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Guiding Theme

	Recommendations for new Teacher Evaluation systems strive to engage teachers and administrators in more meaningful reflection and dialogue to improve teaching and learning.  After researching and discussing this topic, we have some recommendations for the Belmont Public Schools. 


Inquiry Question


	How do we restructure our teacher evaluation system in order to improve student learning?



Process 
	Reviewed current BPS teacher evaluation tools :

·  What works? 

·  What is not working? 

· What could be improved?

Reviewed current thinking and innovative practice in the field :

· What does the literature tell us?

· What are the “experts” recommending?

· Who is trying what and what are they finding?

· What are the possibilities?

Monitored and reviewed developments at state and federal levels:

· Reform efforts stemming from Federal Race to the Top Program

· Work of the MA Task Force on the Evaluation of Teachers and Administrators

· MA DESE’s overhaul of  Regulations on Evaluation of Educators

Surveyed BPS Leadership Council members regarding:

· Experience with current BPS teacher evaluation process

· Possible new features of a teacher evaluation system



Findings 
	What did we learn?

From the Research. . .

· Effective Teacher Evaluation Systems:


· 1.  Explicitly link teacher performance, professional development and student performance.

· 2. Define the elements of good teaching for both teachers and administrators.

· 3. Actively engage teachers as partners in the evaluation process.

· 4. Differentiate based on where teachers are in their careers.

· 5. Use multiple lenses to judge teacher performance.

· 6. Give specific and ongoing feedback about performance to teachers.
From the State……
· Race to the Top districts (Belmont is one) will be required to revise their evaluation systems to align with the new state requirements and adopt these revisions for the 2012-2013 school year.

· The proposed regulations include these components:

· - 4 Standards of Effective Teaching

· - - - Curriculum, Planning, and Assessment

· - - - Teaching All Students

· - - - Family and Community Engagement

· - - - Professional Culture

· - 3 Categories of Evidence

· - - - Multiple measures of student learning, growth, and achievement

· - - - Judgments based upon observation and artifacts of professional practice

· - - - Collection of additional evidence relevant to one or more Standards

· - 4 Statewide performance ratings

· - - - Exemplary, Proficient, Needs Improvement, Unsatisfactory

· - 5-Step Evaluation Cycle

· - - - Self-reflection and assessment

· - - - Analysis, goal setting & Plan development

· - - - Implementation of the Plan

· - - - Formative assessment/evaluation

· - - - Summative evaluation

·  - 4 Paths, 4 Plans

·  - - - Differentiated by career stage and performance
From the Survey. . .

· Finding #1

· Belmont Administrators found the current evaluation system to generally be positive in regards to:


· Improved student learning

· Improved teaching performance

· Teacher development/learning

· “The four-year cycle that includes observations is helpful to maintaining teacher effectiveness . . . Strengths include observations with a connection to the Skillful Teacher training. . .”
· Finding #2

· Belmont Administrators found the current BPS evaluation system had a positive impact on non-professional status teachers, but was less effective for teachers with professional status and those who needed a plan of assistance.

· “The evaluation process is most effective with NPS teachers, as they need and oftentimes actively seek specific and ongoing feedback.  Because PS teachers have significantly less “contact time” with supervisors through the evaluation process, they receive far less specific and ongoing feedback.  Because the system is so time consuming, we tend to focus less time on PS teachers and their specific professional needs.

· Finding #3

· In terms of evaluation instruments the administrators found the classroom observation form and the Principles of Effective Teaching Documents to have a “positive” impact on student learning.

· The administrators reported that the Two-Year Checklist and the Professional Development Summary had “no effect” on student learning.

· Finding #4

· Belmont Administrators felt the inclusion of five features in the evaluation system would have the most positive impact on student learning:

· Differentiated structures for PS and non-PS teachers

· Differentiated structures for PS teachers who were “exemplary” and those who were “underperforming”

· A consistent definition of good teaching (and a shared understanding of the definition)

· Belmont Administrators felt the inclusion of five features in the evaluation system would have the most positive impact on student learning:

· Inclusion of teacher-generated student achievement data

· A link between successful evaluations and opportunities to assume leadership roles (eg. PLT facilitators, mentors, peer coaches)


	


Recommendations / Next Steps 
	We are making the following recommendations to the “Standing Committee” which, according to the Unit A contract, is responsible for making changes in the Teacher Evaluation System:

1.  Explore evaluation systems which more actively engage Professional Status Teachers and make a more explicit link to student learning.
2.  Differentiate within the system between Non-Professional Status (NPS) Teachers and Professional Status (PS) Teachers, keeping the basic structure of the system for NPS teachers.

3.  Revise the Professional Development Plan form and the Professional Development Summary form so that they are more closely aligned to each other, and so that they are more clearly focused on improved student learning.

4.  Use 4 Standards for Effective Teaching (rather than 7 Standards), as defined by the new DESE Task Force “Breakthrough” Framework.  (The DESE will be creating the rubric.)

5.  In Year 2, develop an alternative to the current checklist.

6.  Move to a 4-point performance rating scale, as recommended in the Task Force recommendations: 

Exemplary, Proficient, Needs Improvement, Unsatisfactory.
7.  Change the observational tool.  In Years 2 and 4 (for Professional Status Teachers), allow for alternatives to the current observation process; possibly using a checklist or rubric rather than a narrative report.  
8.   Give Professional Status Teachers the option to be observed/evaluated via different formats (ex. mini-observations, portfolio, etc.)

9.  Write Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with BEA to implement changes to the BPS evaluation process during 2011-2012 school year. 

10.  Survey Unit A members, in September 2011, using the same survey given to administrators, regarding the evaluation system.

11.  Continue the Teacher Evaluation PLT, adding two teachers (one from elementary and one from Middle School), to research new evaluation systems, including regulations from the state DESE, and make additional recommendations to the “standing committee” in the Unit A contract. 
12.  Identify methods to recognize teachers who are in the exemplary category by giving them opportunities for leadership roles.


