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The first section of the full report for one standard, Standard I, is provided below. Note that this 

introduction includes a statement of purpose (see second paragraph that describes how the rubric is 

intended to be used). This rubric can be used as a checklist for rating the teacher on specific behaviors and 

certain student-level outcomes that are associated with one facet of Standard I, Element a. 
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The next section of the comprehensive report summarizes ratings for all facets of Standard I, Elements a-f. 

Report users can see the criteria on which they were judged, their ratings for each, and an explanation of 

how their Overall Rating for Standard I was calculated. This form also provides space for written comments 

from the evaluator. Finally, this section of the report lists the types of evidence that were considered during 

decision making. 
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Colorado evaluators create similar reports for each of the five standards. They then complete a summary 

document that combines ratings for each standard and the total number of points for all standards. Note that 

this section of the report provides a “translation” to support teachers in interpreting findings from their 

evaluation. 
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B. Indiana 

The Indiana Department of Education has taken a different approach. In a presentation to teachers that 

explains the state’s new teacher evaluation system, the following information was shared.  
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This proposed reporting strategy is intended to inform teachers about the four steps that comprise the 

evaluation process. The reports that emerge will describe the process used to calculate domain-level 

ratings, including details about the relative weight of each domain. A final Professional Practice rating 

also will be provided. 

In addition, the department plans to make explicit the ways in which the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric 

(TER) score is combined with other types of information to create a weighted score that will be used in 

assigning a final overall rating. This type of report provides transparency for teachers and administrators 

about how the final rating was calculated. 

 

C. New York City8 

The New York City (NYC) Department of Education has historically been forward-thinking in developing 

and implementing data reports for teachers that are comprehensive, explanatory, and easily 

understood. An example of one of their value-added data reports is presented below. Importantly, 

supporting documents not shared in this paper include language clarifying that student growth (the data 

being calculated and presented in this report) comprises only one factor in teacher evaluation efforts. 

Providing such an explanation ensures that teachers do not assume that this score is reflective of the full 

range of their abilities. 

                                                             
8 In early 2012, much attention was given to New York City’s public release of student growth data calculated with 
a value-added model. See Chapter 4 for additional information about this release. 
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In NYC, each teacher in the district receives a performance report annually. The following teacher-level 

report, which was showcased in a study of measures of teacher effectiveness (Rockoff, Staiger, Kane, 

and  Taylor, 2010), is from the 2006-2007 school year and contains information about the teacher’s 

value-added growth data. Note that developers include information about the comparison group, 

sample size, and upper and lower bounds for error estimate (see sections labeled Citywide Horizon and 

Peer Teacher Horizon). This report is missing information about how scores were calculated, however 

we assume that that type of information would have been available in supporting documents.  
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In the associated report shown below, the teacher’s performance is reported for different student 

subgroups (similar prior performance, English language learners, and students with disabilities). The 

teacher’s percentile rank in comparison to other teachers at the same grade level is reported, as is the 

percentage of students in that teacher’s classroom whose actual scores met or exceeded their predicted 

scores. 
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A second illustrative example from the NYC Department of Education is provided below. The target 

audience for this score report is teachers. The report describes how value-added scores are estimated, 

lists the student- and classroom-level factors taken into consideration (“controlled for”) during the 

estimation process, and explains how percentile ranks were assigned.  
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A third example, highlighted below, is intended for educators and school administrators. Its stated 

purpose is to “improve instruction and student learning” (see caption in section titled What is the 

Teacher Data Report?). Under the section titled What Data Goes Into the Calculations on This Report?, 

report developers describe each of the measures included (state test scores, years of experience, and 

measureable factors considered outside the teacher’s control).  

 
Note also that the graphic displays report results in three different ways: (1) in comparison to all NYC 

teachers; (2) in comparison to peers at same grade in same subject area; and (3) disaggregated by 

subgroup. In each case, a caption explains how displayed results were calculated or estimated. Additional 

tables are provided on subsequent pages of the report that drill more deeply into results for each. The 

importance of providing this level of transparency is discussed further in Sections D and E. It is also 

important to note that the report calls attention to those numbers that require extra caution in 

interpreting due to the large error band surrounding the numbers (as explained in Chapter 2, Section C). 

Sharing information about potential error rates alerts the audience to the reliability of these findings. In 

addition, results are reported in reference to all NYC teachers as well as grade-level peers. This report 

supports stakeholders in drawing valid inferences from results. 
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In addition to providing comprehensive score reports for student growth data, the NYC Department of 

Education has also historically included a “Frequently Asked Questions” document to explain score 

reports and address those questions likely to be asked by key stakeholders. Below is an example from 

2011—these FAQ’s have since been updated on the department’s website. Note the visually appealing, 

easy-to-digest sample graphs depicting the distribution of teacher effectiveness. 
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D. North Carolina 

The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction provides open access to all district-level reports of 

teacher effectiveness through their public website. These reports include aggregate data only; no 

teacher-level results are accessible to the public. Each report includes an introduction (see below) that 

clearly explains the purpose of the report and target audience. It also offers information about the 

standards on which teachers were evaluated, as well as the expected level of growth for the average 

teacher. In addition, report users are cautioned that only newer teachers are evaluated and that these 

teachers are more likely than their experienced peers to receive low ratings. Finally, performance levels 

are listed and explained. Providing this information supports report users in drawing valid inferences 

from evaluation results.  

The following screen shot is from an online report and represents one district, the Alamance-Burlington 

Schools. Users who are accessing the state database are presented with a drop-down list that allows 

them to explore any district in North Carolina. 
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Following this introductory material is the data report for the Alamance-Burlingame public school 

system. This traditional report includes the numbers and percentages of teachers in that district who 

received a rating of Distinguished, Accomplished, Proficient, Developing, or Not Demonstrated. School-

level reports that display aggregate data also are available. Because data are being reported in the 

aggregate, specificity is less crucial, though reporting subscores and standard deviations might provide 

additional helpful context for the information. 
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As North Carolina endeavors to complete the work proposed in the state’s winning Race to the Top 

grant application and implement a revised evaluation system, a different type of summary report is 

emerging. As shown below, this report provides individual teachers with information about the 

standards on which they were judged and their level of performance (Not Demonstrated, Developing, 

Proficient, Accomplished, or Distinguished) on each. This at-a-glance format is visually appealing, 

convenient, and useful to teachers and policymakers, but the measures used to calculate ratings are not 

immediately evident. 
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E. Pennsylvania 

The Pennsylvania Department of Education utilizes a value-added system (Pennsylvania Value-Added 

Assessment Model or PVAAS) to measure a teacher’s unique contribution to student growth. The PVAAS 

team has developed a “Guide to Public Reporting” to support interpretation of its district-level reports 

of teacher effectiveness. This report uses a color-coded system to guide readers in understanding the 

implications of a district’s average growth rating. To further support understanding, the report uses a 

medical analogy, indicating the severity of need for intervention at each rating level. A sample report is 

provided below. 
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F. Tennessee 

Another example of comprehensive score reporting for value-added data is provided below from the 
Tennessee Department of Education’s Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS). This is a screen shot 
taken from their TVAAS database, which is password protected. These reports are particularly unique 
and useful because they are interactive; teachers can dig deeper into embedded links to get detailed 
information about a particular score or judgment. Teachers see information that includes an aggregate 
score, as well as subscores, each accompanied by a graphic display of results. The report includes a 
summary of findings, average estimated progress with associated standard error, and an average 
effectiveness level rating. The initial login screen assures teachers that, per Tennessee law, the value-
added estimates contained within the website are only available to the “specific teacher, the teacher’s 
appropriate administrators…and school board members.” 
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Below is a screen shot of one of the domains included in the above report—the teacher’s three-year 

average as graphed against the state’s growth standard. Also provided are the state and district’s 

average effect for that grade and subject, as well as the confidence interval surrounding each data point. 

 

 

 

 

G. District of Columbia 

In their instructional materials for the DC IMPACT teacher evaluation system, the District of Columbia 

(DC) Public Schools includes this graphic that describes each component of a teacher’s evaluation rating. 

This particular report is for teachers in DC’s “Group 1,” teachers in tested grades and subjects.  
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Similar graphics have been developed to describe the performance of teachers in non-tested grades and 

subjects and of support staff; reports for each group are customized to explain the components on 

which educators will be rated and the relative weight of each component in the composite score. Score 

reports for DC’s Guidebook for Teacher Evaluation also provide the cut-scores for each performance 

level (see example shown below). 
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Chapter 4: Legal Considerations  

 
In this chapter, additional considerations are discussed to guide states and other jurisdictions that are 

developing plans for reporting on measures of teacher effectiveness or are already producing such 

reports. These considerations include (1) laws or regulations that affect what information can and cannot 

be shared with different audiences, including a state-of-the-states profile, and (2) case studies from the 

Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) and New York City Public Schools, where effectiveness 

ratings for individual teachers were made publicly available. This chapter specifically addresses questions 

such as the following:  

 How might states’ reporting strategies be affected by laws, court-based rulings, and/or policies 

regarding disclosure of information?  

 Will a formal state-level ruling about the public’s right to information9 require disclosure of certain 

types of information?  

 Do states have laws or policies governing teachers’ rights to privacy and/or confidentiality of 

evaluation findings? 

Types of Laws and Policies That Affect Reporting 

Some states have legal requirements associated with teacher evaluation and/or teacher effectiveness 

systems that dictate the types and amount of information that must or must not be shared with audiences 

other than the teacher and his or her school and district administrators. In general, a state’s approach can be 

classified as prescriptive, restrictive, or flexible in relation to the extent to which release of evaluation 

information or results from measures of effectiveness is left up to the districts (Epstein & Miller, 2011, p. 7).  

State Approach to 

Managing District 

Reporting Practices 

Description Practical Example 

Prescriptive Requires all districts to follow specific 
common, standardized procedures in 
relation to reporting of information 
from teacher evaluations or measures 
of teacher effectiveness. 

Districts must publicly report findings from 
value-added analyses using state-developed 
templates. 

Restrictive Prohibits all districts from certain 
actions. 

Districts may not publicly report information 
associated with value-added analyses at the 
teacher level. 

Flexible Provides for district-level decision 
making within certain boundaries. 

 

Each district may choose whether to publicly 
release a value-added score or a performance 
level (highly effective, effective, or ineffective) 
for each teacher or a school-level aggregate 
score. 

States with a flexible approach will have less control over the districts’ reporting practices. These states 

may want to conduct a statewide survey so that they are clear on what may or may not be emerging 

from each district in terms of reporting the findings from measures of teacher effectiveness.  

                                                             
9 This category includes Freedom of Information Acts and “Sunshine Laws.” 
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Similarly, the types and amount of information that may be reported by individual districts is prescribed 

by that district’s policy regarding the following question: Are evaluation data part of a teacher’s 

confidential file? States and other jurisdictions can face legal challenges if they have not carefully 

examined existing policies and legislation that dictate what information cannot be released publicly and 

is not subject to Freedom of Information Act requests, what information may be part of the public 

record and may be requested or voluntarily released, and which data are confidential. For example, 

some districts share specific information (value-added score) about a teacher’s level of effectiveness 

with certain parents via a written letter, while keeping other aspects of that teacher’s evaluation 

confidential.  

Appendix D of this paper provides a description, by state, of the differences in the laws or other 

regulations that have an impact on reporting findings from measures of teacher effectiveness. These 

findings suggest that access to teacher evaluation results are allowed under open records laws in at 

least 18 states and the District of Columbia. Others states allow disclosure under certain conditions, 

(e.g., only in cases of compelling public interest where the evaluation led to suspension or termination 

[Arkansas] or to inform parents that their students are being taught by two or more ineffective teachers 

[Florida, Indiana]). Nineteen states do not allow access or require teacher or third-party approval to 

release information. 

Case Studies 

Media outlets have different priorities from states and districts; media outlets tend to see increasing 

public knowledge as a mission and ensuring transparency as critical. Journalists frequently state that 

parents and other stakeholders have a right to know about the instructional effectiveness of teachers in 

their local schools, and are committed to dissemination of information to a broad audience (Epstein & 

Miller, 2011). This section describes two high-profile cases that highlight the dilemma facing all 

jurisdictions: Who should have access to information about an individual teacher’s effectiveness? 

Balancing the needs and rights of diverse stakeholders and setting appropriate boundaries may prove 

challenging for those responsible for deciding what and how much information about teachers’ 

effectiveness can or should be reported to different audiences. 

Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD). In August of 2010, the Los Angeles Times released a 

searchable, online database of LAUSD teachers’ value-added ratings. The newspaper was able to secure 

the data through the California Public Records Act, which legislates that all records of public agencies 

must be available to the public unless there is confidential personal material, and/or unless the 

consequences of releasing the information outweigh the benefits. These ratings were based on 

California Standards Tests in mathematics and English for students in grades 3-5 from the 2004-2005 

through the 2009-10 academic years. The Los Angeles Times hired their own expert, Richard Buddin 

(2011), to conduct the analyses. Approximately 11,500 teachers and 470 elementary schools were 

included in the database. Teachers were included even if they did not teach for the full span of time 

covered in the analysis. 
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As shown in the screen shot above, members of the public can search the database by individual or by 

school, with links to the top-performing and bottom-performing schools and to the top-performing 

teachers provided on the front page of the ratings site. School ratings are provided via a chart with 

bands spanning from least effective to most effective, and a diamond indicating where the school falls 

on the spectrum. Data are given for overall effectiveness, as well as for mathematics and English 

language arts (ELA) separately; no average or composite rating is provided. A list of each teacher within 

that school is then provided, with a link to his or her individual ratings. In May 2011, the data were 

updated to include “error bands” that describe the margin of error associated with estimates for both 

schools and teachers.  
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In order to provide context for the ratings, the newspaper offers a sidebar with links to information, 

such as research articles on value-added analysis, value-added model comparisons, other related articles 

from the Los Angeles Times, and the analyst’s methodology. One link provides answers to 28 questions 

that include the following: 

 Do value-added scores tell you everything you need to know about a teacher or school? 

 How do I read the new teacher ratings? 

 What factors did The Times consider in its value-added analysis? 

 How accurate are the teacher/school ratings? 

The ratings themselves provide sparse information; however, the Los Angeles Times provides a number 

of useful resources for understanding and interpreting the ratings. The addition of the aggregate school 

rating provides further context and prevents any individual teacher from being singled out as most or 

least effective. Nonetheless, many readers will be drawn to just the ratings and may never access this 

detailed, contextual information. 

When the Los Angeles Times launched this database, even with accompanying cautions and explanatory 

content, there remained substantial controversy over the highly public and personalized nature of the 

ratings (Fensterwald, 2012). Though the newspaper provided cautions that value-added data are only 

one component of a teacher’s overall effectiveness rating, many readers misinterpreted the findings as 

representative of a given teacher’s capacity to teach. Though the LAUSD may have preferred to keep 

individual teacher’s value-added rankings private, as mentioned previously, the California Public Records 

Act prevented them from being able to do so. Districts that are concerned about similar repercussions 

should consult Appendix C for information about the legal policies governing this issue in their state. 

Links to more information can be found in Appendix A of this paper. 
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New York City Public Schools. In late February 2012, the New York City (NYC) Department of 

Education publicly released effectiveness ratings for over 18,000 teachers in grades 4-8 in response to 

The New York Post and other media outlets’ challenges under the Freedom of Information Act. Ratings 

were distributed as percentiles from 0 to 99, based on student growth data from state ELA and 

mathematics tests. Teachers’ rankings were determined by comparing a given teacher’s value-added 

results against other teachers of “similar experience.” Percentile figures were then assigned based on 

where a teacher’s data falls on the spectrum of effectiveness, as compared to his or her peers in terms 

of years of experience teaching at that grade level.  

Unlike LAUSD where the Los Angeles Times provided its own value-added analysis, the New York media 

sources were given the already-calculated value-added ratings, along with their associated margins of 

error. The New York Post article offers little information about how the ratings actually were calculated, 

other than stating that the value-added model used in the calculations “attempts to control for a host of 

factors such as class size, poverty levels, and students’ test scores in prior years.” The article further 

states that NYC’s model is “among the most advanced in the country” according to educational 

researchers (Gonen, 2012, p. 2).  

On its websites, the New York Post includes a link to a database of teacher rankings. As a preamble to 

the posting of the scores, introductory text explains to site visitors that the rankings include an average 

error range of 35 points for mathematics and 53 points for ELA, though the estimate varies by teacher. 

The newspaper also states that the data were calculated for the 2007, 2008, and 2009 academic years, 

though not all teachers have data for all three years. Site visitors can search the database by school, 

though school aggregate scores are not reported.  

In contrast, School Book, a platform for education information and debate hosted by the New York 

Times, while also searchable by school, offers school-average ratings of effectiveness for ELA and 

mathematics as well as individual teacher ratings. The school averages are then compared to the city-

wide average for each subject. Individual-level data are displayed similar to the Los Angeles Times (i.e., 

as points on a continuum with associated error bands), though the actual percentile rank is also listed. 

Interested viewers can click on a teacher’s name and see the number of tested students for that subject, 

the expected average growth, actual average growth, and the estimated added value. Scores are listed 

for the 2010 school year only—no multi-year averages are included. A sidebar to the ratings offers 

answers to frequently-asked questions, such as the following: 

 What is being measured? 

 Does a low rating mean my child has a bad teacher? 

 Why are some ratings more precise than others? 

The New York Times provides greater context for the ratings than does the New York Post; however, 

neither newspaper provides much information about how scores were calculated, and how to interpret 

the error bands associated with each score. 

Importantly, prior to this public release, such findings were shared only with a teacher and his or her 

principal and superintendent. The value-added estimates were not protected as part of a teacher’s 

evaluation, since the data were not collected for evaluation purposes. See Appendix A of this paper for 

links to more information.  
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Implications for Future Research 

It is clear from the research conducted during development of this paper that states and other 

jurisdictions are pursuing a number of strategies to ensure that information about teacher effectiveness 

is available to the right audiences at the right times and that these data may be used summatively for 

accountability purposes and/or formatively for school improvement and teachers’ professional 

development. In addition to the reporting practices highlighted in earlier chapters, jurisdictions are 

developing and/or refining information systems that allow for accurate matching of teachers and their 

students; using findings from measures of effectiveness to identify those teachers who may serve as 

mentors to others; and disseminating different types of information about teachers’ qualifications to 

school boards and to teacher training programs at institutions of higher education.  

The SEAs in at least two states (Rhode Island and Indiana) propose to use findings from measures of 

teacher effectiveness to prevent students from being assigned for two consecutive years to teachers 

who were rated as ineffective. The state of Florida requires each school district to annually report to the 

parents of any student assigned to a teacher who has received two consecutive “unsatisfactory” ratings; 

Michigan plans to follow similar guidelines starting in the 2015-16 school year. These requirements are 

intended to pressure district and school administrators into making tough decisions about the right of all 

students to have effective teachers (Epstein & Miller, 2011). 

SEAs in other states (Tennessee and North Carolina) are using reported data to examine the distribution 

of effective teachers across their respective states. They seek to answer questions such as, Are the least 

effective teachers over-represented in rural or high-poverty schools? They also want to better 

understand how graduates from various teacher preparation programs fare as in-service teachers. These 

research efforts track new teachers for three years and explore which institutions of higher education 

are associated with the highest and lowest percentages of teachers rated as instructionally effective.  

Indiana and North Carolina are conducting presentations that explain to educators and policymakers 

what they can expect from reports of teacher effectiveness, with whom results will be shared, and how 

results can be accessed. Others states, such as Colorado and Georgia have developed print documents 

that describe rubrics and scoring processes and alert teachers to the performance standards to which 

they will be compared. These documents are available to the general public, thereby promoting full 

disclosure of information about their educator effectiveness evaluation systems and ready access to 

specific information. 

Importantly, many states and districts are thinking proactively about how best to monitor short- and 

long-term consequences (intended and unintended) of their reporting practices. These efforts are 

helping to address important questions, such as the following: 

 How are reports on measures of teacher effectiveness currently being used? 

 What benefits are associated with these practices? Are the costs of reporting findings from 

measures of teacher effectiveness greater than the benefits realized? 

 Whose needs are and are not well-addressed with current reporting practices? 

 In what ways might changes to the type of information reported or the reporting format 

improve the usefulness of the reports to different stakeholder groups?  
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 Are changes to state or district policies compromising the intent of reporting such information? 

Those responsible for report development at the state or district levels will want to follow the 

recommendations for best practice spelled out in this paper and document the steps they have taken to 

promote responsible reporting activities in their respective communities. They may consider 

administering needs assessments to uncover current gaps in what information can and should be more 

accessible and to identify the types of information that would be most useful to specific audiences. All 

jurisdictions are encouraged to continue to attend to lessons learned from other states and districts. It is 

hoped that use of this framework will ensure that outcomes from reporting are evaluated over time as 

an ongoing process, rather than as a static, one-time event. 

Key Issues for Further Exploration 

The intent of this paper is to explore strategies for promoting responsible practices when reporting 

findings from measures of teacher effectiveness. Yet it also seeks to raise important questions about the 

purpose of such reports and how reported data are used. Four such questions warrant further inquiry: 

1. While value-added estimates are only one component of teacher evaluation systems in many 

jurisdictions, they have been reported publicly in at least two districts as the sole indicator of 

instructional effectiveness. What factors have contributed to the public reporting of these data 

and not to composite scores that reflect information from multiple sources?  

2. How might the focus of reporting findings from measures of teacher effectiveness be shifted 

away from the teachers’ impact on standardized test scores and more directly linked to efforts 

to improve teaching and learning? 

3. How can the public’s right to information be balanced with policies that protect the rights of 

educators and limit the types of information that can be reported? 

4. What will “next generation” reports look like? How will technology support ready access to 

websites and databases that allow different types of information to be accessible to different 

audiences? What types of innovative reporting practices are emerging? 

Jurisdictions seeking to responsibly report information about the effectiveness of its teachers will 

benefit from research that explores these issues.  
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Appendix A: Sample Teacher Effectiveness Reports from Selected 
Jurisdictions 

 
Teacher-level Reports 

A. Draft Colorado Department of Education Rubric for Evaluating Teachers 
Checklist of expected skills as delineated throughout Colorado’s five proficiency levels and 
accompanying summative rating form. 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/downloads/Teacher%20Rubric/DRAFT%20Rubric

_only_%20for%20Evaluating%20CO_rev%205_01_12.pdf 

B. Draft New York City Department of Education Teacher Data Report (old system) 
Guidance for teachers in using New York City’s teacher reports. Includes percentile ranks compared 
with citywide estimates, peer-teacher estimates, and among certain subpopulations. Includes 
interpretative guidelines and information about measures. 
 

C. Sample New York City Department of Education Teacher Data Report (new system) 
Guidance for teachers in using New York City’s teacher reports. Includes percentile ranks, results with 
subpopulations, guides to use and interpretation. 
http://schools.nyc.gov/Teachers/TeacherDevelopment/TeacherDataToolkit/default.htm 
 

D. Draft North Carolina Department of Public Instruction Teacher Evaluation Summary Sheet 
Provides teacher with overall criterion rating with individual results for all six standards that compose 
the state’s proposed evaluation system. 
 

E. Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVASS) Report 
Guidance for teachers in using Tennessee’s online educator evaluation reporting system. Includes 
score, results and judgments, guide to interpretation, and guide to use. 
http://www.tn.gov/education/assessment/doc/TVAAS_TE_Report_Help_000.PDF 
 

School-level Reports 
A. New York City Department of Education Teacher Data Reports Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) 

Good example of guidance about understanding and using the data, as well as a graphic 
representation of school-level value-added scores with numbers, percentages, and proficiency 
categories. 
http://schools.nyc.gov/Teachers/TeacherDevelopment/TeacherDataToolkit/FAQ/default.htm 
 

B. North Carolina Department of Public Instruction Example of District/School-level Teacher 
Effectiveness Report 
Publicly available report that provides a cover letter explaining the teacher evaluation standards, a 
description of each proficiency level, and cautions about interpreting the data.  
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/recruitment/effectiveness/010.pdf 
 

Public Reports 
C. The Los Angeles Times: Teacher Ratings Database for the Los Angeles Unified School District  

Good example of public reporting, including guidance about use, measures, and links to FAQs and 
researcher’s methodology.  
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=edc&group=44001-45000&file=44660-44665 
and http://toped.svefoundation.org/2012/04/06/surprise-eval-law-requires-student-data/ and 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/downloads/Teacher%20Rubric/DRAFT%20Rubric_only_%20for%20Evaluating%20CO_rev%205_01_12.pdf
http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/downloads/Teacher%20Rubric/DRAFT%20Rubric_only_%20for%20Evaluating%20CO_rev%205_01_12.pdf
http://schools.nyc.gov/Teachers/TeacherDevelopment/TeacherDataToolkit/default.htm
http://www.tn.gov/education/assessment/doc/TVAAS_TE_Report_Help_000.PDF
http://schools.nyc.gov/Teachers/TeacherDevelopment/TeacherDataToolkit/FAQ/default.htm
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/recruitment/effectiveness/010.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=edc&group=44001-45000&file=44660-44665
http://toped.svefoundation.org/2012/04/06/surprise-eval-law-requires-student-data/
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http://projects.latimes.com/value-added/ and http://mpra.ub.uni-
muenchen.de/31963/1/MPRA_paper_31963.pdf 
 

D. The New York Post: Teacher Effectiveness Rating Database 
Provides a different example of public reporting—no guidance about use, measures, or methodology. 
Range of associated error is included, however. 
http://www.nypost.com/p/news/local/nyc_makes_internal_ratings_of_public_4nzYXTN1L4LQXU17G
2YktO/0 
 

E. The New York Times: Teacher Effectiveness Rating Database 
Public report of New York City’s teacher effectiveness ratings. Uses same data as the New York Post, 
but provides FAQs and information about the measures used. 
http://www.nytimes.com/schoolbook/2012/02/24/teacher-data-reports-are-
released?scp=1&sq=teacher%20data%20reports%20United%20Federation%20of%20Teachers&st=cs
eht  

 
Links to Comprehensive State or District Systems with Reporting as Key Element 
 
Delaware Department of Education’s Appraisal System II Materials: 
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/csa/dpasii/default.shtml 

District of Columbia Public Schools Guidebooks for Teacher Evaluation: 
http://www.dc.gov/DCPS/In+the+Classroom/Ensuring+Teacher+Success/IMPACT+(Performance+Assessment
)/IMPACT+Guidebooks 

Hillsborough County Public Schools (Florida) Empowering Effective Teachers (home page for website): 
http://communication.sdhc.k12.fl.us/empoweringteachers/ 

Indiana RISE Teacher Evaluation System: http://www.riseindiana.org/ 

Ohio Department of Education’s Plans for Teacher-Level Reporting: 
http://www.ode.state.oh.us/GD/Templates/Pages/ODE/ODEDetail.aspx?page=3&TopicRelationID=1230&Con
tentID=125739 

Pennsylvania’s Value-Added Assessment System (PVAAS): https://pvaas.sas.com/ 

Public Schools of North Carolina, Educator Effectiveness Database: 
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/recruitment/effectiveness/a-e 

http://projects.latimes.com/value-added/
http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/31963/1/MPRA_paper_31963.pdf
http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/31963/1/MPRA_paper_31963.pdf
http://www.nypost.com/p/news/local/nyc_makes_internal_ratings_of_public_4nzYXTN1L4LQXU17G2YktO/0
http://www.nypost.com/p/news/local/nyc_makes_internal_ratings_of_public_4nzYXTN1L4LQXU17G2YktO/0
http://www.nytimes.com/schoolbook/2012/02/24/teacher-data-reports-are-released?scp=1&sq=teacher%20data%20reports%20United%20Federation%20of%20Teachers&st=cseht
http://www.nytimes.com/schoolbook/2012/02/24/teacher-data-reports-are-released?scp=1&sq=teacher%20data%20reports%20United%20Federation%20of%20Teachers&st=cseht
http://www.nytimes.com/schoolbook/2012/02/24/teacher-data-reports-are-released?scp=1&sq=teacher%20data%20reports%20United%20Federation%20of%20Teachers&st=cseht
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/csa/dpasii/default.shtml
http://www.dc.gov/DCPS/In+the+Classroom/Ensuring+Teacher+Success/IMPACT+(Performance+Assessment)/IMPACT+Guidebooks
http://www.dc.gov/DCPS/In+the+Classroom/Ensuring+Teacher+Success/IMPACT+(Performance+Assessment)/IMPACT+Guidebooks
http://communication.sdhc.k12.fl.us/empoweringteachers/
http://www.riseindiana.org/
http://www.ode.state.oh.us/GD/Templates/Pages/ODE/ODEDetail.aspx?page=3&TopicRelationID=1230&ContentID=125739
http://www.ode.state.oh.us/GD/Templates/Pages/ODE/ODEDetail.aspx?page=3&TopicRelationID=1230&ContentID=125739
https://pvaas.sas.com/
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/recruitment/effectiveness/a-e
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Appendix B. Summary of Guidance on Reporting From Seminal Resources 

Guidelines from Professional Organizations 

1. Code of Ethics (American Educational Research Association [AERA], 2011) 

2. Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American Psychological Association [APA], AERA, National Council on Measurement in Education 

[NCME], 1999; also draft version posted for review and comment, 2011) 

Resource Summary Comments 
1. Code of Ethics  These resources (seminal 1992 article and 2011 update) focus on the ethical considerations of reporting. AERA, above all, 

stresses the importance of providing comprehensive information about data findings and appropriate interpretation. The 
report states:  

Educational research reports to the public should be written straightforwardly to communicate the 
practical significance for policy, including limits in effectiveness, and in generalizability to situations, 
problems, and contexts. In writing for or communicating with non-researchers, educational researchers 
must take care not to misrepresent the practical or policy implications of their research or the research of 
others. (p. 1) 

Some of the more interesting considerations come from its guidelines around confidentiality and consent. Educational 
researchers are well-aware of confidentiality and consent issues; human subjects’ participation in research at certain 
levels requires informed consent and assurances that care will be taken place to protect the confidentiality of the 
participants. Measuring educator effectiveness is a form of educational research as administrators and policymakers will 
be likely utilizing reported data for decision making purposes at the individual, school, district, and state levels. Yet we 
know that in some jurisdictions educator effectiveness data can and will be made public. How do confidentiality and 
consent intersect with the public’s right to information? These questions will largely be governed by state- or district-
level policies regarding release of information. SEAs and LEAs will need to become literate in their respective state’s 
legislative policies around these issues in order to remain prepared for the possibility of releasing sensitive data. 
Agencies can mitigate the potential consequences of these mandates by providing transparency and guidance around 
how the data were measured, and what inferences can and cannot be supported by them. 

2. Standards for 

Educational and 

Psychological Testing  

 

The Standards remain an important point of reference for reporting guidelines as they detail critical validity, 
interpretability, and defensibility issues germane to any system. Much of their guidance centers on providing the 
adequate information, context, and interpretation for reports of results from measures of any type. Critical questions for 
report developers are provided here, by key report feature. 

Statement of purpose: Have you clearly described the ways in which educator evaluation data are intended to be used? 
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Resource Summary Comments 
 

Measures used/criteria against which educator was judged: Have you fully and accurately informed policymakers of the 
measures used and described the technical characteristics of these measures? 

How score was calculated: Are you reporting multiple scores or a composite score? Where composite scores are 
developed, have you included the basis and rationale for arriving at the composite? Has it guarded against spurious 
sources of dependency among measures? 

Score, results, judgments: Where measures of educator effectiveness involve human judgment (such as is the case with 
observations) have you established scoring rubrics and specified criteria for scoring? Where change or gain scores are 
used as part of a teacher’s evaluation data, have those scores and their technical qualities been defined and reported?  

Guide to interpretation: Are educator evaluation results reported in a way that enables accurate interpretation by all 
stakeholders? Are score reports accompanied by clear statements about the degree of measurement error associated 
with each score or classification level and information on how to interpret scores? If reporting results by group, do you 
give relevant contextual information to explain group differences (where possible) that enable meaningful interpretation 
of these differences? Have you developed and presented a rationale for each recommended interpretation and use of 
teacher evaluation data, together with a comprehensive summary of evidence and theory bearing on the intended use or 
interpretation? Have you considered and offered collateral information that may lead to alternative explanations for the 
educator’s performance? If validity for some common or likely interpretation has not been investigated, or if the 
interpretation is inconsistent with available evidence, have you cautioned potential users about making unsupported 
interpretations? Do you provide and explain any supplemental information that will minimize possible misinterpretations 
of the data? 

Guide to use: Are educator evaluation results reported in a way that decreases the likelihood of inappropriate decisions 
or actions based on findings? Have you identified and minimized potential unintended consequences of reporting 
teacher evaluation data? Have you considered the privacy of educators examined (unless a disclosure of private 
information is agreed upon, or is specifically authorized by law). 

 
  



 

56                                                                                        Presenting Findings from Measures of Teacher Effectiveness  

Guidelines from Operational Testing Programs 

3. Graduate Record Examination (GRE) Guide to the Use of Scores (Educational Testing Service [ETS], 2011) 

4. NAEP Validity Studies: Reporting the Results of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2003) 

Resource Summary Comments 
3. GRE Guide to the 

Use of Scores 

 

GRE score reporting policies have been adopted by the GRE Board to encourage the appropriate use of 

GRE scores and to protect the right of individuals to control the distribution of their own score reports. . 

. . Dissemination of score records should be kept at a minimum, and all staff who have access to them 

should be explicitly advised of the confidential nature of the scores. . . . The GRE Program recognizes 

the right of institutions as well as individuals to privacy with regard to information supplied by and 

about them. (p. 13-14) 

The GRE is a widely researched measurement tool. Strategies for effective reporting of scores and indicators of level of 
performance have been studied extensively. ETS’s (2011) recommendations include ensuring that an interpretive guide 
accompanies any score report. The guide should describe the content (knowledge, skills, abilities) that was assessed; 
how and by whom scores are intended to be used (including common errors, such as assuming that small score 
differences are meaningful, comparing scores from different subject tests, or using the scores for a purpose not 
supported by validity evidence); how scores are reported (e.g., percentile ranks and score ranges); and how report 
developers can remain alert to cases of alleged misuse. The need for consideration of information from multiple sources 
during decision making—not just a single score—is stressed.  

4. NAEP Validity 

Studies: Reporting 

the Results of the 

National Assessment 

of Educational 

Progress  

National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) has been reporting results from the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress (NAEP) for well over a decade. SEAs are encouraged to attend to lessons learned from NAEP. This document 
provides recommendations that are relevant in this context. NCES’ experiences with determining how and to what 
extent to report results are instructive because their experiences mirror those challenges faced by jurisdictions in 
reporting teacher effectiveness: there are many different audiences with different interests, requiring multiple reporting 
strategies. According to the author, “It is clear that no single report on NAEP results will meet the needs of its entire 
constituency.” To this end, NCES developed multiple strategies for reporting results, including 

 Report Cards for policymakers; 

 Update Reports for parents and members of the public; 

 Instructional Reports for teachers; 

 State Reports for SEAs and chief state school officers; and 

 Focus Reports, for policy analysts and researchers. 

Though there was clearly a concerted effort that was put forward to meet the needs and interests of its different 
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populations, the author acknowledges that little is known about the utility of these reports for their intended audiences.  

As a first step for approaching reporting results, NCES emphasizes the extreme importance of “fully and accurately” 
documenting the methods through which data were collected, the results of those methods, and the validity and 
reliability of those results (Jaeger, 2003). NCES frames its guidance on reporting strategies by considering the research 
questions of interest, the audiences to whom these questions should be addressed, and strategies through which the 
questions should be pursued. These first two steps in the process are guided by five important clarifying questions, all 
aimed at tailoring the report to be maximally useful to the target audience(s):  

 What do various audiences find to be of interest?  

 What do they find to be useful?  

 What do they understand?  

 What could they validly interpret?  

 Among alternatives, what do they prefer?  

What is compelling about NCES’s guiding questions is that it is clear that the researchers were thinking proactively in 
terms of what might be wanted, needed, and of interest to the audience receiving and using the results. Researchers, in 
their quest to present findings with as little bias as possible, may avoid guiding readers in interpreting findings. One 
example cited in the NCES article was that of a 1996 NAEP report in which the data within one of the tables indicated 
that there was a four-point change in the average 4th grade mathematics score in Minnesota from 1992 to 1996. The 
footnote added, “the change since 1992 in average scale score is significant at a 5% level of significance” (p. 19). What 
use can lay audiences make of this piece of information? Should stakeholders celebrate a four-point change in average 
mathematics scores or worry about inadequate growth? While the report writers did provide additional information 
about the validity of Minnesota’s test scores on the score report, that information appears to have been inaccessible to 
the average state stakeholder. 

NCES also provides guidance about the range of possibilities in reporting quantitative and qualitative data, both in terms 
of what numbers or categories are included, as well as how the chosen numbers/categories are visually depicted. Which 
method or methods are chosen should be determined by the answers to the questions above. For the purposes of 
reporting teacher effectiveness, understanding the characteristics of the target audience is critical. For example, the 
principal responsible for teacher evaluations will likely find it useful to have a teacher’s individual scores on various 
measures of effectiveness, the teacher’s overall rating as compared to her peers, and, finally, the teacher’s performance 
level in relation to set standards for performance (e.g., ineffective, effective, or highly effective). Given that the principal 
has input into hiring, firing, promotion, and/or tenure decisions, he benefits from having as much information as possible 
about that teacher’s strengths and limitations so that areas of growth can be celebrated and targets for improvement 
set. In contrast, parents may not need access to the same wide range of data.  
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Finally, the author raises critical questions, such as the following:  

 Which strategies should be pursued to disseminate the chosen levels of information to the intended audiences?  

 What vehicles are accessible to various audiences?  

 Which vehicles are regularly used? 

 What types of information can feasibly be disseminated through various vehicles?  

Clearly multiple platforms for reporting results are warranted to ensure that different stakeholder 
groups have access to these data at the right level of detail.  
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Federal Guidelines 

5. Information Quality Guidelines (U.S. Department of Education [ED], n.d.) 

6. Standards and Assessments Peer Review Guidance (ED Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2009) 

Resource Summary Comments 
5. Information 

Quality Guidelines  

The purpose of the report was to outline policies and procedures for “reviewing and substantiating the quality of 
information it disseminates” (p. 2). According to the report, the guidelines seek to evaluate information quality through 
three factors: utility, objectivity, and integrity.  

 Utility is defined as the extent to which the information disseminated is useful to its intended audience. To this 
end, the report suggests that all aggregate data should be “carefully described and documented.” Though there 
is not further clarification available as to what would constitute an adequate description and/or documentation 
of the data, we can imagine the practical significance for educator accountability purposes. For example, if a 
district were reporting categorical percentages of effective and ineffective teachers, it might be useful to have a 
narrative description explaining the strength and significance of the percentages, as well as an indication of how 
the educator effectiveness percentages for this reporting period compare to former reporting periods, or how 
those same percentages stack up against statewide data. Such information might help provide context and 
insight into the meaning of reported percentages for policymakers and other audiences. 

 Objectivity is the accuracy, reliability, and unbiased nature of (reported) information. The report cautions that 
disseminated information should identify all sources of information, should include a reason for providing the 
information, its potential uses, cautions about “inappropriate extractions or conclusions,” descriptions of any 
statistical techniques or mathematical operations applied to the data, and the identification of other possible 
sources of potentially corroborating or conflicting information. To continue the example from above, in reporting 
educator effectiveness at the district level, an agency might meet ED’s guidelines for objectivity by providing a 
statement of purpose as to why the data are being reported, what measures of teacher effectiveness were 
included, and how the final rating was calculated; any limitations of the data provided (with respect to accuracy 
and validity); and competing factors that might explain the rating. 

 Integrity is security or protection of the data from unauthorized access or revision. ED details statutory and 
administrative guidelines aimed at safeguarding this principle including: Privacy Act, Freedom of Information Act, 
Federal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects, and Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act. These and 
other legislative laws and policies serve to protect sensitive data, though the report does not specify in what 
ways these laws protect individuals. It is interesting to note that in both cases where individual-educator-level 
data were released to the public, a Freedom of Information Act was used to uphold the public’s right to have 
access to those data. However, since findings from only one of the district’s measures of teacher effectiveness 
was reported (student growth estimates), the reporters violated the guidelines of objectivity and utility-not 
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Resource Summary Comments 
enough context and information about the data was provided to support valid interpretations and inferences. 

6. Standards and 

Assessments Peer 

Review Guidance 

 

This resource offers guidance to states in reporting findings from No Child Left Behind (NCLB) requirements regarding 
reporting of information about Highly Qualified Teachers (HQT). These guidelines are especially timely for states wishing 
to report measures of educator effectiveness. Peer Review Guidance stresses the importance of providing context and 
interpretive guidance to support parents and policymakers in making use of the data. States are encouraged to utilize a 
number of formats such as manuals, bulletins, reports, and websites to report results to the public.  

States are also encouraged to report subscores for different domains (i.e., to report more than a single composite rating 
and to clearly indicate the pieces that compose a composite). This includes clearly specifying the weight of each subscore 
(i.e., the value each contributed in relation to the other pieces).  
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Guidelines from Researchers 

7. Public Reporting and Transparency (Colmers, 2007)  

8. Student Test Score Reports and Interpretive Guides: Review of Current Practices and Suggestions for Future Research (Goodman & Hambleton, 2004) 

9. Guidelines for Effective Score Reporting (Aschbacher & Herman, 1991) 

Resource Summary Comments 
7. Public Reporting 

and Transparency 

 

This respected author in the field of healthcare recommends practices in public reporting that have relevance in this 
context. Colmers (2007) addresses the “controversiality” of public reporting, citing the importance of monitoring how 
stakeholders use reported information in making decisions. The author lists a potential benefit of public reporting as 
helping stakeholders make informed choices.  

8. Student Test Score 

Reports and 

Interpretive Guides: 

Review of Current 

Practices and 

Suggestions for 

Future Research  

 

Goodman & Hambleton (2004) conducted a review of states’ reports of results from annual end-of-grade assessments. 
They concluded that many of the student score reports in their sample had promising features, such as reporting 
information in alternate forms (i.e., narrative, numeric, and graphic), having different reports for different audiences, 
personalizing reports, and interpretative guides. However, they cite a number of weaknesses that require further 
attention and research including 

1. Reporting excessive amounts of information, such as many types of overall scores, but omitting essential pieces of 
information, such as the purpose of the test and information about how test results will and should be used 
2. Information regarding the precision of test scores was not provided 
3. The use of statistical jargon 
4. Key terms were not always defined in the reports or interpretative guides, leaving interpretations up to users and 
inviting inaccurate interpretations 
5. Efforts to report large amounts of information in such a small amount of space resulted in reports that appeared 
dense, cluttered, and difficult to read 

 

They also provide general principles for reporting large-scale assessment results. These include the following: 
1. Make the report readable, concise, and visually attractive; 
2. Keep the presentation clear, simple, and uncluttered; 
3. Do not try to do too much with a data display; 
4. Include text to support and improve the interpretation of charts and tables; 
5. Minimize the use of statistical jargon; 
6. Include a glossary of key terms; 
7. Use bar charts to facilitate comparisons; 
8. Group data in meaningful ways; 
9. Use boxes or graphics to highlight main findings; 
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10. Avoid the use of decimals; 
11. Use color in a purposeful manner (given the potential for misuse, however, the general use of color was not 
universally recommended); 
12. Pilot the reports with members of the intended audience; and 
13. Create specially designed reports for different audiences. 

9. Guidelines for 

Effective Score 

Reporting  

 

Although decisions about the content of a report may be guided by political as well as technical considerations, 
decisions about how to present the information should be informed by research and experience (p. 3). 

In this document, Aschbacher and Herman (1991) tackle the issue of how to display data for efficient, effective reporting. Though the 
authors acknowledge the importance of content and quality of data, they are primarily concerned with the finished product and how 
agencies can best match reporting forms to their intended audiences. They present a summary checklist for effective score reporting, 
shown below (p.13): 

1. Know the audience and the purpose: 
-Use their expectations to enhance credibility and utility of the report. 
-Use their expertise and background knowledge to guide explanations and details. 
-Use language appropriate to the audience; avoid jargon. 

2. Keep it simple: 
-Present information in a small number of categories. 
-Use summaries. 
-Be straightforward. 

3. Be clear, accurate, comprehensive, and balanced: 
-Interpret statistics clearly and provide explanations. 
-Provide as rich a picture as appropriate for the audience and purpose. 
-Apportion space according to the importance of the ideas. 

4. Use techniques to capture and focus the reader’s attention: 
-Use visual techniques (e.g., graphics, colors). 
-Use effective headings. 
-Use negative wording for special effect. 

5. Suit format to purpose: 
-Use numeric and adjectival descriptions of data. 
-Be consistent. 
-Select graphic format to suit purpose. 
-Follow guidelines for effective graphs and tables. 

Aschbacher and Herman (1991) provide examples to underscore their points, as well as specific guidance as to which forms of 
presenting data are best for which purposes. The report, overall, serves as a useful reference for an SEA seeking to develop a 
reporting framework. 
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Appendix C: Key Features of Educator Effectiveness Reports10 
 

Key Feature Low-stakes Report Medium-stakes Report High-stakes Report 

Statement of 
Purpose/ Target 
Audience 

For one-on-one 
professional 
development; 
information primarily 
shared between 
educator and 
supervisor. 

To guide school 
improvement efforts; 
identify effective 
interventions or initiatives; 
support hiring or 
promotion decision 
making; primarily for 
school administrators. 
 

To measure educator 
effectiveness for 
accountability purposes; to 
support decision-making 
about termination; primarily 
for SEA and LEA 
administrators, as well as 
policymakers; in some states, 
for parents. 

Measures Observations, 
classroom or school-
based instruments. 

District benchmark 
assessments; state 
assessments, observations. 

State assessments; district 
benchmark assessments 
administered in a 
standardized fashion; 
observations conducted with 
standardized rubric. 
 

Scoring Judgment such as 
“Meets Expectations.” 

Results derived from 
rubric; test score. 

Test score; performance 
level; result derived from 
rubric. 
 

Criteria Norm referenced; 
district and/or state 
teaching standards. 

Criterion and/or norm 
referenced; district and/or 
state teaching standards. 
 

Criterion referenced; district 
and/or state performance 
standards. 

Level of Support 
Needed for 
Interpretation 

Minimally technical. May include technical and 
descriptive information. 
 

Depends on audience, but 
frequently highly technical. 
 

Guidelines for 
Reasonable Use 

Not intended for public 
access; low security risk. 

Promote formative use; 
acknowledge limits to 
generalizability; aggregate 
results may be released to 
researchers and/or the 
general public. 

State guidance 
recommended; include 
cautions about limitations of 
model or system; educator-
level results may be released 
to parents and/or the general 
public. 

                                                             
10 For more information about “the stakes” associated with reporting information about teacher effectiveness, please see 

Chapter 2 of this paper.  
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Appendix D. Legislative and Policy Considerations that May Affect Reporting Practices11 

State Disclosure of 
Teacher Evaluation 

Information 
Allowed (e.g., 

Sunshine Laws) 

Freedom of 
Information Acts 

Parental 
Notification 

Required if Child 
Has Ineffective 

Teacher 

Dismissal of  
Ineffective Teachers 

Allowed 

Public Reporting Mandated 
 at the State Level 

Alabama Yes Al. Code §36-25A-1 et 
seq. 

No No No 

Alaska Yes, but teacher must 
consent. 

A.S. §09.25.110 et seq. No Yes No 

Arizona Yes §39-121 et seq. No No No 

Arkansas Yes, but only where there is 
“compelling public interest” 
where the evaluation led to 
suspension or termination. 

Ark. Code Ann. §25-19-
101 et seq. 

No Yes No 

California No Calif. Public Records Act: 
Gov't Code §6250-6268 

No No No 

Colorado Yes C.R.S. 24-72-201 et seq. No Yes, under SB 191. First state to 
require reductions based on 
effectiveness rather than seniority. 
After completing the pilot phase, the 
state will require evaluation results 
to be used in decisions regarding a 
teacher's status [CO16, p. 138; 
CO10, Section 5, (10)(a)(IV)(B)].The 
State Council for Educator 
Effectiveness has recommended 
additional policy changes needed to 
allow evaluation results to be used 
in decisions over dismissal, 
compensation, and teacher 
recognition [CO16, pp. 154166]. 

Final recommendations are to be 

The State Council for Educator 
Evaluation recommended that "[t]he 
state should develop and adopt 
statutory provisions to provide 
appropriate and timely protections 
regarding the use and reporting of 
educator evaluation data" [CO16,  p. 
158]. The Council recommended that 
the state pass new statutory 
provisions to protect the use and 
reporting of educator evaluation 
results [CO16, p. 158]. In 2009, 
Colorado passed H.B. 091065, which 
created the educator identifier system 
and pilot program, which was tasked 
with creating built in protections to 

                                                             
11 Information in this table was synthesized from the following resources: Bellwether Education Partners, 2011; Fensterwald, 2012; TQ Center, 2012; National Freedom of 
Information Coalition, April 2012; Sawchuk, 2012; and from publicly accessible state websites. 

http://www.acca-online.org/acca_mag/countycommissioner/2003/2003-6%20legal.html
http://www.acca-online.org/acca_mag/countycommissioner/2003/2003-6%20legal.html
http://touchngo.com/lglcntr/akstats/Statutes/Title40/Chapter25/Section110.htm
http://www.azleg.gov/ArizonaRevisedStatutes.asp?Title=39
http://www.arkansasag.gov/pdfs/foia-ocr.pdf
http://www.arkansasag.gov/pdfs/foia-ocr.pdf
http://www.colorado.gov/dpa/doit/archives/open/00openrec.htm
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State Disclosure of 
Teacher Evaluation 

Information 
Allowed (e.g., 

Sunshine Laws) 

Freedom of 
Information Acts 

Parental 
Notification 

Required if Child 
Has Ineffective 

Teacher 

Dismissal of  
Ineffective Teachers 

Allowed 

Public Reporting Mandated 
 at the State Level 

provided by the Council by the end 
of the pilot phase in 2015. [CO16, 
pp. 8492]. 

ensure educator confidentiality [CO8, 
2268.5102]. The resulting pilot 
program has been incorporated in the 
larger evaluation system pilot for 
20112012 [CO9, p. 1]. 

Connecticut Yes, but teacher must 
consent. 

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 1-200 
et seq. 

No No No 

Delaware No 29 Del. C. §10001 et seq. 

Exempt: Personnel, 
medical, and student files; 
trade, investigative and 
intelligence documents; 
charitable donations; 
collective bargaining; and 
pending lawsuits. 

No Yes, under Race to the Top 
requirements, LEAs must use 
evaluation results as a primary 
factor in distribution, promotion, 
dismissal, nonrenewal, and tenure 
decisions [DE25; DE7, secs. 1270 & 
1273; DE2, sec. 106A (7.0)]. In 
addition, evaluation results are 
included in qualifications for 
continuing licensure [DE3, sec. 1511 
(3.23.3)]. Teachers may be 
terminated by the LEA for 
demonstrating a pattern of 
ineffective teaching [DE7, secs. 
1270 & 1273; DE2, sec.106A (7.0)].  

No 

District of 

Columbia 

Yes Freedom of Information 
Act --§§ 2-531 et seq. 

 

No Yes, requires for dismissal, step 
increases and holds, and 
performance bonuses [DC6; DC15, 
p. 106]. Teachers rated ineffective 
or who receive any combination of 
ineffective and minimally effective 
for 2 consecutive years are subject 
to removal. Teachers who receive a 
highly effective rating for two 
consecutive years are eligible for 
compensation bonuses and salary 
increases of up to $27,000. The type 
of school and subject taught 

DCPS releases aggregate numbers 
on the number of teachers rated 
highly effective and those rated highly 
effective for two years in a row; the 
number of teachers who received pay 
bonuses; and the number of teachers 
who received separation notices as a 
result of consistently low evaluation 
results or failure to comply with 
licensure requirements [DC6]. 
Results are released to the general 
public at the end of each year via a 
press release [DCPS personal 

http://www.state.ct.us/foi/2000FOIA/2000FOIAStatutoryIndex.htm
http://www.state.ct.us/foi/2000FOIA/2000FOIAStatutoryIndex.htm
http://www.rcfp.org/open-government-guide?op=item&t=short&state=DE&level=F1
http://government.dc.gov/DC/Government/Data+&+Transparency/Freedom+of+Information+Act/FOIA+Make+a+FOIA+Request/FOIA:+DC+Official+Code


 

66                                                                                        Presenting Findings from Measures of Teacher Effectiveness  

State Disclosure of 
Teacher Evaluation 

Information 
Allowed (e.g., 

Sunshine Laws) 

Freedom of 
Information Acts 

Parental 
Notification 

Required if Child 
Has Ineffective 

Teacher 

Dismissal of  
Ineffective Teachers 

Allowed 

Public Reporting Mandated 
 at the State Level 

determines the size of the bonus 
and the increase in compensation. 
[DC6; DC17; DC18]. 

communication]. Teachers may 
appeal their scores or ratings through 
an appeals process. Access to 
IMPACT data is restricted to certain 
members within the DCPS 
community [DCPS personal 
communication]. 

Florida Yes, since 1983 Florida has 
allowed the public to access 
parts of teacher evaluative 
data the year after the 
review was conducted. 

Fla. Stat. sec. 119.01 et. 
seq. 

Yes, as of 2011-12 school 
year-SB 736 requires each 
school district to annually 
report to the parents of any 
student assigned to a 
teacher who has received 
two consecutive 
“unsatisfactory” ratings, two 
“unsatisfactory” ratings in 
the last three years, or 
three consecutive “needs 
improvement” ratings.  

Yes, and reductions are based on 
effectiveness rather than seniority 

Yes, requires for dismissal, renewal, 
and compensation [FL17 (4)(b)(2), 
FL18 (2) (c)]. The LEA’s 
instructional personnel and school 
administrator compensation system 
awards salary increases in relation 
to sustained student performance 
[FL18 (2)(c)]. 

Yes, SEA issues annual report on the 
percentage of teachers receiving 
each performance rating, 
disaggregated by school and district 

Georgia Yes O.C.G.A. §50-18-70 No Yes, the state plans to link human 
resources decisions to the 
evaluation system as a part of its 
Race to the Top grant [GA5,p. 1]. 

No 

Hawaii No Haw. Rev. Stat. §91-1 et 
seq. 

Exempt: Medical, 
psychiatric, or 
psychological information; 
criminal investigations; 
social services or welfare 
benefits information; 
personnel files; fitness to 
be granted a license; and 
personal 

No Yes No 

http://www.myflsunshine.com/sun.nsf/sunmanual
http://www.myflsunshine.com/sun.nsf/sunmanual
http://www.cityoftybee.org/Assets/Files/sunshine_laws.pdf
http://hawaii.gov/oip/UIPABooklet-PDF.pdf
http://hawaii.gov/oip/UIPABooklet-PDF.pdf
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State Disclosure of 
Teacher Evaluation 

Information 
Allowed (e.g., 

Sunshine Laws) 

Freedom of 
Information Acts 

Parental 
Notification 

Required if Child 
Has Ineffective 

Teacher 

Dismissal of  
Ineffective Teachers 

Allowed 

Public Reporting Mandated 
 at the State Level 

recommendations and 
evaluations. 

Idaho Yes, but teacher must 
consent. 

Idaho Code §9-337 et seq. No No No 

Illinois No, districts are precluded 
from reporting results of 
individual teachers. 

5 I.L.C.S. 140 et. seq. 

Exemptions: Numerous 
exemptions including 
personnel information, 
disciplinary actions and 
vulnerability assessments. 

No, districts are precluded 
from doing so. 

Yes, teachers who receive an 
unsatisfactory rating and fail to 
improve and/or teachers who 
receive two unsatisfactory ratings 
within seven school terms. 
Effectiveness rather than seniority is 
a primary consideration in 
reductions. 

No, SB 315 prohibits public 
disclosure of teacher evaluations. 

 Indiana No §§5-14-3-1 et seq. 

Exempt: Trade secrets; 
university research; and 
certain educational and 
medical records. 
Discretionary exemptions 
include: Personnel files; 
diaries; journals; and 
personal notes. 

Yes, district must inform 
parents if their child is 
assigned to an “ineffective” 
teacher two consecutive 
years. State also requires 
that no student be 
instructed for two 
consecutive years by 
teachers who have been 
rated ineffective in the 
previous year of teaching. If 
the LEA is unable to comply 
with this state rule, the 
school is obligated to notify 
the parents of each affected 
student that their child has 
been placed with a teacher 
who was rated ineffective in 
the previous year [IN4, sec. 
202811.57(ad)]. 

Yes, law defines “incompetence” as 
grounds for dismissal, as either an 
ineffective rating on two consecutive 
performance evaluations, or an 
ineffective or needs improvement 
rating three out of five years. 

Yes, evaluation results are to be 
considered in compensation [IN3, 
sec. 202891(c)(2)], dismissal [IN2, 
sec.20287.51(e)(4)(AC)], 
probationary versus professional 
status [IN1,sec. 202867.5], and 
reduction in force decisions [IN2, 
sec. 20287.51(d)]. 

 

 

Yes, SEA annually reports to the 
public on teacher evaluation results 
for each school, district, and teacher 
preparation program [IN4, sec. 
202811.59(a)]. Each LEA reports to 
the SEA the results of performance 
evaluations for the certificated 
employees, including the number of 
staff rated in different categories; no 
personally identifiable information is 
submitted, however [IN4, sec. 
202811.5 (b)(1–2)]. Each year, the 
SEA reports the results of the staff 
performance evaluations to the State 
Board of Education and the public via 
state website. These results will show 
the aggregate of certificated 
employees of each school and school 
corporation; and the aggregate of 
graduates of each teacher 
preparation program in Indiana 
[IDOE, private communication]. 

http://sunshinereview.org/index.php/Idaho_Public_Records_Act
http://www.ag.state.il.us/government/foia_illinois.html
http://www.in.gov/legislative/ic/code/title5/ar14/ch3.html
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State Disclosure of 
Teacher Evaluation 

Information 
Allowed (e.g., 

Sunshine Laws) 

Freedom of 
Information Acts 

Parental 
Notification 

Required if Child 
Has Ineffective 

Teacher 

Dismissal of  
Ineffective Teachers 

Allowed 

Public Reporting Mandated 
 at the State Level 

Iowa No Iowa Code §22.1 et seq. 

State access law has 65 
exemptions including 
personal information of 
public school students, 
hospital and medical 
records, trade secrets, 
peace officers' 
investigative reports, and 
attorney work related to 
litigation. 

No Yes, requires for continuing 
licensure, contract renewal, and 
promotion [IA18, 284.7(2)]. For 
beginning teachers, evaluation 
results impact movement along the 
licensure levels in the state and 
contract renewal [IA18, 284.7(1)]. 
For career teachers, Iowa legislation 
calls for evaluation results to be 
included in decisions on whether a 
teacher advances up the proposed 
career ladder and may be included 
in termination decisions [IA18, 
284.7(2)]. Iowa conducted several 
pilot programs on pay for 
performance systems for teachers; 
these systems have not, however, 
been rolled out statewide [IA9]. 

The state has a statewide longitudinal 
data system (EdInsight), with data 
starting in 2004 and with unique 
student and teacher identifiers. 

No policy plans have been created, 
however, to link students to individual 
teachers for the purpose of 
summative evaluation [IA11,C4;IA12]. 

The SEA states that it retains a team 
that works with LEAs on data 
validation and quality and also 
includes a series of "interdependent 
checks" through the Electronic 
Access System for Iowa Education 
Records (EASIER) [IA11,C3]. 

Kansas No K.S.A. 45-215 et seq. No No No 

Kentucky Yes, but only at the 
discretion of a third party 
(records custodian, school 
district official, or state 
official). 

K.R.S. 61.872 et seq. No Yes, dismissal [KY1, sec. 156.557 
and sec. 5 (a)(c)]. 

No 

Louisiana Yes, but teacher must 
consent. 

 La.R.S. 44:1 et seq. No Yes, required for dismissal and 
certification decisions [LA10, secs. 
3886(A) and 3902 (C)(2)(a)(3)]. 
LEAs maintain control over 
personnel decisions such as hiring 
and pay. Educators who are rated 
ineffective will be placed on an 
intensive remediation program. 
Disciplinary action is taken if a 
teacher is rated ineffective two years 

Each local school board has been 
tasked with assisting in the 
development of systems "necessary 
for the rapid transmission of 
evaluation information and reports to 
teachers and administrators and for 
maintenance of the confidentiality of 
such information" [LA10, sec. 3904 
(A)(4)]. The superintendent will make 
available to the public "the data that 

http://www.iowa.gov/government/ag/images/pdfs/Openrecords_out.pdf
http://www.ksag.org/files/koraoutline2009.PDF
http://www.lrc.ky.gov/Lrcpubs/OpenMtgsRecords.pdf
http://www.legis.state.la.us/lss/lss.asp?doc=99632
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in a row. In addition, educators who 
are rated ineffective for three years 
during their re-certification period 
will not be recertified by the state 
unless the local school board makes 
an appeal [LA5]. 

 

may be useful for conducting 
statistical analyses and evaluation of 
education personnel but shall not 
reveal information pertaining to the 
evaluation report of a particular 
employee." Public information may 
include school-level student growth 
data [LA10, sec. 3884 (C)]. SEA has 
a teacher identifier system with the 
ability to match teachers to students 
[LA12, p. C2]. 

Maine Yes M.R.S.A. Sec. 402 et seq. No No No 

Maryland No Md. State Gov't Code 
Ann. §§10-611 et seq. 

Md. State Gov't Code 
Ann. §§10-611 et seq. 
Exempt: Information that 
invades individual privacy; 
trade secrets; public policy 
development memos; and 
investigative materials. 

No No for the pilot programs. Yes for 
the fully implemented system. The 
state prohibits the use of evaluation 
results in human resource decisions 
during the two pilot years (20112012 
for the seven school systems and 
20122013 for the entire state pilot) 
[MD16; MD18]. The state specifies 
that, after the conclusion of the pilot, 
the results of professional 
evaluations must be considered in 
tenure decisions [MD3, sec. 
6202(b)(3) (ii)(1)]. The state is 
currently working on model 
compensation systems, but final 
details have not been released. 

The state is collecting and linking 
teacher and student data using the 
longitudinal data system with unique 
student identifiers [MSDE, private 
communication].At the database 
level, the personally identified 
information for students and teacher 
information is encrypted. Access to 
the database is controlled through 
Oracle Database Vault. Within the 
external reporting applications there 
are a login authorization, an 
application authorization, and 
authentication based on the 
application role defined for the 
individual accessing the application 
[MSDE, private communication]. 

Massachusetts No G.L. c. 66, sec. 10. 

Exempt: Information that 
would invade individual 
privacy; trade secrets; 
public policy development 

No Yes, evaluation results may be used 

in decisions for tenure, 

compensation, promotions, and 

dismissals [MA7, slide 6; MA1, sec. 

The regulations specify that all 
information that may be linked to an 
individual educator shall be 
considered personnel information and 
shall not be subject to disclosure 

http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/1/title1ch13sec0.html
http://www.sec.state.ma.us/pre/prepdf/guide.pdf
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memos; and investigative 
materials. 

35.08.07]. under the public records law [MA1, 
sec. 35.11(6)]. The state uses unique 
identifiers for both teachers and 
individual students to protect 
sensitive personal information [MA4, 
pp. 5758]. LEAs are required to 
submit individual-level educator 
evaluation data to the SEA; however, 
any educator evaluation information 
able to be linked to an individual 
educator is considered "personnel 
information" and "shall not be subject 
to disclosure under the public records 
law" [MA1, sec. 35.11(6)]. 

Michigan Yes 

MCL 380.1249 
http://www.legislature.mi.go
v/(S(aujs52ewxripfve2iojx5u
m2))/mileg.aspx?page=Get
Object&objectname=mcl-
380-1249 

 

Mich. Comp. Laws Ann. 
§15.231 et seq 

Yes, law will not go into 
effect until the 2015-2016 
school year; teacher must 
have two or more 
unsatisfactory evaluations. 

Yes 

See House Bills 4625, 4626, 4627, 
and 4628: 
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(nsd
cwh551ndrxv55yywxb055))/mileg.as
px?page=getobject&objectname=20
11-HB-4625 

 

Yes, public reporting required at 
aggregate level by schools using 
effectiveness labels, as required by 
the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 
(personal communication from Carla 
Olivares, MDE, 2012). 

Michigan Council for Educator 
Effectiveness has replaced 
Governor’s Council for Educator 
Effectiveness. See April 2012 
progress report: 

http://www.michigan.gov/documents/
mde/Interim_Progress_Report_MCE
E_383698_7.PDF 

Minnesota No Minn. Statutes 13.01 et 
seq. 

Exempt: Juvenile court 
records; and some 
personnel information. 

No No A pending bill in the state legislature 
mandates that school report cards 
that are publicly posted include the 
number of teachers in each 
performance category. 

http://www.legislature.mi.gov/%28S%28aujs52ewxripfve2iojx5um2%29%29/mileg.aspx?page=GetObject&objectname=mcl-380-1249
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/%28S%28aujs52ewxripfve2iojx5um2%29%29/mileg.aspx?page=GetObject&objectname=mcl-380-1249
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/%28S%28aujs52ewxripfve2iojx5um2%29%29/mileg.aspx?page=GetObject&objectname=mcl-380-1249
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/%28S%28aujs52ewxripfve2iojx5um2%29%29/mileg.aspx?page=GetObject&objectname=mcl-380-1249
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/%28S%28aujs52ewxripfve2iojx5um2%29%29/mileg.aspx?page=GetObject&objectname=mcl-380-1249
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/publications/openmtgsfreedom.pdf
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/publications/openmtgsfreedom.pdf
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(nsdcwh551ndrxv55yywxb055))/mileg.aspx?page=getobject&objectname=2011-HB-4625
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(nsdcwh551ndrxv55yywxb055))/mileg.aspx?page=getobject&objectname=2011-HB-4625
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(nsdcwh551ndrxv55yywxb055))/mileg.aspx?page=getobject&objectname=2011-HB-4625
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(nsdcwh551ndrxv55yywxb055))/mileg.aspx?page=getobject&objectname=2011-HB-4625
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Interim_Progress_Report_MCEE_383698_7.PDF
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Interim_Progress_Report_MCEE_383698_7.PDF
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Interim_Progress_Report_MCEE_383698_7.PDF
http://sunshinereview.org/index.php/Minnesota_Data_Practices_Act
http://sunshinereview.org/index.php/Minnesota_Data_Practices_Act
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Mississippi Yes, but only at the 
discretion of a third party 
(records custodian, school 
district official, or state 
official). 

Miss. Code Ann 25-61-1 
et seq. 

No No No 

Missouri No Mo. Code §610.023 et 
seq. 

Closed: Legal actions; 
leasing, purchase or sale 
of real estate; personnel 
matters; the state militia; 
health examinations; 
testing materials; 
negotiations with 
employees; and sealed 
bids. 

No No No 

Montana Yes, but only at the 
discretion of a third party 
(records custodian, school 
district official, or state 
official). 

Montana Code 2-6-101 et 
seq. 

No No No 

Nebraska Yes, but only at the 
discretion of a third party 
(records custodian, school 
district official, or state 
official). 

Nebraska Statutes §84-
712 et seq. 

No No No 

Nevada Yes N.R.S. 239 et seq. No Yes No 

New Hampshire No R.S.A. Ch. 01-A et seq. 

Exempt: Investigative files; 
parole and pardon board 
records; student records; 
and certain commercial/ 

No No No 

http://www.mcfoi.org/handbook.html
http://www.mcfoi.org/handbook.html
http://ago.mo.gov/sunshinelaw/sunshinelaw.htm
http://ago.mo.gov/sunshinelaw/sunshinelaw.htm
http://sunshinereview.org/index.php/Montana_Public_Records_Act
http://sunshinereview.org/index.php/Montana_Public_Records_Act
http://nebraska.edu/docs/NebraskaPublicRecordsLaw.pdf
http://nebraska.edu/docs/NebraskaPublicRecordsLaw.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/nrs/nrs-239.html
http://www.allfreerecords.com/New_Hampshire/public-records.htm
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financial information. 

New Jersey Yes  N.J.S.A. 47:1A-1 et seq. No No No 

New Mexico Yes  14-2-1 NMSA 1978 et 
seq. 

No No No 

New York Yes NY Pub. Off. Law sec. 84 
et seq. 

No Yes, required. The evaluation 
results will be a significant factor in 
employment decisions, including 
promotion, retention, tenure 
determinations, termination, and 
supplemental compensation, as well 
as teacher and principal 
professional development [NY5, 
section A]. The LEA will consider 
annual professional performance 
reviews as a significant factor at the 
time of employment decisions [NY5, 
section N6(c)]. In August 2011, the 
State Supreme Court invalidated 
portions of this provision, and the 
SEA is currently appealing the 
decision [NY5, R]. 

No 

North Carolina Yes  G.S. §132-1 No Yes, for continuing licensure, 
dismissal, promotion, retention, 
tenure, and compensation [NC11, 
pp. 111, 132133, 139, 140]. Teacher 
evaluation data are used to identify 
ineffective teachers in need of 
remediation and possible dismissal 
[NC11, pp. 111, 132]. 

 

School and LEA aggregated 
evaluation results are shared with the 
public on an annual basis [NC11, p. 
138]: the proportion of teachers 
whose students demonstrate 
expected growth or exceeds 
expected growth; the proportion of 
teachers at each proficiency level; 
and the proportion of teachers who 
moved beyond the developing “rating 
within the established time period” 
[NC11, p. 138]. Evaluation results are 
shared with the community via 

http://www.nj.gov/grc/act.html
http://www.rcfp.org/open-government-guide?op=browse&state=NM
http://www.rcfp.org/open-government-guide?op=browse&state=NM
http://www.citmedialaw.org/legal-guide/new-york/access-public-records-new-york
http://www.citmedialaw.org/legal-guide/new-york/access-public-records-new-york
http://www.ncga.state.nc.us/gascripts/statutes/StatutesTOC.pl?Chapter=0132
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various information products in 
response to legislative and other 
public data information requests are 
published on a public website [NC11, 
p. 88]. 

North Dakota Yes N.D.C.C. §44-04-18 et 
seq. 

No No No 

Ohio Yes, but only at the 
discretion of a third party 
(records custodian, school 
district official, or state 
official). 

Ohio Rev. Code sec. 
149.43 et seq. 

No Yes. Ohio HB 153 (2011) includes 
provisions for the use of 
performance evaluation results in 
teacher compensation [OH14, p. 5]. 
Decisions over termination or 
progress toward continuing 
licensure must include reference to 
teacher evaluation results [OH16, p. 
3]. 

Ohio HB 290 (2009) removes 
legislative restrictions that previously 
prevented sharing unique student 
identifiers with Institutions of Higher 
Education, preventing complete data 
linkages. The bill also allows the state 
to enter into agreements to use the 
data for research and analysis of 
program effectiveness and provides 
teachers with access to the data 
[OH10, Section C1]. Ohio also is 
working in partnership with the Center 
for Educational Leadership and 
Technology in collaboration with five 
other states to determine best 
practices for student teacher data 
linkages [OH1; OH10, pp. C23]. 

Oklahoma Yes, but only at the 
discretion of a third party 
(records custodian, school 
district official, or state 
official). 

OK Stat, tit. 51, §24A.1 et 
seq. 

No Yes No 

Oregon Yes, but only at the 
discretion of a third party 
(records custodian, school 
district official, or state 

O.R.S. 192.410 et seq. No No No 

http://www.ag.nd.gov/Brochures/ORandOMBrochure-citizen-2005.pdf
http://www.ag.nd.gov/Brochures/ORandOMBrochure-citizen-2005.pdf
http://www.ohioattorneygeneral.gov/sunshine.aspx/?from=nav
http://www.ohioattorneygeneral.gov/sunshine.aspx/?from=nav
http://www.foioklahoma.org/OpenRecords.pdf
http://www.foioklahoma.org/OpenRecords.pdf
http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/192.html
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official). 

Pennsylvania No 65 Pa. Stat. Section 66.1 
et seq. 

Exempt: Most 
investigative records; birth 
and death records; and 
accident reports. Also see: 
Office of Open Records 

No Yes No 

Rhode Island No R.I. Gen. Laws §§38-2-1 

Exempt: Presumption of 
disclosure with few 
exemptions. 

No. However, the state’s 
Race to the Top application 
states that "No child will be 
taught by a teacher who 
has been rated ineffective 
for two consecutive years" 
[RI12, sec. D13]. The state 
has a commitment to 
ensure that a student who 
was assigned to a teacher 
rated as ineffective in a 
given year must be 
assigned the following year 
to a teacher rated effective 
or highly effective. After two 
consecutive years of 
ineffective ratings, the LEA 
must dismiss the teacher 
[RI12, section D39]. 

Yes, requires LEAs to use 
evaluation results in decisions for 
teacher distribution, promotion, 
dismissal, renewal, tenure, and 
certification. LEAs are required to 
report information on educator 
evaluation and dismissals each year 
to ensure compliance. In their Race 
to the Top application, the state said 
it is encouraging LEAs to adopt 
performance-based compensation 
systems by 2015 [RI1, p. 35; RI12, 
secs. D25, D27, D30]. Starting in 
2015, the SEA has committed to 
ensuring that the granting or 
renewal of full certification will 
depend on a teacher achieving 
acceptable effectiveness ratings 
[RI12, sec. D29]. 

Yes. In the 2012-2013 school year, 
the SEA will make the Educator 
Performance and Support System 
(EPSS) the primary platform for 
teachers and evaluators to collect 
and manage data for the Student 
Learning, Professional Practice, and 
Professional Responsibility portions 
of the evaluation. EPSS is an online 
platform that will enable teachers and 
evaluators to engage in two-way 
communication, schedule 
observations and conferences, and 
provide tools for self-assessment and 
observations [RI19, p. 15]. 

South Carolina Yes S.C. Code Ann. §30-4-10 No No No 

South Dakota No S.D.C.L. 1-27-1 et seq. 

Exempt: Savings and loan 
association reports; school 
records; juvenile court 
records; adoption records; 

No No No 

http://openrecords.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/community/open_records/4434
http://openrecords.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/community/open_records/4434
http://openrecords.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/community/open_records/4434
http://www.rilin.state.ri.us/statutes/title38/38-2/INDEX.HTM
http://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t30c004.htm
http://legis.state.sd.us/statutes/DisplayStatute.aspx?Statute=1-27&Type=Statute
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hospital licensing and 
inspection information; 
and medical research 
information. 

Tennessee Yes Tenn. Code Ann. 10-7-503 
et seq. 

While value-added scores 
have been calculated via 
TVAAS for many years, 
these data are shared only 
between a principal and a 
teacher as one component 
of the evaluation process; 
no teacher’s overall rating 
has been released to the 
public. However, TDE has 
cautioned that they would 
be legally obligated to 
release teacher ratings if 
an Open Records request 
were filed. 

No Yes, evaluations demonstrating 
“below expectations” or “significantly 
below expectations” are grounds for 
dismissal. The state requires that 
annual evaluation be a factor in 
personnel decisions, including 
promotion, retention, tenure, and 
compensation [TN2, slide 3]. The 
First to the Top Act requires that 
evaluation outcomes be used for 
personnel decisions that may 
include recruitment, promotion, 
compensation, and dismissal. All 
these personnel policies are made 
at the district level and are not 
determined by the state. Tenure 
policies are part of the law, however, 
including new eligibility requirements 
[TN23]. [TN15, p. 1]. 

The state senate of Tennessee 
recently voted (SB 1447) to prohibit 
teacher evaluation data from being 
shared with parents and the public 
after announcing in March that these 
data would be made public. 

Texas No Tex. Rev. Civ. Stat. Ann. 
art. 6252-17a 

Closed: Attorney 
consultations; real estate 
transactions; hearings of 
the ethics commission; 
personnel and individual 
student matters; and 
emergency medical 
service quality reviews, 
etc. 

No Yes No 

http://www.comptroller1.state.tn.us/openrecords/pdf/Open%20Records%20draft501.pdf
http://www.comptroller1.state.tn.us/openrecords/pdf/Open%20Records%20draft501.pdf
http://www.holaw.net/Documents/Paper%20-%20Texas%20Open%20Records%20Act.pdf
http://www.holaw.net/Documents/Paper%20-%20Texas%20Open%20Records%20Act.pdf
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Utah No 63-2-101 et seq. August 2012 update: State 
Board of Education voted to 
encourage principals to 
share classroom level 
achievement data with 
parents who request it  

No No 

Vermont No 1 V.S.A. §§315 et seq. 

Exempt: Twenty 
exemptions including: 
Personnel files; criminal 
investigation records; tax 
documents; and location 
of historical/ 
archaeological sites. 

No No No 

Virginia Yes Va. Code Secs. 2.2-3704 -
3706 

 

No No No 

Washington Yes, but only at the 
discretion of a third party 
(records custodian, school 
district official, or state 
official). 

Wash. Rev. Code § 42.56 
et seq. 

No Yes [WA5, sec. 202(4)(ab)] Under 
SB 6696, if a teacher's performance 
is "not judged satisfactory" 
according to district evaluation 
criteria and does not demonstrate 
necessary improvement within a 
probationary period, such a situation 
"shall constitute grounds for finding 
probable cause" to discharge the 
teacher from his or her current 
assignment [WA5, sec. 202(4)(ab)]. 

Not specified, but state law, enacted 
by SB 6696, requires all districts to 
report to the state annually on the 
number of staff members who were 
rated in each performance category 
[WA5, sec. 201(2)(a)]. The state de-
identifies all data using a unique 
personal identifier [WA13, p. C2] and 
uses a secure, data encryption 
process when schools submit data to 
the state data warehouse [WA3,  p. 
18]. 

West Virginia Yes W.Va. Code § 29B-1-1 et 
seq. 

No No No 

Wisconsin No Wis. Stat. 19.31 et seq. No No No 

http://le.utah.gov/~code/TITLE63G/63G02.htm
http://www.leg.state.vt.us/statutes/fullsection.cfm?Title=01&Chapter=005&Section=00316
http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+2.2-3704
http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+2.2-3704
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=42.56
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=42.56
http://www.legis.state.wv.us/wvcode/code.cfm?chap=29b&art=1
http://www.legis.state.wv.us/wvcode/code.cfm?chap=29b&art=1
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/19.pdf
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Exempt: Certain 
investigative records, 
computer programs and 
trade secrets; public 
library circulation records 
are confidential. 

Wyoming No Wyo. Stat. § 16-4-201 et 
seq. 

Exempt: Some law 
enforcement investigation 
records; testing materials; 
details of state institutions' 
research projects; labor 
negotiations; school board 
and university student 
disciplinary records; and 
medical records of publicly 
funded hospitals. 

No No No 

 

 

 

 

http://legisweb.state.wy.us/statutes/statutes.aspx?file=titles/Title16/T16CH4AR2.htm
http://legisweb.state.wy.us/statutes/statutes.aspx?file=titles/Title16/T16CH4AR2.htm
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