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l. Purpose

This study focuses on learning first-hand from frontline educators how they perceive the development
and implementation of the new Teacher and Principal Evaluation (TPE) system in Maryland. In particular,
because Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) are designated as a key means of measuring student
academic growth and improving teacher effectiveness, this study examines educators’ perceptions of
the support they receive in understanding and implementing SLOs. Findings of this study are intended to
help inform and strengthen the SLO component and the overall TPE system as implementation moves
forward in the schools and districts in Maryland.

Il. Methods of Data Collection

Both qualitative data and quantitative data were collected from educators, including (a) interviews of
superintendents and teacher union/association leaders from six districts; and (b) survey responses
provided by teachers, principals and other educators from nine districts.

Interviews

Confidential phone interviews were conducted from late May to early July with 13 key stakeholders in six
districts and one statewide association. These include: six executive leaders (five superintendents and
one deputy superintendent), six local teacher union/association leaders, and one statewide teachers’
association leader. Using an interview protocol developed by the study team, each interview lasted for
approximately one hour. The interviews were not audio recorded; detailed notes were taken and
analyzed.

Table 1. Interviews by Affiliation and Position*

Affiliation Position(s) MG @

Interviews
Allegany County Superintendent and Association President 2
Baltimore City Superintendent and Union President 2
Baltimore County Superintendent and Association President 2
Howard County Superintendent and Association President 2
Prince George’s County Deputy Superintendent and Association President 2
Worcester County Superintendent and Association President 2
Maryland State Education Association | Statewide Association President 1
Total 13

*When attributing quotes in the balance of this study, union and association presidents are listed as “Union Leader.”
Maryland Teacher and Principal Evaluation Survey

A web-based confidential survey, developed by the study team, was launched on May 23, 2013, by the
Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE). MSDE sent an invitational email with the link to the
online survey to all superintendents in Maryland, asking them to share this information with the
principals, teachers, and other school-based staff in the local school districts and encourage them to
respond. The study team alone had access to survey responses.
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The survey questions centered on: (a) the systemic context for the implementation of the TPE system; (b)
the quality of the TPE frameworks and processes; (c) the use of student assessments as a component in
teacher evaluation; (d) supports teachers receive on Student Learning Objectives (SLOs); and (e)
additional supports educators need.

Originally, 1,934 educators from fifteen districts responded to the survey. A total of 29 surveys were
excluded from the study for the following reasons: 11 participants did not identify their district
affiliations, and 18 participants were from the six districts in which fewer than 10 educators responded
to the survey.

The final analysis was based on 1,905 educators from the following nine local school districts: Allegany
County, Anne Arundel County, Baltimore County, Carroll County, Harford County, Prince George’s
County, Queen Anne’s County, Wicomico County, and Worcester County. Although these nine districts
constitute 34.6% of all the districts in Maryland, they represent nearly half of the teachers (48.6%) and
the students (48.0%)."

Table 2. Survey Response Numbers

District Completed Surveys

Allegany County 12
Anne Arundel County 673
Baltimore County 191
Carroll County 25
Harford County 169
Prince George's County 386
Queen Anne's County 102
Wicomico County 332
Worcester County 15

Total 1,905

A substantial number of the survey respondents have gained knowledge about SLOs and the new TPE
system. Half of the survey respondents have participated in SLO trainings (52%), and nearly one-third
have accessed some sources of information or experiences related to SLOs (30%). One-fifth of the
respondents indicate that they have participated in a TPE pilot (19%).

Nearly two-thirds of all respondents have 10 or more years of teaching experience (66%). Most have a
Master’s degree (77%). The majority of the respondents are classroom teachers (63%). There were 124
principals who completed the survey, constituting 8.5% of all school principals in the State.? (See Table
1 in the addendum for more detail on the characteristics of the survey participants.)

The survey analysis included an examination of the responses by three teacher categories: classroom
teacher, non-classroom teaching staff, and special education. However, since there were few
differences in teachers’ responses by their categories, they have been grouped into one category,
“Teacher,” for the purposes of discussion in the report, except where otherwise noted. For similar
reasons, the principal and assistant principal responses have been grouped into one category,
“Principal.”
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Limitations of the Data

To gain timely insights in and feedback on the implementation of the TPE system and SLOs, data were
collected and analyzed within a relatively short time frame. Although the study team interviewed both
superintendents and union leaders in six districts, and these districts cover a wide range of district
characteristics such as location and enroliment, they comprise only one-fourth of all districts in
Maryland. Similarly, although educators’ responses from nine districts were analyzed in the survey, and
these districts represent nearly half of the teachers and the students in the State, the response rates by
district vary considerably. Despite these limitations, however, consistent findings emerged from both the
interviews and the survey responses, shedding light on the implementation of the TPE system.

lll. Findings

Finding One: Frontline educators in Maryland underscore that there is a substantial learning
curve involved with Student Learning Objectives (SLOs). Teachers and principals have
concerns regarding the support teachers receive when developing and implementing SLOs.

A key to effective implementation is the recognition that SLOs are, at root, an instructional reform being
used for evaluation purposes. As a result of the training provided by the Maryland State Department of

Education (MSDE), district and union leaders are starting to become knowledgeable about the essential
links of SLOs to instruction and assessment.

“I see SLOs as the marriage between instruction and assessment.”

-Superintendent

“SLOs are a process to improve teachers’ instruction and student learning. Assessments
can inform teaching, but they will not improve instruction...The whole process makes
SLOs powerful.”

-Union Leader

“[Teachers] learned about what an SLO is and how to measure it. They liked it because
you have assessments you have created which focus on what you are trying to measure.
It is changing the course and you have confidence in the assessment piece.”

-Superintendent

Teacher survey responses identify issues about the level and type of support they receive related to
SLOs. Two-thirds of the teachers (66%) indicate they need support in receiving SLO feedback from the
school or the district administration. They also strongly disagree/disagree that they receive (a) guidance
in selecting research-based instructional strategies for SLOs (38%); (b) recommendations for selecting
pre/post assessments for SLOs (37%); (c) valid and reliable approaches to setting growth targets for
SLOs (37%); (d) guidance in selecting learning content for SLOs (35%); and (e) resources supporting the
use of student baseline data (34%). These are all issues that the State and districts have to address to
support effective implementation.
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Table 3. Principal and Teacher Responses on Student Learning Objectives

Principals Teachers
Total 7 Total Total 8 Total
Teachers receive... Agree Uielzeei Disagree Agree UneEEees Disagree
Information about developing high quality 98 34 39 674 429 520
SLOs. (57%) (20%) (23%) (42%) (26%) (32%)
Information about the use of SLO 108 38 24 706 431 484
components. (64%) (22%) (14%) (44%) (27%) (30%)
Resources supporting the use of student 95 37 38 560 505 550
baseline data. (56%) (22%) (22%) (35%) (31%) (34%)
Guidance in selecting learning content for 85 44 42 524 525 573
SLOs. (50%) (26%) (25%) (32%) (32%) (35%)
Guidance in selecting research-based 77 47 46 441 573 610
instructional strategies for SLOs. (45%) (28%) (27%) (27%) (35%) (38%)
Recommendations for selecting pre/post 75 46 49 473 540 604
assessments for SLOs. (44%) (27%) (29%) (29%) (33%) (37%)
Valid and reliable approaches to setting 72 52 46 446 575 594
growth targets for SLOs. (42%) (31%) (27%) (28%) (36%) (37%)
| need support in receiving SLO feedback 112 26 30 1074 348 199
from school or district administration. (67%) (15%) (18%) (66%) (21%) (12%)

NOTE: 7otal Agreeis a composite of strongly agree/agree and Total Disagreeis a composite of strongly
disagree/disagree.

Compared with teachers, principals have more positive perceptions of the support that teachers receive.
Over half of the principals strongly agree/agree that teachers receive “information about the use of SLO
components” (64 %), “information about developing high quality SLOs” (57%), and “resources
supporting the use of student baseline data” (56%). However, they also have reservations about the SLO
support for teachers. Over half of the principals strongly disagree/disagree or are undecided that
teachers receive “valid and reliable approaches to setting growth targets for SLOs” (58%),
“recommendations for selecting pre/post assessments for SLOs” (56%), and “guidance in selecting
research-based instructional strategies for SLOs” (55%). Two-thirds of the principals (67 %) report
needing support in receiving SLO feedback from the district administration.

There is a learning curve involved when implementing any major educational reform initiative. It is more
pronounced when the reform is characterized by high stakes and accelerated timetables for
implementation. For example, interviewees indicated a need for guidance to help ensure that SLOs are
of high quality. Interviewees also noted that all seven pilot districts had insights from their experiences
but there was little opportunity to discuss lessons learned and not enough time due to the schedule to
inform the State. As a result, they felt pilot learnings were not considered as MSDE launched the
statewide rollout of SLOs.

With respect to SLOs, professional development, leadership development and resources are essential to
develop principals’ and teachers’ critical understandings of (a) why SLOs have been chosen as a
cornerstone of the TPE system; (b) how well-crafted SLOs improve teacher practice and contribute to
student learning; (c) how SLOs provide glue across a district’s curricular and instructional initiatives; and
(d) how the new TPE system, including SLOs, complements other initiatives underway in the State and
districts. Understanding and accepting the value of SLOs is crucial to building and sustaining a broad
base of support for TPE.
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Finding Two: Involvement in field tests, access to meaningful information, and
union/management collaboration have an impact on the credibility of and educators’
confidence in the new TPE system. However, there are concerns about the quality of
communication as well as uncertainties about the level of community support for the new
evaluation system.

Survey responses show a clear pattern: the more educators are involved in the new evaluation system
through participating in a pilot or in field test activities, participating in trainings or accessing information
related to SLOs, the more positive their perceptions. For example, it is noteworthy that 37% of the all
educator respondents who have neither TPE experience nor SLO experience strongly agree/agree that
“TPE is based on principles of continuous improvement.” Yet the percentages are much higher for those
who have TPE experience only (66%), SLO experience only (65%), or both TPE and SLO experience
(73%). Involvement and information contribute to higher levels of understanding and comfort which, in
turn, lead to more confidence in the new evaluation system in general and SLOs in particular. (See Table
6 in the addendum for more detail on participant responses by experience with TPE and SLOs.)

Interview data indicate that when there is a more collaborative relationship between the union and
management within a district, there is generally more trust in and credibility of the new evaluation
system.

“We had good relationships with teachers unions. They have appreciated that the purpose

of evaluation needs to be helping teachers to improve.”
-Superintendent

“We were in a good position to negotiate an evaluation agreement with the management.
It has evolved and changed. I think we have good processes. The management has been
responsive to our concerns. There is a little blood on the floor. Our disagreement has
been behind the doors. We've been participating and we have input.”

-Union Leader

However, when there is a lack of strategic collaboration between the district administration and the local
union, a successful implementation becomes challenging.

“Bargaining provides basic protection and really quarantees fair evaluation. It makes
sure that not one sole criterion will be used in hiring and promotion decisions. The
implications are very intense. Our school system tells us that we cannot bargain in
this process. That’s really a bad path for bargaining.”

-Union Leader

“Unions will calm down. This anxiety will lessen over time. It takes years. We are
getting into a bumpy year.”

-Superintendent
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Interview data also show that some teacher union leaders feel that they have not been adequately
involved in the decision making processes related to the components of the new evaluation system.

“Race to the Top was pretty much done without unions. We were pretty much ignored.”

-Union Leader

“MSDE has not worked with affiliations or teachers. School systems received trainings,
but there was never a direct invitation to us. Our organization has been completely out
of the loop.”

-Union Leader

Frontline educators underscore the importance of receiving clear and consistent information when trying
to develop understanding of and buy-in to the new system. However, both the interview and survey data

show that there are concerns related to the consistency of information that principals and teachers
receive.

“It is frustrating for a lot people when the information they receive is not consistent.
There are changes of personnel, leadership, and languages...Most teachers want to know
what the rules are. It is frustrating that the frontline does not have a clear
understanding.”

-Superintendent

The clarity and consistency of information affects how well educators understand the new evaluation
system. In the survey responses, 55% of the principals and just 41% of the teachers strongly
agree/agree that “the expectations are clear for teachers and principals in the TPE system.” Many
respondents are undecided on this critical issue (26% of principals and 31% of teachers). Effective
implementation depends, in part, on there being clear expectations for all involved.

In addition, interview data suggest a perceived gap of communications between the State and local
teacher unions.

“MSDE started to send communications every week, but only to local boards, not to local
affiliates...Nobody brought information in.”

-Union Leader

Reformers within districts need the support of the broader educational community. Community support
is a vital component of successful educational reform. The survey responses indicate, however, that the
perceived level of community support is unclear. More than half the principals (54%) and teachers (51%)

are undecided on the level of community support for the TPE system.
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Finding Three: Teachers and district leaders have concerns about the capacity of principals
across schools to serve as effective evaluators. There are also questions about the validity and
reliability of the classroom observation instruments. These concerns are exacerbated by
technological challenges many districts face in implementing TPE and SLOs.

Interview data show that there are concerns regarding the capacity of principals as instructional leaders
to conduct valid and reliable classroom observations. Further, several interviewees indicate that, in
actual practice, inter-rater agreement is often being confused with inter-rater reliability.

“[Observation] continues to be a challenge...There are a lot of concerns on the inter-rater
reliability. That’s challenging.”

-Superintendent

“I think we need more work on training observers. Not every administrator, good or bad,
was the best classroom instructor. Teachers haven’t been observed by instructional
leaders. Administrators need a higher degree of credibility in conducting observations.”

-Union Leader

“In some schools, principals have a lot to say on SLOs. Teachers are concerned about
whether principals know what the student outcomes should be.”

-Union Leader

Teachers’ perceptions are decidedly mixed regarding the classroom observation component in the new
evaluation system. Only 40% strongly agree/agree that “validated observation measures/instruments”
are used, while 33% are undecided and 27% strongly disagree/disagree. Similarly, only 43% of teachers
strongly agree/agree that the observations are “conducted by trained observers/evaluators who meet
reliability criteria,” while 33% are undecided and 24% disagree.

Table 4. Principal and Teacher Survey Responses Related to Teacher Evaluation
Frameworks and Processes

Principals Teachers
Total . Total Total . Total
Teacher evaluation frameworks and processes... Agree Wielzeei Disagree Agree Wielzeei Disagree
Respect educators’ professional knowledge 139 18 13 817 407 392
and skills. (82%) (11%) (8%) (51%) (25%) (24%)
Utilize validated observation measures/ 115 42 14 640 529 443
instruments. (67%) (25%) (8%) (40%) (33%) (27%)
Are conducted by trained observers/evaluators 117 36 17 688 538 391
who meet reliability criteria. (69%) (21%) (10%) (43%) (33%) (24%)
Provide a summative rating of educator 121 35 15 679 527 409
performance. (71%) (20%) (9%) (42%) (33%) (25%)
. - 121 36 14 761 553 293
Provide explicit feedback to teachers. 71%) 21%) (8%) 47%) (34%) (18%)
Contribute to the instructional effectiveness of 113 38 20 605 557 447
teachers. (66%) (22%) (12%) (38%) (35%) (28%)
Lead to improved decisions related to 114 41 17 600 601 399
instructional approaches. (66%) (24%) (10%) (38%) (38%) (25%)
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Some districts are facing technological challenges in implementing TPE overall and SLOs in particular.
They specifically describe a need for a well-designed SLO management platform.

“The platform we have is horrible, poorly designed...I'm really worried about the
platform being used.”

-Superintendent

“We don’t have the technology to help in all the schools. That’s one thing that teachers

complain about. ”
-Union Leader

Finding Four: Many districts are inadequately prepared to make use of the final evaluation
results to improve teaching and learning.

Data collected from the new TPE system can provide invaluable feedback to both teachers and
administrators by highlighting strengths and gaps related to instruction and learning. Such a link of
evaluation results to the improvement of teaching and student academic growth is the core intent of the
TPE system. It is also critical for developing trust and buy-in to the new evaluation system by frontline
educators. The better prepared districts are to collect and analyze evaluative data, the better positioned
they will be to take informed action based on the results. Doing so will strengthen districts in targeting
professional and leadership development resources where they are most needed.

Survey data show that there is insufficient confidence among teachers in the usefulness of the
evaluation results in improving classroom instruction. In particular, large percentages of teachers
strongly disagree/disagree or are undecided that the teacher evaluation frameworks and processes
“lead to improved decisions related to instructional approaches” (63%), “contribute to the instructional
effectiveness of teachers” (63%), “provide a summative rating of educator performance” (58%), or
“provide explicit feedback to teachers” (52%).

Compared with teachers, principals’ perceptions are more positive. Two-thirds of the principal survey
respondents strongly agree/agree that the frameworks and processes “provide a summative rating of
educator performance” (71%), “provide explicit feedback to teachers” (71%), contribute to the
instructional effectiveness of teachers” (66%), and “lead to improved decisions related to instructional
approaches” (66%). However, it is also noteworthy that one-fifth to one-fourth of principals (ranging from
20% to 24%) are undecided on the effectiveness of the frameworks and processes.

Interviews indicate that many districts are not adequately prepared to use the evaluation results to
improve instructional professional development or other services in support of the schools and
classrooms. There is a noticeable absence of plans, processes or concrete next steps the districts
intend to adopt as a result of the evaluation rankings.

“Hopefully we can use them [i.e., the evaluation results] as benchmarks to move forward.

I can’t say we have a plan in place at this point.”
-Superintendent

“I don’t know well [what the district will do with the results]. We are working on

evaluation documents now.”
—~Union Leader
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“The results illuminate issues on teacher preparation and teacher support. It also
illuminates issues on the perceptions of teachers...The data will illuminate school
conditions. It informs us on how we should target support.”

-Superintendent

Despite the potential benefits of using evaluative data to inform strategies related to professional and
leadership development and instructional support, interview responses left unclear how many of the
district leaders plan to use the evaluation results to guide their support practices. In part, this lack of
clarity may emanate from the beliefs of most interviewees that the evaluative results under TPE are
unlikely to differ markedly from previous evaluative results.

IV. Issues and Recommendations

The following recommendations reinforce the instructional emphasis of the new TPE system, respond to
legitimate concerns emerging from the field, and build on the foundation of support established to date
by the Maryland State Department of Education.

Issue 1: Implementation Capacity

Overview. MSDE has put key building blocks in place to help districts and schools launch the new
evaluation system. In support of the SLO component in particular, MSDE has prepared and provided
models, training sessions and support materials. It also has put strategies in place for convening key
constituencies for professional development purposes and conducting communications activities. While
training and re-training will continue to be part of MSDE’s scope of work, a transition lies ahead as
districts begin implementing the TPE system at scale and for high stakes purposes.

Recommended Action. Broaden capacity building to underscore the importance of instructional
linkages and benefits of quality implementation. Building on the training and resources that are currently
being provided, a transition ahead for MSDE is to model for the districts the type of professional
development and leadership development that the districts, in turn, need to provide to the schools. This
means expanding the breadth of State-provided guidance to reinforce the instructional emphasis of the
evaluation system and help districts be more effective in assisting their schools.

In particular, broadened capacity building extends to a range of issues affecting quality implementation,
including:

e Research findings on SLOs and their implications for district leadership and support systems

e Strategies for addressing strains on various district systems

e Criteria for performance-based assessments and teacher developed assessments

o Refinement and use of a SLO ratings rubric for purposes of instructional planning and SLO
quality improvement

e Crosswalk between SLOs and the Common Core State Standards

e Crosswalk links between SLOs and teacher observations

e Relation and implications of changeover in assessments to the SLO process

e Strategies for integrating SLOs within districts’ core instructional frameworks

It is also recommended that MSDE, districts, and schools collaborate to develop an electronic library of
annotated SLOs. These SLOs should be actual, but be presented anonymously. Such an annotated
library would provide teachers and principals with examples of SLOs of varying quality for thought-
provoking conversations rather than exemplars to emulate. Examining strengths and weaknesses of the
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SLOs will help districts and schools identify next steps needed to support the development of high
quality and increasingly more rigorous SLOs.

Impact. TPE is a new system of educator support and accountability. At a time of high stakes scale-up,
there is a distinct risk that compliance to the new evaluation system could overshadow its instructional

roots. High quality capacity building is essential to reinforce the instructional emphases and integrity of
the TPE system. Both MSDE and districts have expanding responsibilities in this area.

Issue 2: School Leadership

Overview. Superintendents, union leaders and teachers, and to a lesser extent principals, have
concerns about the capacity of the principals to carry out the requirements of the TPE system with
quality and consistency across all schools. The skill requirements and time demands are both
significant. Supporting principals in leading the evaluation process at the school level, and integrating it
within the instructional foundation at the schools, needs to be an area of emphasis.

Recommended Action. Provide specialized support to principals. Doing so should be a State and
district priority. Implementing the new evaluation system at the school level has serious implications for
principals; more is involved than understanding and acting on an additional set of to-do’s. Rather,
principals will need customized support in how to integrate their stewardship of SLOs and the teacher
observation process with their oversight of curriculum delivery and their supervision of instruction.

The research from Denver and Charlotte-Mecklenburg makes clear that principals’ leadership is of
paramount importance in effectively implementing SLOs. In the context of evaluation, MSDE and
districts can also be particularly helpful to principals by strengthening their abilities to conduct evidence-
based meetings with teachers that incorporate SLO and teacher observation data. In addition, MSDE
can consider developing certification for principals related to SLOs and teacher observations.

Impact. The quality and depth of principals’ instructional leadership are key to the effective
implementation of both SLOs and classroom observations. The success of the TPE system is dependent
on having principals who have the skills and understandings needed to guide and support their faculties
in advancing Maryland’s instructionally-based evaluation model. With the TPE system now going to
scale in all the districts, building these skills and understandings will be pivotal to achieving positive
results statewide.

Issue 3: Use of Evaluation Results

Overview. The power of the new TPE system lies in what districts and schools do with the results. This
area needs more attention from the State and the districts.

Recommended Action. Help districts translate evaluation ratings into improved practices. Based on the
interview findings, it will be essential to support districts in examining and determining actions to take
based on the teacher and principal evaluation data. More than introducing any specific tool, MSDE can
provide leadership by helping districts think through the elements of a system of educator support that
focuses on:

e Interpreting the evaluation data

¢ Identifying strengths and deficiencies that emerge from the data analysis

e Determining the causes and implications of the gaps

e Tailoring professional development and leadership development to address the deficiencies
and gaps

e Examining and improving district support system capabilities
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In short, this recommendation focuses on supporting districts to use the final evaluation results to inform
instruction, as well as professional development and leadership development, at school and district
levels.

Impact. A relevant maxim is that “data mean nothing without a planned response to them.” The
credibility and viability of the new evaluation system depend on its value in informing and effectuating
improvements in instructional practices and student learning.

Issue 4: Rapid Response

Overview. The hallmark of MSDE’s support efforts lies in being anticipatory regarding the needs of
districts and schools as they begin to implement the new evaluation system. Now is the time to prepare
for the practical reality that some districts will have significant gaps in their readiness and capacity to
implement the SLO component and the overall TPE system with fidelity.

Recommended Action. Develop a rapid response capability. MSDE will need to be ready to respond
with immediate support to districts struggling with TPE implementation challenges. Based on local
learnings from Maryland’s initial pilots and national learnings from fourteen years of SLO practice, MSDE
can project the most serious needs that are likely to emerge in the field. It can then identify and set
priorities on which services MSDE can most effectively provide, or help districts to secure, in response
to these needs and within tight timelines.

Impact. A state system is judged by its weakest links. If problems of TPE implementation go
unrecognized or unaddressed, MSDE’s message about the importance of strengthening instruction
through the new evaluation system will be lost. It is therefore the better part of wisdom for MSDE to
develop a suite of rapid response services to help districts in need.

Issue 5: Constituency Building and Communications

Overview. There is evidence from the interview and survey data that the more educators are involved
with and knowledgeable of SLOs and the TPE system, the more positive their perceptions. The survey
results also show that many respondents are undecided (often 33% or more of the responses) on many
aspects of the new evaluation system. Further, the interview data suggest that when there is greater
collaboration and interaction between district management and the teachers union, there are higher
levels of openness to the implementation of the new educator evaluation system. These findings should
help inform next steps in constituency building and communications.

Recommended Action. Focus on winning over the undecided and the skeptical. An important step is to
help ensure that all teachers and their representatives receive high quality training and information on
SLOs and other components of the TPE system. MSDE needs to continue to maintain high standards for
its own trainers, while helping district trainers to meet those same standards. In addition, MSDE should
consider working with districts to promote two-way communications with teachers at the schools, with a
particular emphasis on reaching teachers who may not be receiving direct and up-to-date information on
the new evaluation system. This blend of training and information sharing has already proven helpful to
educators during the piloting phase in several districts.

A key in communications is to provide a steady drum roll of information that reinforces a core message.
Survey results show a considerable number of people are currently undecided about the TPE system. In
interviews, there are also some leaders who express a degree of skepticism regarding Maryland’s new
direction in evaluation. These reactions are not surprising given that the new system differs markedly
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from previous evaluation practices in many districts. In this context, it is important for the State’s
message to be elevated to the bigger picture in Maryland. Doing so means reinforcing with consistency
that TPE is a system of support tied directly to instruction; it is neither a Race to the Top initiative nor an
accountability system alone.

Building on this message, the State can also be helpful to districts and local unions as they navigate the
next round of collective bargaining agreements. In particular, MSDE can consider convening
management and teacher representatives to draft model language, related to educator performance and
associated procedures, that can be considered and customized by local districts and unions when they
bargain their next agreements.

Impact. The effectiveness of the TPE system will be tied to its credibility at district and school levels.
Building diverse constituencies that support this reform, and communicating the instructional emphasis
of the new system, will enhance the prospects for effective implementation.

Summary of Recommendations

Maryland is entering a year of high stakes, large scale implementation of the new TPE system.

The findings, based on feedback from frontline educators, show that initial implementation has benefited
when it has been a cooperative effort of district and union leadership. Implementation has also provided
opportunities for teachers and principals to participate and provide feedback on their experiences.
However, they also underscore the complexity, the steepness of the learning curve, and the systemic
challenges engendered in the implementation of Student Learning Objectives.

As the implementation shifts into high gear, it is critical that leaders turn participant feedback into an
action plan for success. The recommendations as discussed above and listed here should be the basis
of that plan for school, district, and State leaders.

e Broaden capacity building to underscore the importance of instructional linkages and benefits of
quality implementation.

e Provide specialized support to principals.

e Help districts translate evaluation ratings into improved practices.

o Develop a rapid response capability.

e Focus on winning over the undecided and the skeptical.

Using the findings as goal statements, the State in cooperation with district, union, and school leaders
should analyze each recommendation, determine the action steps needed, and identify the responsible
parties that will operationalize the recommendations. Certainly, carrying out the first four
recommendations will contribute to winning over the undecided and the skeptical. Carrying out these
recommendations will support MSDE and the districts in implementing at scale a quality TPE system
that inspires trust and confidence among frontline educators.

" Data were retrieved and calculated on August 1, 2013, from http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/pubagency.asp, based on the latest available
2010-11 Common Core Data.

2 Data were retrieved and calculated on August 14, 2013, from http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/pubagency.asp, based on the latest
available 2010-11 Common Core Data.
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Addendum

Table 1. Characteristics of the Survey Respondents (n=1,905)

n %
| have™:
Participated in a TPE pilot 370 19%
Participated in TPE Field Test activities 146 8%
Participated in classroom observation training(s) 319 17%
Participated in Student Learning Objectives (SLO) training 983 52%
Accessed other source(s) of information or experiences related to TPE 465 24%
Accessed other source(s) of information or experiences related to SLOs 565 30%
Acquired little to no knowledge related to TPE 495 26%
The school level | work in is:
Elementary school 957 52%
Middle school 539 29%
High school 351 19%
My position is described by this educator category:
Classroom teacher 1,195 63%
Non-classroom teaching staff 212 11%
Special education 250 13%
Principal 124 7%
Assistant principal 49 3%
Other administrator 25 1%
Central office staff 31 2%
In my position, | work in the following subject area(s)™:
Arts 238 12%
Career and Technical Education 98 5%
English/Language Arts 834 44%
English as a Second Language 120 6%
Health and Physical Education 219 11%
Math 777 41%
Science 666 35%
Social Studies 645 34%
Special Education 371 19%
World Languages 73 4%
My years of teaching experience are:
0-3 135 7%
4-6 215 12%
7-9 274 15%
10+ 1,237 66%
My years of experience as a principal are:
0-3 232 61%
4-6 45 12%
7-9 39 10%
10+ 62 16%
The highest educational degree | have attained is:
Bachelor's degree 378 20%
Master's degree 1,445 77%
Doctoral degree 52 3%
| have National Board Certification:
Yes 151 8%
No 1,713 92%

*Denotes multiple choice survey items; percentages do not add up to 100.

Spotlight on Maryland: Student Learning Objectives and Teacher and Principal Evaluation A-1




Table 2. Responses from All Survey Participants (n=1,905)

‘ Total Agree Undecided |Total Disagree
Systemic Context
The expectations are clear for teachers and principals in the TPE system. 42% 31% 27%
TPE is based on principles of continuous improvement. 60% 27% 12%
TPE recognizes the scope of an educator’s roles and responsibilities. 45% 29% 26%
The State is prepared to support the implementation of the TPE system. 24% 45% 30%
The district is prepared to support the implementation of the TPE system. 33% 37% 30%
The school is prepared to support the implementation of the TPE system. 41% 33% 26%
The school community is supportive of the TPE system. 19% 52% 30%
Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Teacher evaluation frameworks and processes...
Respect educators’ professional knowledge and skills. 54% 24% 23%
Utilize validated observation measures /instruments. 43% 32% 26%
Are conducted by trained observers/evaluators who meet reliability criteria. 45% 32% 23%
Provide a summative rating of educator performance. 45% 31% 24%
Provide explicit feedback to teachers. 50% 33% 17%
Contribute to the instructional effectiveness of teachers. 41% 33% 26%
Lead to improved decisions related to instructional approaches. 41% 36% 23%
Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Student assessments used as a component in teacher evaluation...
Align to curriculum standards. 57% 28% 14%
Help teachers to make data-informed decisions about instruction. 58% 25% 17%
Use pre- and post-assessment data. 65% 23% 12%
Measure student growth fairly. 31% 35% 34%
Provide for student differentiation or accommodation when appropriate. 40% 35% 25%
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs)
Teachers receive...
Information about developing high quality SLOs. 43% 26% 31%
Information about the use of SLO components. 46% 26% 28%
Resources supporting the use of student baseline data. 37% 31% 32%
Guidance in selecting learning content for SLOs. 35% 32% 34%
Guidance in selecting research-based instructional strategies for SLOs. 29% 34% 36%
Recommendations for selecting pre/post assessments for SLOs. 31% 33% 36%
Valid and reliable approaches to setting growth targets for SLOs. 29% 35% 35%
Capacity Building
| need support in...
Gaining timely access to student data. 55% 16% 29%
Analyzing student data for action. 52% 15% 33%
Using pre/post assessments. 47% 16% 36%
Using the relevant Common Core or other standards. 64% 15% 21%
Receiving SLO feedback from school or district administration. 66% 21% 13%

NOTE: 7otal Agreeis a composite of strongly agree/agree and Total Disagreeis a composite of strongly disagree/disagree.
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Table 3. Responses from Principals and Teachers (n=1,830)

Principals Teachers
(n=173) (n=1,657)

Total Undecided _Total Total Undecided _Total

Agree Disagree Agree Disagree
Systemic Context
$EeE:</2teec::t|ons are clear for teachers and principals in the 55% 26% 20% 41% 31% 28%
TPE is based on principles of continuous improvement. 83% 12% 5% 58% 29% 13%
'rl'eli;lég(re]c;ci)bg”i]tl;ess the scope of an educator’s roles and 67% 16% 16% 42% 31% 27%
1222;1’12: prepared to support the implementation of the 30% 40% 30% 24% 46% 31%
$EeEci|;;:g::nls prepared to support the implementation of the 51% 24% 24% 31% 38% 31%
iglezss(;r;?grus prepared to support the implementation of the 62% 18% 20% 39% 34% 27%
The school community is supportive of the TPE system. 28% 54% 18% 18% 51% 31%
Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Teacher evaluation frameworks and processes...
Respect educators’ professional knowledge and skills. 82% 11% 8% 51% 25% 24%
Utilize validated observation measures /instruments. 67% 25% 8% 40% 33% 27%
rAerl?a(l;ﬁﬂsl::?itti?i:y trained observers/evaluators who meet 69% 219 10% 43% 33% 24%
Provide a summative rating of educator performance. 71% 20% 9% 42% 33% 25%
Provide explicit feedback to teachers. 71% 21% 8% 47% 34% 18%
Contribute to the instructional effectiveness of teachers. 66% 22% 12% 38% 35% 28%

0 () () 0 () ()
:gz?ot;cggroved decisions related to instructional 66% 249% 10% 38% 38% 25%
Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Student assessments used as a component in teacher evaluation...
Align to curriculum standards. 70% 20% 10% 56% 30% 15%
:—rl]zlty?ut;?g:ers to make data-informed decisions about 74% 15% 129% 56% 26% 18%
Use pre- and post-assessment data. 75% 16% 9% 64% 24% 12%
Measure student growth fairly. 51% 33% 16% 29% 36% 36%
zgz\;gjsri;?[restudent differentiation or accommodation when 59% 299% 129 38% 35% 27%
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs)
Teachers receive...
Information about developing high quality SLOs. 57% 20% 23% 42% 26% 32%
Information about the use of SLO components. 64% 22% 14% 44% 27% 30%
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Principals Teachers
(n=173) (n=1,657)
Total . Total Total . Total
Agree Uriesieze Disagree Agree Ulne ez e Disagree
Resources supporting the use of student baseline data. 56% 22% 22% 35% 31% 34%
Guidance in selecting learning content for SLOs. 50% 26% 25% 32% 32% 35%
Gwdan.ce in selecting research-based instructional 45% 28% 279 27% 35% 38%
strategies for SLOs.
gﬁcoosmmendatlons for selecting pre/post assessments for 44% 279 299 299% 339 37%
\S/ilgsand reliable approaches to setting growth targets for 42% 31% 27% 28% 36% 37%
Capacity Building
| need support in...
Gaining timely access to student data. 51% 12% 37% 55% 16% 28%
Analyzing student data for action. 44% 11% 45% 53% 15% 32%
Using pre/post assessments. 48% 13% 39% 48% 16% 36%
Using the relevant Common Core or other standards. 69% 13% 18% 64% 15% 21%
Receiving SLO feedback from school or district 67% 15% 18% 66% 21% 129%

administration.

NOTE: Principals refers to principals and assistant principals; 7eachers refers to classroom teachers, non-classroom teaching
staff, and special education. 7ofal Agreeis a composite of strongly agree/agree and 7otal Disagree is a composite of strongly

disagree/disagree.
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Table 4. Responses by Participants’ Experience with SLOs (n=1,905)

Little or No SLO Accessed SLO Participated in SLO
Knowledge Information Training

Total . Total Total . Total Total . Total

Agree Unzezizd Disagree | Agree Unzezizd Disagree | Agree Urizeszd Disagree
Systemic Context
;:ﬁg;ggcf:tt'ﬁgg?:;‘;fgr‘;or teachersand | a300 | 3596 | 300 | 38% | 34% | 28% | 50% | 27% | 23%
E’Erfvg;?nct' on principles of continuous 46% | 38% | 16% | 61% | 26% | 12% | 71% | 20% | 10%
TPE recognizes the scope of an educator’s o o o o o o o o o
roles and responsibilities 35% 38% 27% 41% 29% 30% 53% 22% 24%
I:&Srtii > prepared ?P?zusssi:ntwhe 23% | 49% | 29% | 24% | 42% | 34% | 26% | 44% | 31%
E‘Slgﬁgﬁ;mrgffgzﬂg’;:;’s‘t’gg the 20% | 41% | 30% | 29% | 36% | 35% | 37% | 34% | 29%
. . (] 0 () () () () 0 0 0
I:; Z;heﬁL‘t?oﬁ’]riﬁ‘;‘sztF‘,’Esgfsﬁg:1the 34% | 39% | 28% | 38% | 32% | 30% | 47% | 29% | 24%
ig‘;ss‘;gﬁgncomm“”'ty is supportive of the | ya0/ | 5005 | 319% | 14% | 47% | 40% | 20% | 54% | 26%
Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Teacher evaluation frameworks and processes...
Efsfvfecége::ﬁzt‘s’f”lspmfess'ona' 42% | 30% | 28% | 48% | 25% | 28% | 63% | 19% | 18%
ﬂzl['fuerr;’:gfsated observation measures/ 36% | 35% | 29% | 37% | 32% | 31% | 49% | 29% | 22%
Are conducted by trained observers/ 36% | 36% | 28% | 43% | 30% | 27% | 53% | 29% | 18%
evaluators who meet reliability criteria.
E;‘:f‘gfri:nz‘;mmat"’e rating of educator 36% | 37% | 28% | 46% | 29% | 26% | 52% | 28% | 20%
Provide explicit feedback to teachers. 42% 37% 21% 48% 34% 19% 56% 30% 14%
gfotr;terllfhuéfsto the instructional effectiveness 33% 38% 29% 1% 28% 31% 47% 31% 23%
:;]e:t‘futccii(')r:;’lrg‘r’;foiiﬂ;o”s related to 32% | 40% | 28% | 40% | 32% | 27% | 47% | 33% | 20%
Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Student assessments used as a component in teacher evaluation...
Align to curriculum standards. 47% 36% 17% 57% 29% 13% 65% 23% 12%
Help teachers to make data-informed 45% | 33% | 21% | 60% | 24% | 15% | 67% | 19% | 14%
Use pre- and post-assessment data. 54% 30% 16% 68% 22% 10% 73% 17% 10%
Measure student growth fairly. 27% 39% 34% 29% 31% 40% 34% 33% 32%
Provide for ::i%ieuhg:fg;e;rgitﬁeor 33% | 41% | 27% | 4% | 33% | 27% | 45% | 31% | 24%
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs)
Teachers receive...
'S”E%r;”at'on about developing high quality | 310, | 3496 | 359 | 329% | 27% | 42% | 55% | 20% | 25%
L”;fnr;”oa;g,lsabo“t the use of SLO 30% | 34% | 35% | 37% | 29% | 34% | 59% | 20% | 22%
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Little or No SLO Accessed SLO Participated in SLO
Knowledge Information Training

Total . Total Total . Total Total . Total

Agree Uieszess Disagree | Agree Uieszss Disagree | Agree Undzzess Disagree
plesources supporting the use of student | g9, | 36% | 36% | 28% | 34% | 38% | 45% | 26% | 29%
glljg:nce in selecting learning content for 26% 36% 39% 279% 34% 39% 42% 28% 29%
Guidance in selecting research-based 23% | 39% | 38% | 24% | 33% | 43% | 35% | 32% | 34%
instructional strategies for SLOs.
gssce"srzmee:gaftgznssl_foog selecting pre/post | 550, | 3896 | 37% | 27% | 31% | 42% | 37% | 290% | 34%
gf‘;'v‘\’/tf]”tirrgegf‘sb;gfgfg’:cms to setting 21% | 41% | 38% | 21% | 35% | 45% | 37% | 31% | 32%
Capacity Building
| need support in...
Gaining timely access to student data. 54% 21% 25% 61% 14% 24% 55% 12% 33%
Analyzing student data for action. 52% 20% 28% 61% 12% 27% 51% 11% 38%
Using pre/post assessments. 48% 20% 32% 52% 17% 30% 46% 13% 41%
Jsing the relevant Gommon Gore orother | 505 | 18% | 17% | 70% | 10% | 20% | 63% | 13% | 24%
Fecelving S-0 feedback from school or 63% | 25% | 12% | 72% | 20% | 8% | 67% | 18% | 15%
NOTE: 7otal Agree is a composite of strongly agree/agree and 7otal Disagree is a composite of strongly disagree/disagree.
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Table 5. Responses by Educators’ Experience with the TPE System (n=1,905)

Little or No TPE Accessed TPE Participated in TPE
Knowledge Information Pilot/Field

Total . Total Total . Total Total . Total

Agree Unclecided Disagree | Agree Undecided Disagree | Agree Undecided Disagree
Systemic Context
;:ﬁg;ggcf:tt'ﬁgg?:;‘;fgr‘;or teachersand | 4500 | 360, | 209% | 47% | 27% | 26% | 55% | 22% | 23%
E’Erfvg;?nct' on principles of continuous 52% | 34% | 14% | 68% | 21% | 10% | 74% | 16% | 10%
E(Esr:;gﬂg';sg:g%nge ofaneducator's | a700 | sgos | 279% | 49% | 21% | 30% | 60% | 18% | 21%
I:&Srtii t':ﬁﬁ’;ﬁ‘;?ﬁi ?P?zusssi:ntwhe 23% | 48% | 29% | 24% | 44% | 32% | 28% | 40% | 32%
E‘Slgﬁgﬁ;mrgffgzﬂg’;:;’s‘t’gg the 20% | 42% | 29% | 34% | 34% | 32% | 43% | 28% | 30%
EslZ;heﬁ'a't?oﬁ’]riﬁ‘;‘sztF‘,’ES;‘;ﬁg:1the 35% | 38% | 27% | 44% | 29% | 28% | 53% | 24% | 23%
ig‘;ss‘;gﬁgncomm“”'ty is supportive of the | ygor | 5400 | 309% | 16% | 49% | 35% | 26% | 49% | 25%
Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Teacher evaluation frameworks and processes...
aIjr?;psicizltlseducators professional knowledge 46% 29% 25% 55% 20% 25% 70% 14% 16%
ﬂzl['fuerr;’:gfsated observation measures/ 37% | 37% | 26% | 43% | 30% | 27% | 55% | 21% | 23%
Are conducted by trained observers/ 41% | 36% | 23% | 46% | 31% | 24% | 56% | 23% | 21%
evaluators who meet reliability criteria.
E;‘:f‘gfri:nz‘;mmat"’e rating of educator 39% | 36% | 25% | 44% | 32% | 23% | 62% | 19% | 19%
Provide explicit feedback to teachers. 44% 37% 19% 51% 35% 14% 64% 20% 16%
gfotr;terllfhuéfsto the instructional effectiveness 35% 37% 28% 39% 35% 26% 55% 23% 209
:;]e:t‘futccii(')r:;’lrg‘r’;foiiﬂ;o”s related to 36% | 39% | 25% | 41% | 36% | 23% | 53% | 28% | 19%
Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Student assessments used as a component in teacher evaluation...
Align to curriculum standards. 52% 34% 14% 60% 25% 15% 68% 17% 15%
g:éﬁ’sfgﬁghaeggjfig?fuecgg;a"“formed 52% | 31% | 18% | 66% | 20% | 15% | 68% | 15% | 17%
Use pre- and post-assessment data. 59% 29% 12% 72% 18% 10% 74% 12% 14%
Measure student growth fairly. 28% 40% 32% 32% 32% 36% 37% 27% 36%
:gg‘é'ginfgé :;‘i‘:)‘:]ev’lmfige;rgit;;?e°r 37% | 39% | 24% | 41% | 33% | 25% | 46% | 26% | 28%
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs)
Teachers receive...
'S”E%r;”at'on about developing high quality 40% | 30% | 31% | 46% | 22% | 32% | 50% | 19% | 31%
L”;fnrg”oarfglsab"“t the use of SLO 40% | 30% | 29% | 50% | 24% | 25% | 55% | 17% | 28%

Spotlight on Maryland: Student Learning Objectives and Teacher and Principal Evaluation A-7




Little or No TPE Accessed TPE Participated in TPE
Knowledge Information Pilot/Field
;’otal Undecided .Total Total Undecided .Total Total Undecided .Total
gree Disagree | Agree Disagree | Agree Disagree

E:;;‘ijr:ge;af:ppomng the use of student 33% | 34% | 33% | 39% | 32% | 29% | 44% | 21% | 35%
Slljg:nce in selecting learning content for 30% 35% 34% 35% 33% 30% 44% 209 34%
Guidance in selecting research-based o o o o o o o o o
instructional strategies for SLOs 2% 38% 35% 29% 37% 35% 36% 25% 39%
gsge"sns‘mee:gaftgnssl_foog selecting pre/post 20% | 36% | 35% | 30% | 35% | 36% | 38% | 24% | 37%
Valid and reliable approaches to setting
growth targets for SLOs 26% 39% 35% 29% 36% 34% 37% 26% 37%
Capacity Building
| need support in...
Gaining timely access to student data. 57% 18% 25% 55% 12% 33% 53% 12% 35%
Analyzing student data for action. 54% 17% 29% 51% 11% 38% 48% 12% 40%
Using pre/post assessments. 49% 18% 33% 49% 13% 37% 43% 14% 43%
ooing the relevant Common Coreorother | goor | 1795 | 18% | 67% | 11% | 22% | 62% | 11% | 27%
Fecelving SLO feedback from school or 66% | 24% | 11% | 72% | 17% | 11% | 63% | 16% | 21%

NOTE: 7otal Agree is a composite of strongly agree/agree and 7otal Disagree is a composite of strongly disagree/disagree.
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Table 6. Responses by Participants’ Experience with TPE and SLOs (n=1,905)

No TPE Experience

TPE Experience

No SLO
Experience

SLO Experience

No SLO
Experience

SLO Experience

AluloD

Alulo

AluloD

AlulobD

Systemic Context

The expectations are clear for teachers and

orincipals i the TPE syatem 26% | 39% | 34% | 43% | 33% | 24% | 48% | 26% | 26% | 53% | 24% | 23%

E’Erfvgfn?ndtm principles of continuous 37% | 45% | 18% | 65% | 24% | 11% | 66% | 22% | 12% | 73% | 17% | 9%

zsgrr:;’gg:;izgﬁitti:SCOpeOfa” educator's roles | 579, | 460, | 28% | 46% | 28% | 26% | 51% | 22% | 27% | 57% | 19% | 25%

The State is prepared to support the 10% | 52% | 30% | 26% | 45% | 28% | 31% | 42% | 27% | 25% | 41% | 34%

implementation of the TPE system

L:‘SIgr'ﬁgft;,'[isoﬁrgffggqrg’;:gt’ggthe 24% | 45% | 31% | 34% | 39% | 28% | 42% | 31% | 27% | 38% | 30% | 32%

The school is prepared to support the 26% | 45% | 29% | 43% | 33% | 24% | 51% | 25% | 24% | 48% | 26% | 26%

implementation of the TPE system

l;‘:'t:r%hoo'Comm“”'ty'SS”ppom"eOftheTPE 13% | 55% | 32% | 19% | 52% | 28% | 30% | 40% | 30% | 18% | 52% | 29%

Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes

Teacher evaluation frameworks and processes...

Sﬁﬁgemed”cators professional knowledge and | a50/ | 350 | 2994 | 55% | 24% | 21% | 55% | 20% | 25% | 67% | 15% | 18%

Utilize validated observation measures/ 29% | 41% | 30% | 44% | 33% | 23% | 49% | 23% | 29% | 51% | 26% | 24%

instruments

C\vfocrzgiff;ﬁgb?ﬁ’t;ri'r?teefi:bser"erS/e"a'”ators 31% | 41% | 28% | 49% | 33% | 19% | 47% | 26% | 27% | 53% | 26% | 20%

Provide a summative rating of educator 30% | 41% | 29% | 46% | 31% | 23% | 49% | 26% | 25% | 56% | 24% | 19%

performance

Provide explicit feedback to teachers. 36% | 43% | 21% | 50% | 33% | 17% | 54% | 24% | 22% | 59% | 28% | 13%

Contribute to the instructional effectiveness of 26% | 43% | 30% | 429% | 32% | 26% | 46% | 28% | 27% | 499% | 289% | 23%

teachers

:;]e:t‘futccii(')r:;’lrg‘r’;foiiﬂ;o”s related to 27% | 44% | 29% | 43% | 35% | 22% | 43% | 33% | 24% | 49% | 31% | 20%

Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes

Student assessments used as a component in teacher evaluation...

Align to curficulum standards. 41% | 42% | 18% | 61% | 28% | 11% | 60% | 23% | 17% | 66% | 19% | 14%

gs(')%tt?g;':ﬁﬁi;%makedata"“formed decisions | 3g04 | 399 | 23% | 63% | 23% | 14% | 62% | 20% | 18% | 69% | 16% | 15%

Use pre- and post-assessment data. 48% | 37% | 15% [ 69% | 23% | 9% | 66% | 17% | 18% | 76% | 14% | 10%

Measure student growth fairly. 25% | 43% | 32% | 31% | 37% | 32% | 32% | 30% | 38% | 36% | 29% | 35%

zgg‘é'ginfgé:tti‘;‘:]evr:,thg'rffz;e;rg?ﬂeor 30% | 45% | 25% | 43% | 34% | 24% | 39% | 32% | 29% | 46% | 28% | 26%

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs)

Teachers receive...

Information about developing high quality SLOs. | 26% | 37% | 37% | 51% | 24% | 25% | 42% | 26% | 31% | 51% | 18% | 31%

Information about the use of SLO components. 24% | 39% | 38% | 54% | 23% | 23% | 45% | 25% | 31% | 56% | 19% | 25%
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Resources supporting the use of student

Posouroes s 22% | 39% | 38% | 42% | 30% | 28% | 39% | 29% | 32% | 43% | 25% | 33%
Guidance in selecting learning content for SLOs. | 20% | 39% | 40% | 39% | 32% | 29% | 37% | 29% | 34% | 41% | 26% | 33%
ﬁg{fj;fgn'; szr'zf;;‘igsr?sfgrfg;based 21% | 40% | 39% | 32% | 35% | 32% | 29% | 35% | 35% | 34% | 28% | 38%
:ggggm::gaftg;”ssl_foo;Se'eCt'”g pre/post 21% | 41% | 38% | 36% | 31% | 33% | 34% | 31% | 35% | 35% | 28% | 37%
:ﬁgiti”fg:‘;'fob'seappma"hesmSe“'”g 9rowth | 4704 | 44% | 39% | 33% | 35% | 32% | 29% | 34% | 37% | 35% | 29% | 35%
Capacity Building

| need support in...

Gaining timely access to student data. 55% | 24% | 21% | 58% | 14% | 28% | 53% | 14% | 33% | 54% | 11% | 35%
Analyzing student data for action. 53% | 22% | 25% | 56% | 13% | 31% | 51% | 15% | 34% | 49% | 10% | 41%
Using pre/post assessments. 49% | 22% | 29% | 49% | 14% | 37% | 45% | 16% | 39% | 46% | 13% | 41%
gtz:gggesre'e"a”t Common Core or other 64% | 21% | 16% | 66% | 14% | 20% | 66% | 14% | 20% | 63% | 10% | 26%
Receiving SLO feedback from school or district 62% | 27% | 10% | 68% | 21% | 11% | 65% | 20% | 15% | 68% | 15% | 17%

administration.

NOTE: D = Total Disagree, a composite of strongly disagree/disagree

agree/agree.

. U = Undecided. A = Total Agree, a composite of strongly
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Table 7. Responses by Participants’ Years of Teaching Experience (n=1,905)

0-3 Years 4-6 Years 7-9 Years 10+ Years
A Uu | b A | u | DD A Uu | b A | u | DD
Systemic Context
:r:g g’:if]‘zic;zf'soi':ftﬁ;eTCF',eEagyf:tr;;aChers 28% | 35% | 36% | 29% | 33% | 38% | 29% | 33% | 38% | 30% | 36% | 34%
Isrii':u%iiesn%r;oﬂg‘ggfs of 32% | 41% | 27% | 16% | 52% | 33% | 15% | 55% | 29% | 19% | 52% | 29%
ZSE;‘;‘:%”%&SStgﬁdsfgsppeozfsi"’k‘)'?li o 33% | 28% | 39% | 26% | 39% | 36% | 24% | 36% | 40% | 30% | 35% | 35%
I;‘Sljrt'f:; t':ﬁ"";rf%?ﬁ‘l tTOPSE”g’;’;:r;he 33% | 44% | 23% | 19% | 47% | 33% | 22% | 42% | 36% | 25% | 46% | 29%
I:Slg;ﬁter;ﬁ;ﬁoﬁrgfpf‘rfngtF‘,’Es:gzgg the | 3506 | 41% | 23% | 26% | 38% | 36% | 30% | 33% | 37% | 35% | 37% | 28%
L:‘Sl :;he%?[;?ozri??;‘ZthF?ES;f’sﬁg:1the 35% | 29% | 35% | 29% | 36% | 35% | 34% | 32% | 34% | 35% | 31% | 33%
;\heeﬁsgzz's‘t’g:m“”'ty is supportive of | 500 | 3004 | 349% | 34% | 32% | 34% | 32% | 31% | 38% | 38% | 30% | 31%
Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Teacher evaluation frameworks and processes...
Efj@f:é;::ﬁzt‘;[jllspmfess'ona' 37% | 25% | 38% | 26% | 37% | 37% | 30% | 31% | 39% | 32% | 33% | 35%
ﬂgl{'rzuer%’:r'q'fsated observation measures/ | 50, | 3300 | 099 | 30% | 35% | 35% | 32% | 34% | 34% | 31% | 36% | 33%
2\:;32?32?;?’]% ?%’et;?':‘e?g ;ﬁf'yegﬁr;fa 40% | 26% | 34% | 37% | 29% | 34% | 40% | 25% | 36% | 45% | 26% | 29%
E;‘:f‘gf;:ni‘;mmat"’e rating of educator | 4 soc | 5704 | 299% | 41% | 30% | 29% | 42% | 25% | 33% | 47% | 25% | 27%
Provide explicit feedback to teachers. 50% | 27% | 23% | 39% | 31% | 30% | 42% | 32% | 26% | 42% | 31% | 27%
Sf(f):;:sgr::: mégiggfs“ona' 50% | 29% | 22% | 37% | 34% | 29% | 36% | 34% | 30% | 42% | 33% | 25%
:ﬁf’ugi(')Tg{g‘;ifoiiﬂzg’”S related to | 5500 | 3196 | 18% | 38% | 36% | 26% | 40% | 31% | 29% | 39% | 35% | 25%
Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Student assessments used as a component in teacher evaluation...
Align to curriculum standards. 51% | 20% | 29% | 44% | 17% | 39% | 49% | 183% | 38% | 47% | 16% | 37%
3:('}?5(??2“;;33?irrg?:‘uecggtna"”formed 51% | 29% | 20% | 39% | 32% | 29% | 45% | 30% | 26% | 46% | 32% | 23%
Use pre- and post-assessment data. 52% | 30% | 19% | 39% | 30% | 31% | 42% | 35% | 23% | 40% | 34% | 26%
Measure student growth fairly. 52% | 28% | 20% | 45% | 32% | 23% | 41% | 29% | 30% | 42% | 33% | 25%
Provide for student differentiation or 53% | 24% | 23% | 43% | 31% | 26% | 46% | 28% | 27% | 45% | 29% | 26%
accommodation when appropriate
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs)
Teachers receive...
g*:gﬂrt‘;aé'ﬁg :b"“t developing high 54% | 34% | 12% | 39% | 35% | 26% | 41% | 37% | 22% | 40% | 36% | 24%
L”;‘:nr;”oarf'e‘:ﬂsabo“t the use of SLO 55% | 19% | 26% | 48% | 19% | 33% | 59% | 12% | 29% | 56% | 15% | 29%
;i%‘;‘:{tcgzssgmogif the use of 57% | 17% | 26% | 45% | 18% | 37% | 55% | 12% | 33% | 52% | 14% | 33%
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0-3 Years 4-6 Years 7-9 Years 10+ Years
Alu]|Db | AJ]u]|]Dbo]|a]ulo ]| aA]ul oD

%‘:'gﬁ“o‘;e in selecting learning content | sao/ | 300, | 1294 | 45% | 32% | 23% | 46% | 30% | 24% | 44% | 33% | 23%
Guidance in selecting research-based | gno0 | 3004 | 119 | 47% | 34% | 19% | 49% | 34% | 17% | 49% | 33% | 17%
instructional strategies for SLOs

gzc/gg’sr?ggg:;g’;ser‘:fsr fS:r'eSCE'(';g 61% | 23% | 17% | 55% | 25% | 20% | 57% | 23% | 21% | 52% | 24% | 24%
gf‘;'vc\’/tf]”tirrgegf‘sb;gfgfg’:cms t0setting | gaos | 279 | 11% | 51% | 27% | 22% | 61% | 22% | 16% | 59% | 25% | 17%
Capacity Building

| need support in...

Gaining timely access to student data. 64% | 29% | 8% | 52% | 31% | 17% | 56% | 31% | 13% | 58% | 27% | 15%
Analyzing student data for action. 64% | 16% | 20% | 63% | 19% | 18% | 64% | 11% | 25% | 65% | 14% | 21%
Using pre/post assessments. 70% | 25% | 5% | 59% | 29% | 12% | 58% | 27% | 14% | 60% | 27% | 13%
gtsh'gfstthaigfc‘j’:”t Common Core or 71% | 19% | 10% | 62% | 23% | 15% | 71% | 19% | 10% | 66% | 21% | 14%
ggfﬁé‘;'ggiﬁffaetiza"k fromschoolor | 750, | 5104 | 89 | 63% | 25% | 11% | 63% | 23% | 14% | 66% | 22% | 12%

NOTE: D = Total Disagree, a composite of strongly disagree/disagree. U = Undecided. A = Total Agree, a composite of strongly

agree/agree.
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Table 8. Responses by Participants’ Highest Educational Degree (n=1,905)

Bachelor’s Degree

Master’s Degree

Doctoral Degree

A | u | b A | u | b A | u | b
Systemic Context
. . . (0] (0] (] (] (o) 0 0 0 0
lﬂﬁé;ﬁ?fﬁ?ﬁﬁ?&egiifr teachers and 41% | 30% | 29% | 42% | 31% | 27% | 53% | 29% | 18%
ﬁ;{'}s\/gﬁfﬂ on principles of continuous 58% | 30% | 11% | 61% | 26% | 13% | 73% | 18% | 10%
T (0] (o) (] (] (o) (0] (0] (o) 0
ZEE rfé’&?ﬁéfﬁns.f.gi scope of an educator's roles | ya00 | 3195 | 079 | 45% | 29% | 26% | 63% | 20% | 18%
I;‘Sljrt'f:; t':ﬁ"";rf%?ﬁ‘l tTOPSE”g’;’;:r;he 27% | 43% | 30% | 24% | 46% | 30% | 27% | 40% | 33%
. . (0] (o) (] (] (o) 0 0 0 0
.Tr:;g;ﬁter;ﬁtaﬁoﬁrgfp?rzngg)Es:ﬁgr: the 31% | 39% | 30% | 34% | 36% | 30% | 41% | 35% | 24%
L:‘Sl :;he%‘ffgﬁozri??;‘ZthF?ES;f’sﬁg:1the 41% | 34% | 25% | 41% | 33% | 26% | 43% | 31% | 25%
(0] (o) (] (] (o) (0] (0] (o) 0
'SI'SSet::nhool community is supportive of the TPE 200 47% 31% 18% 53% 29% 29% 1% 29%
Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Teacher evaluation frameworks and processes...
Eﬁﬁgect educators’ professional knowledge and 50% 26% 24% 54% 24% 209 74% 8% 18%
ﬂgl{'rzuen;’:r'q'fsated observation measures/ 45% | 28% | 26% | 42% | 33% | 26% | 59% | 22% | 18%
C\Vfocrzggfféﬁgb?"ﬂ;rgﬁeeﬂ:bser"ers'/ evaluators | se0n | 33% | 21% | 45% | 32% | 23% | 60% | 20% | 20%
E;‘:f‘gf;:ni‘;mmat"’e rating of educator 40% | 33% | 27% | 46% | 31% | 23% | 61% | 22% | 16%
Provide explicit feedback to teachers. 47% 36% 17% 51% 32% 17% 62% 18% 20%
t(:;(;r(lthrgor:te to the instructional effectiveness of 38% 33% 28% 41% 34% 25% 54% 24% 200
!_ead to.improved decisions related to 38% 38% 24% 1% 36% 23% 57% 20% 200
instructional approaches
Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Student assessments used as a component in teacher evaluation...
Align to curriculum standards. 55% 30% 15% 58% 28% 14% 65% 14% 22%
:s(')%tt‘fs;’t?ﬁfng; make data-informed decisions | 5500 | o705 | 189% | 50% | 25% | 16% | 69% | 8% | 24%
Use pre- and post-assessment data. 63% 25% 13% 66% 22% 12% 65% 14% 22%
Measure student growth fairly. 30% 36% 34% 31% 35% 33% 47% 18% 35%
zég‘é'%emfg; :fi%iexhggfgge;rgitﬁgqeor 40% | 36% | 24% | 40% | 35% | 26% | 55% | 25% | 20%
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs)
Teachers receive...
Information about developing high quality SLOs. | 37% 32% 30% 45% 24% 31% 54% 15% 31%
Information about the use of SLO components. 42% 31% 27% 47% 25% 29% 57% 14% 29%
E:;;‘ijr:ge;af:ppomng the use of student 36% | 33% | 31% | 37% | 30% | 33% | 48% | 21% | 31%
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Bachelor’s Degree

Master’s Degree

Doctoral Degree

A U D A U D A U D

Guidance in selecting learning content for SLOs. | 31% 36% 33% 35% 31% 34% 45% 22% 33%
Culdance in if:gf;g}g;?gfgfg;based 26% | 39% | 34% | 30% | 34% | 37% | 44% | 19% | 37%
gssceos?meer?gaftg;_foog selecting pre/post 31% | 35% | 33% | 31% | 32% | 37% | 41% | 25% | 33%
}[gig(étz”fi:es'fg'se approaches to setting growth | oqe0 | 3704 | 349 | 20% | 35% | 36% | 39% | 27% | 33%
Capacity Building

| need support in...

Gaining timely access to student data. 54% 21% 25% 55% 15% 30% 71% 6% 24%
Analyzing student data for action. 54% 18% 28% 52% 14% 35% 63% 6% 31%
Using pre/post assessments. 49% 19% 32% 46% 15% 38% 59% 6% 35%
ooing the relevant Common Core or other 65% | 17% | 18% | 64% | 14% | 22% | 77% | 8% | 15%
:grcr:]elxlsr;?aﬁ;? feedback from school or district 65% 200 13% 66% 20% 13% 79% 12% 10%

NOTE: D = Total Disagree, a composite of strongly disagree/disagree. U = Undecided. A = Total Agree, a composite of strongly

agree/agree.

Spotlight on Maryland: Student Learning Objectives and Teacher and Principal Evaluation

A-14




Table 9. Responses by Participants’ School Levels (n=1,905)

Elementary School Middle School High School

A | u | b A | u | b A | u | b

Systemic Context

The expectations are clear for teachers and

o . 45% 32% 23% 41% 30% 28% 36% 28% 36%
principals in the TPE system.

TPE is based on principles of continuous

. 64% 26% 10% 58% 28% 13% 54% 29% 18%
improvement.

TPE recognizes the scope of an educator’s roles

o 48% 30% 22% 46% 26% 28% 34% 30% 36%
and responsibilities.

The State is prepared to support the

0, 0, [0) [0) 0, [0) [0) [0) [0)
implementation of the TPE system. 28% 46% 26% 24% 45% 31% 17% 42% 41%

The district is prepared to support the

0, 0, o) o) 0, o) o) [0) [0)
implementation of the TPE system. 37% 38% 25% 29% 37% 34% 29% 32% 39%

The school is prepared to support the

0, 0, [0) [0) 0, [0) [0) [0) [0)
implementation of the TPE system. 45% 33% 22% 36% 34% 30% 39% 29% 32%

The school community is supportive of the TPE

20% 54% 26% 16% 52% 32% 17% 45% 38%
system.

Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Teacher evaluation frameworks and processes...

Respect educators’ professional knowledge and

skills 56% 24% 20% 53% 23% 25% 47% 24% 28%

Utilize validated observation measures/

. 45% 34% 21% 42% 30% 28% 37% 30% 33%
instruments.

Are conducted by trained observers/evaluators

Y e 50% 31% 18% 39% 34% 27% 40% 32% 28%
who meet reliability criteria.

Provide a summative rating of educator 48% 31% 21% 41% 309 26% 45% 28% 27%
performance.
Provide explicit feedback to teachers. 53% 32% 15% 47% 34% 19% 46% 34% 20%

Contribute to the instructional effectiveness of

44% 33% 23% 38% 32% 30% 33% 37% 30%
teachers.

Lead to improved decisions related to

. . 44% 35% 21% 38% 36% 26% 34% 37% 29%
instructional approaches.

Quality of TPE Frameworks and Processes
Student assessments used as a component in teacher evaluation...

Align to curriculum standards. 62% 27% 11% 54% 29% 17% 52% 29% 18%

Help teachers to make data-informed decisions

; . 63% 23% 14% 58% 24% 18% 48% 29% 23%
about instruction.

Use pre- and post-assessment data. 66% 22% 11% 67% 20% 12% 62% 25% 14%

Measure student growth fairly. 34% 36% 30% 30% 33% 37% 24% 35% 41%

Provide for student differentiation or

: . 43% 34% 22% 40% 33% 27% 31% 37% 32%
accommodation when appropriate.

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs)
Teachers receive...

Information about developing high quality SLOs. | 46% 27% 27% 43% 23% 34% 38% 25% 37%

Information about the use of SLO components. 48% 27% 25% 47% 23% 29% 37% 27% 36%

Resogroes supporting the use of student 41% 31% 28% 37% 28% 35% 26% 31% 42%
baseline data.
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Elementary School

Middle School

High School

A U D

A u D

A U D

Guidance in selecting learning content for SLOs.

38% 31% 31%

32% 32% 36%

29% 32% 39%

Guidance in selecting research-based
instructional strategies for SLOs.

33% 35% 32%

27% 34% 40%

23% 33% 44%

Recommendations for selecting pre/post
assessments for SLOs.

33% 34% 33%

31% 31% 38%

25% 32% 43%

Valid and reliable approaches to setting growth
targets for SLOs.

33% 37% 31%

27% 33% 40%

23% 34% 43%

Capacity Building
| need support in...

Gaining timely access to student data.

54% 15% 32%

55% 13% 32%

60% 22% 18%

Analyzing student data for action.

51% 14% 36%

54% 12% 34%

55% 20% 25%

Using pre/post assessments.

46% 16% 38%

49% 13% 38%

50% 21% 29%

Using the relevant Common Core or other
standards.

65% 13% 22%

65% 14% 21%

62% 20% 18%

Receiving SLO feedback from school or district
administration.

65% 20% 14%

68% 20% 12%

67% 22% 10%

NOTE: D = Total Disagree, a composite of strongly disagree/disagree. U = Undecided. A = Total Agree, a composite of strongly

agree/agree.
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