eqcnerf

PERFORMANCE
EVALUATION
PROGRAM

HANDBOOK
Agust 2073

FAIRFAX
= FC| county
b / PS | pusLIC

SCHOOLS

)



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We wish to thank the 2011-12 Fairfax County Public Schools Teacher Evaluation Task Force members for their conscien-

tious and thoughtful efforts in dcvcloping the material that was used in this handbook.

FCPS TEACHER EVALUATION TASK FORCE MEMBERS:

John Adams, Teacher Instructional Services
Jean Arntz Bonner, MS English Teacher

John Banbury, HS Principal

Cheryl Binkley, HS English Teacher

Terri Breeden, Assistant Superintendent PLA
Kelly Bresnahan, HS Special Education Teacher
Pam Cherry, ES Grades 4-6 Teacher

Jamey Chianetta, ES Principal

Jennifer Chou-Silverio, ES Grade 3 Teacher
Luke Chung, President FMS Software Solutions
Mary Kay Downes, Past President AFPE
Dana Garcia, ES ESOL Teacher

David Goldfarb, HS Principal

Lizel Gonzalez, ES Spanish Immersion Teacher
Amy Granahan, Manager ISD

Steve Greenburg, President FCFT

Gina Griffin-Evans, SS Mathematics Teacher

Michael Hairston, President FEA

Ellen Keyser, ES Kindergarten Teacher

Jennifer Knox, HS Assistant Principal
Ramona Morrow, President FCCPTA

Ellen Mukai, Program Manager ISD

Sam Newman, Director HR

Peter Noonan, Assistant Superintendent ISD
Carla Okouchi, ES Music Teacher

Michael Parker, ES Advanced Academics Teacher
Valeria Porter, Alternative HS Teacher

Arlene Randall, MS Principal

Sal Rivera, ES Principal

Raylene Robinson, MS Special Education Teacher
Kanwaljit Sachdeva, SS Chemistry Teacher
Jamie Sawatzky, MS Social Studies (2011 Teacher of the Year)
Marty Smith, Assistant Superintendent Cluster 1
Judy Wang, ES Pre-K Teacher

Shane Wolfe, ES Principal

SPECIAL THANKS TO STAFF IN THESE FCPS OFFICES:

Employee Performance & Development
HR Strategic Communications
HR Technology

Professional Growth & Development Team
PLA Program Evaluation

IT Support Services

INITIAL PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT TEAM:

Sponsors:
Richard Moniuszko, Deputy Superintendent
Phyllis Pajardo, Assistant Superintendent HR

Project Managers:
Leslie Butz, Assistant Superintendent Cluster 6

Denny Berry, Director Cluster 6

Technical Support:

Brian Hull, Retired Principal (2008 Principal of the Year)

Barbara Burke, Specialist DCCO
Michelle Ferrer, Program Specialist PLA

Project Consultant

Stronge and Associates Educational Consulting, LLC:

James H. Stronge, Ph.D., with assistance from

Virginia Caine Tonneson, Ph.D.

© 2012—James H. Stronge James H. Stronge grants Fairfax County Public Schools permission to use, revise, and/or modify.

This restricted copyright permission is applicable solely for use of such copyrighted material by the Fairfax County Public
Schools and their employees.



Regulation 4440:
Regulation 4428:
Regulation 4461:
Regulation 4293:

REGULATIONS

The fo”owing FCPS rcgulations providc guidc]incs and proccdurcs related to duties,

rcsponsibilitics, and rights of Cmployecs related to performance and assessment.

establishes the standards and procedures by which employees are evaluated
establishes procedurcs for the use of the scudent opinion survey in teacher evaluation
governs the grievance proccdurc

defines grounds for dismissal

This handbook, which supplements the listed regulations, is intended as a reference
for procedures and assessment tools utilized for the performance assessmentand

evaluation of teachers in FCPS.

Evaluators may make minor adjustmcnts to the handbook’s proccdurcs and tools
as necessary. Deviations from this handbook shall not result in the invalidation of
a pcrformancc rating inas much as the evaluation substantially complics with the

provisions of this handbook.

EVALUATION CYCLE

Annual contract teachers are evaluated cach year until they receive continuing contract
status. Continuing contract teachers are evaluated on a three-year cycle; that ordinarily

mgcans oncycaron summative CV&lU.atiOﬂ and two ycarson formativc CV&lU.atiOH.

When teachers transfer to a new work site, their evaluation cyclc remains
unchangcd. However, an evaluator may electto placc any teacher in the formal

evaluation cyclc atany time.

Atthe bcginning of each school year, the principal Or program manager shall
devote a portion of at least one total staff or faculty meeting to the process and
procedures of assessment and evaluation. This meeting should be held within the
first 30 calendar days of the teachers school year. If new teachers are hired after
the assessment orientation, the evaluator shall provide them with a similar

introduction rcgarding the process.

The following groups of teachers are scheduled for formal evaluation:

Teachers new to FCPS hired before November 1
Teachers new to FCPS hired c]uring the previous school year after October 31
Teachers on annual contracts

Teachers in the evaluation year of their thrcc—ycar cyclc

L1
L1
L1
L1
IO Teachers returning to FCPS after more thana one-year leave of absence
IO Teachers receiving a conditional reappointment during the previous school year
IO Teachers placcd on cyclc by the evaluator

IO Teachersona ong-year only contract

L1

Teachers who receive their National Board Certification or who plan to retire in

their summative year willNOT be exempt from the FCPS summative evaluation



FOREWORD

Tl’lC transforming POWCF OF&H Cl'FCCthC tcachcr is somcthing almost all OFUS havc CXPCI’lCHCCd and undcrstand ona pcrsonal

lCVCl. lfwc wcre particularly POI‘EU.I]&KC, wce l'lZlCl numecrous cxccptional tcachcrs WhO madc lcaming an Q.ClVCHtLer a_ncl SCl’lOOl

an cxciting and Vibrant placc. ThOSC tcaclicrs POSSCSSCd a passion l:OI’ tllC subjccts tl’lat thCy taught and gcnuinc care l:Ol’ thC

students with whom thcy worked. Thcy inspircd us to cxplore new ideas, to think dccply about the subject mactter and the

WOl’ld around us, to tal(c on more Challcnging WOl’l(, and cven to pursuc careersina particular l:lClCl Ol:StU.(ly.

We believe — and we now know cmpirically — that of all school-related factors,
teachers have the greatest impact on student success. Ultimately, however, the value
and Validity of claims that teachers matter most rest on the evidence that supports
the claims. Do teachers make a difference in children’s lives? If so, how much and
how importantare those differences? Is the impact of an effective teacher durable?

Can rcform SUCCCCd VVltllOth, EI'SE, addrcssing tCélCl“lCl’ CH’ECUVCHCSS?

Based on questions such as those poscd above, there is renewed interest in the

role of teacher evaluation as a fundamental aspect of school improvement. Toa
large extent, this interest in teacher evaluation comes from the realization that any
signiﬁcant improvementin schooling must have the teacher atits heart. And, justas
there is a rational connection between school improvement and teacher perfor-
mance, there is a necessary and rational connection between teacher improvement
and teacher evaluation. So wliy bother with Cvaluating teacher effectiveness? Its
because teachers matter extraordinarily to student learning, Without capable,
highly effective teachers in Americas classrooms, no educational reform effort can
possibly succeed. Moreover, without high quality evaluation systems, we cannot

know if we have high quality teachers

The primary purpose of the FCPS Teacher Performance Evaluation Program

isto hclp both teachers and their evaluators collect more comprclacnsivc and
accurate assessment data for judging teacher effectiveness and, then, to support
quality tcaching cvcryday in every classroom. The only way [ know that schools can
improve student achievement s to improve teacher effectiveness. If we can succeed
in recruiting, supporting, assessing, and keeping capable teachers, we will go a

great distance in improving our schools and, in turn, substantially cml)cllishing the
lcarning opportunities of students. It is to these ends that I trust the Fairfax teacher

evaluation system will serve a viable and cnduring role.

James H. Stronge

James H. Stronge is a Heritage Professor of
Education for The College of William & Mary
and President of Stronge and Associates
Educational Consulting, LLC.

He was selected by VDOE to develop a
system for evaluating teachers and
administrators. His firm served as
consultants on the initial development of the
Teacher Performance Evaluation Program
design and this handbook.
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PART |
INTRODUCTION AND PROCESS

The Fairfax County Public Schools (FCPS) Teacher Performance
Evaluation Program was developed in accordance with the Guidelines
for Uniform Performance Standards and Evaluation adopted by the
Virginia Board of Education in 2011 and in collaboration with the
2011-2012 FCPS Teacher Evaluation Task Force.

The FCPS Teacher Performance Evaluation Program (TPEP) supports
our district’s student achievement goals and our charge from Leadership
that all schools will establish Professional Learning Communities
(PLCs) that employ Best Practices to raise the bar for all students and

close the achievement gap.

This system provides a balance between structure and flexibility or in
PLC terms, “tight and loose.” The TPEP is “tight” or prescriptive in that
it defines common purposes and expectations, which guides effective
instructional practice. At the same time, it is “loose” in that it provides

flexibility, which allows for creativity and individual teacher initiative.

The goal is to support the continuous growth and development of each
teacher by monitoring, analyzing, and applying pertinent data compiled
within a system of meaningful feedback to improve student academic

progress and educator effectiveness.

This handbook and all resources
related to teacher evaluation can be
found on the FCPS intranet website
on the Performance Evaluations page
under Human Resources.
http://fcpsnet.fcps.edu/hr



http://fcpsnet.fcps.edu/hr

Evaluation of Instructional Resource Professionals
This handbook applies to all employees on teacher-scale contracts,
including Instructional Resource Professionals (IRPs). This category
includes non-administrative education professionals who provide a
multitude of support services to learners/clients to promote access

and participation in the educational setting, and may include certified,
licensed personnel who have specialized training. Learners/clients

might include students, teachers, staff, parents, and/or the community.

The evaluation of IRPs generally follows the same process and guide-
lines as that of the traditional teacher. Where it differs, it has been noted

here in the handbook and in the Job-Based Evaluation Supplements.

Instructional Resource Professionals include:
Applied Behavior Analysis Coaches
Assessment Coaches

Audiologists

Behavior Intervention Teachers
Counselors

Educational Diagnosticians

Librarians

Occupational Therapists

Physical Therapists

Resource Teachers (nonschool-based)
Secondary Special Education Dept. Chairs

Special Education Mentor Coaches

s I e Y e Y e Y s N N e Y e N e B e B o |

Speech & Language Pathologists



Purposes and Characteristics

The primary purposes of the FCPS teacher evaluation program are to:

O Implement a performance evaluation system that supports
a positive working environment featuring communication
between the teacher and evaluator that promotes continu-

ous professional growth and improved student outcomes.

D Promote self-growth through a variety of opportunities such
as goal-setting, reflection, action research and professional
development plans that contribute to instructional

effectiveness and overall professional performance.

D Provide timely, constructive feedback to teachers to im-
prove the quality of instruction and ensure accountability

for classroom performance and teacher effectiveness.

D Support selection of staff, induction, staff development,

leadership development, recognition, and retention.

D Support collaborative teams and processes that contribute
to successful achievement of goals and objectives defined
in the school division’s education plan.

The distinguishing characteristics of the program are:

D A focus on the relationship between professional

performance and improved learner academic achievement.
Key Elements for each Performance Standard.

Matrices for the seven standards that describe four levels of

teacher performance.

D A system for documenting teacher performance based on

multiple Data Sources.

D A procedure for conducting performance reviews that stresses
accountability, promotes professional improvement, and

increases teacher involvement in the evaluation process.

D A support system for providing assistance when needed.



Essential Components

Clearly defined professional responsibilities for teachers constitute the
foundation for the Teacher Performance Evaluation Program. A fair and
comprehensive evaluation system provides sufficient detail and accuracy
so that both teachers and evaluators will reasonably understand their

job expectations.

The evaluation program uses a tiered approach to define the expec-
tations for teacher performance consisting of seven standards and
multiple Key Elements. Teachers will be rated on the Performance
Standards using Performance Matrices. The relationship between these

components is depicted in Figure 1.

Performance Standards
Performance Standards refer to the major duties performed by a teacher.

Seven Performance Standards serve as the basis for the evaluation.

Professional Knowledge

Instructional Planning

Instructional Delivery

Assessment of and for Student Learning
Learning Environment

Professionalism

NN W R R D

Student Academic Progress

Key Elements
Key Elements provide examples of observable, tangible behaviors for each

standard. They are examples of the types of performance that will
occur if a standard is being successfully met. They help teachers Positions with modified Key Elements:

and their evaluators clarify job expectations. All Key Elements 8 School-Based Technology Specialist
rr.my r;ot be api%lcable to a pa}rltlcular v(\irf;rkdalszlgngent. In addi- 8 Instructional Coach
tion, four teaching positions have modified Key Elements.

&P Y 8 School-Based Math Resource Teacher
Performance Matrices 8 School-Based Reading Specialist
A Performance Matrix is a behavioral summary scale that guides These modifications can be found in
evaluators in assessing how well a standard is performed. It states the individual Job-Based Evaluation
the measure of performance expected and provides a qualitative Supplements.
description of performance at each level. In some instances,
quantitative terms are included to augment the qualitative IRPs Take Note
description. Each level is intended to be qualitatively superior to Performance Standards, Key
all lower levels. .

Elements and Matrices may vary.
Performance Matrices increase reliability among evaluators and Th erials f b oositi
mater ncan

help teachers focus on ways to enhance their teaching practice. e ma e' as ?r eac position ca
They are designed to provide a holistic view of teacher perfor- be found in the individual Job-Based
mance and are not intended to be used as a checklist. Evaluation Supplements.

Using Performance Standard 1: Professional Knowledge as an
example, a set of teacher Key Elements and the related Performance

Matrix is provided in Figure 1.



Essential Elements of Evaluation

PERFORMANCE STANDARD 1: Professional Knowledge

Professional Knowledge
The teacher demonstrates an understanding of the curriculum, subject content, and the developmental needs

of students by providing relevant learning experiences.

Key Elements

Examples may include, but are not limited to the following.

The teacher:

1.1 Demonstrates a comprehensive understanding O{:SU.bjCCt content and Curricuium standards.

1.2 Demonstrates knowiedge ofbest practices.

Highly Effective

Is expert in the subject arca and
has an understanding of current
research in child development

S.I]Ci ilOW StUantS iCQI’I’l.

Effective

Knows the subject mateer well
and has a good grasp of
child developmentand how

StLlClCIltS learn.

Developing or
Needs Improvement

[s somewhar familiar with the
subject and has a few ideas of ways

StUantS develop and leam.

Has lictle familiaricy with the
subject matter and few ideas on
how to teach it and how students

iCS.I'I].

Designs highiy relevant lessons
thatwill chaiienge and motivate
all students and nigniy engage

active learning.

DCSigHS iCSSOl’lS that are reievant,

motivating, and iikeiy to engage

students in active iearning,

Pians iessons [i’lil[ Wlii catch some
students’ interest and perhaps gCt

adiscussion going,

Plans lessons with very licdle
likelihood of motivating or

involving students.

Important Clarifications

Key Elements

Figure 1: Essential Components
A. Performance Standards

B. Key Elements

C. Matrices

Standard is abridged; see your Job-Based
Evaluation Supplement for complete standard

The list of Key Elements is not exhaustive, is not intended to be pre-

scriptive, and is not intended to be a checklist. Further, all teachers are

not expected to demonstrate each Key Element.

Ratings

Ratings are NOT made at the Key Element level (B), but at the
Performance Standard level (A).

Expectations

Effective is the expected level of performance. Teachers who earn a

highly effective rating must meet the requirements for the effective level

and go beyond it.



DOCUMENTING PERFORMANCE

Self-Assessment

Self-assessment allows teachers to reflect upon and assess the effec-
tiveness and adequacy of their performance, and is a key component
for self-improvement. By thinking about what works, what does not
work, and what type of changes one might make to be more successful,
the likelihood of knowing how to improve and actually making the
improvements increases dramatically. Evidence suggests that self-assess-
ment is a critical component of the evaluation process and can help a

teacher to target areas for professional development.

At the beginning of each school year, all teachers in their summative
evaluation year will complete a Teacher Self-Assessment form noting
their perceived areas of strength, growth, and development on the seven
Performance Standards. Teachers will share their perceptions with their
evaluators during the self-assessment/goal setting conference at the

beginning of the year.

The Teacher Self-Assessment form is not used as an evaluation Data
Source; however, the evaluator’s written documentation from the
self-assessment conference showing impact on student learning may be

used as an optional Data Source.

Data Sources

Some Performance Standards are best documented through observation
(e.g. Learning Environment); other standards may require additional
documentation techniques (e.g. Student Academic Progress entails a review
of the goal). Multiple Data Sources are necessary to provide for a compre-

hensive and authentic “performance portrait” of the teacher’s work.

Every year, every teacher is required to submit a Goal Setting for Student
Progress form and maintain a Documentation Log. Additionally, all

teachers in their summative year must have two observation

gééég %a/" (%/ﬂ‘f Data Sources and a minimum of two other Data Sources. All

written feedback serving as a Data Source must communicate

Data Sources included in a Final Evaluation  the impact on student learning. These sources provide accurate

7 Goal Setting for Student Progress Form feedback on teacher performance and may be used as part of

7 Documentation Log

2 Observation Data Sources:

1 formal observation = 1 Data Source

3 mini or informal observations = 1 Data Source

2 Other Data Sources

the data collection process.

A minimum of two other Data Sources are required for
teachers in their summative evaluation year. All written
feedback serving as a Data Source must communicate impact
on student learning. These sources provide accurate feedback

on teacher performance and may be used as part of the data

collection process.
. Optional Data Sources may include:

D Additional Observations

D Student or Learner/Client Opinion Surveys

D Structured Interview

I Measures of Student Progress (for teachers) or
Learner/Client/Program Progress (for IRPs)
Other Relevant Information—see Appendix A (B for IRPs)

=



Observations

Observations provide evaluators with information on the wider variety of
contributions made by teachers in the classroom or to the school commu-
nity as a whole. Evaluators are encouraged to observe instructional and

non-instructional activities at various times throughout the evaluation cycle.

Direct classroom observation is a way to collect information on teacher
performance and can determine whether a teacher is meeting expectations
for various Performance Standards. Classroom observations may be formal

or informal.

Informal or mini observations are generally unannounced visits
of short duration. Informal classroom observations take place in ;ﬂﬂd w /5(0&(/
the classroom and will be documented using one of the FCPS

observation forms. Mini observations can take place anywhere in Best Practices for timely feedback

the instructional environment and do not have a form. suggests the evaluator has

During a formal observation, the evaluator conducts a planned communicated in writing with the

structured/semi-structured observation—either announced or teacher within two weeks and

unannounced—typically of a teacher who is presenting a lesson no longer than 30 calendar days

to or interacting with students. Although there is no specified after an observation or other

data collection. /

duration of formal observations, it is highly recommended that

the evaluator remain for the amount of time necessary to observe

a complete lesson with a lesson transition. The observation should

be documented using one of the FCPS observation forms.

A pre-conference may be conducted at the request of the teacher or the
evaluator, and is strongly encouraged for teachers on an annual contract.
All formal observations will include a post-observation conference for
the evaluator to provide feedback to the teacher. During the session, the
evaluator reviews all information summarized on the observation form
as well as any other applicable documentation. One form copy is given to
the teacher, and another is maintained in the local site file for the entire

evaluation cycle to document professional growth and development.

Documentation Log

The Documentation Log is a collection of teacher-identified artifacts that
provide evaluators with evidence of performance (directly related to the
standards) likely not gleaned from an observation. The Documentation
Log provides the teacher with an opportunity for self-reflection, allows
demonstration of quality work, and creates a basis for two-way commu-
nication with an administrator. The evaluator, along with the teacher, will
decide if certain artifacts are required to be included by the teacher and
will discuss this at the goal-setting conference. The Documentation Log

includes both evaluator-required artifacts and teacher-selected artifacts.

The Documentation Log is a collection of artifacts that result from
regular classroom instruction. The emphasis is on the quality of work, not
the quantity of materials presented. It is a work-in-progress that should be
updated regularly throughout the evaluation period (weekly/monthly).
The artifacts may be kept as electronic files or in paper form and should be



organized and stored all together. It remains in the teacher’s possession
except when reviewed by the evaluator, and at the end of the year, when

it may be retained by FCPS.

A Documentation Log Cover Sheet should be maintained with the
collection of artifacts. All artifacts must be listed under “Evidence
Included” (the right column) on the Cover Sheect.

Evaluators will meet to review the Documentation Log at the midyear
and end-of-year conferences for all teachers in their summative year.

It should also be available for review at the evaluator’s request. The
Documentation Log is used to organize the multiple artifacts included

in the teacher’s evaluation.

Teachers in their formative years will submit their Documentation Log
Cover Sheet at the end of year for review. Teachers on continuing contract
will maintain their Documentation Log for the duration of their evaluation
cycle, so it is important that they label the school year during which various

artifacts were collected. Appendices A & B include lists of potential artifacts.

Student and Learner/Client Opinion Surveys

The purpose of the opinion survey is for high school teachers to collect
direct feedback from students/learners/clients that will help teachers
reflect on their practice. The survey is conducted anonymously and
may provide information not obtained in observations. The resulting
data may influence teaching strategies in several standards. High school

evaluators may require the use of opinion surveys.

When utilized, the survey is administered during the final month of
one- and two-semester courses for at least one section of each course
taught. Surveys may be administered at additional times. Teachers are
free to add questions regarding specific classes or topics not covered in
the sample survey. Information from the survey is confidential; however,
teachers are free to present the results to their principal or program
manager as they choose. The teacher may include a summary of the

survey data in the Documentation Log.

Structured Interview

The structured interview is designed to gather information from the
teachers about how their duties are performed. The Structured Interview
forms have sample questions that may be used for this interview;
however, evaluators are free to create questions of their own. Evaluators
may select one or two questions pertaining to each standard, and will
provide a specified period of time for the teacher to respond in writing
to those questions. The evaluator will consider the responses, conduct a
conference, and provide written feedback to the teacher. This interview
may be a component of the self-assessment conference at the beginning

of the year. The questions may also be used at any other time.



Other Relevant Information

Information pertaining to teacher performance may include, d 7- /f

but is not limited to, written communication about the teacher, &0 0 /( 0 7%

patterns of discipline referral and follow-up, requests for student All written feedback serving as a
placement, conference notes, a Time on Task Chart analysis, and Data Source must communicate

a review of records. This information may include a review of

teacher products or artifacts and a review of student/learner/ impact on student learning.

client data. Data can be used for assessment provided they are -

shared with the teacher.

In addition, evaluators may use other relevant information pertaining to
teacher performance as longas it is shared with the teacher in writing.
Such information could include, but is not limited to, written com-
munication about the teacher such as letters from parents, volunteers,
business, and community representatives, citations from organizations,

and memos from school system personnel.

A review of records may also provide relevant information. These
records could include a teacher’s plan book, grade book, portfolios,
teacher-prepared materials, grading policy, class management plan, and

student records.

Measures of Student Progress

Depending on grade level, content area, and students’ ability level,
appropriate measures of student academic performance are identified to
provide information on learning gains. Performance measures include
standardized test results and other pertinent Data Sources. In con-
junction with their evaluators, teachers set goals for improving student
progress based on the results of performance measures. The goals and

their attainment constitute an important Data Source for evaluation.

The Virginia Department of Education Uniform Performance Standards
and Evaluation Criteria incorporate student academic progress as a
significant component of the evaluation. These guidelines require that
student academic progress account for 40 percent of an individual’s
summative evaluation. Quantitative measures of growth based on
validated achievement measures that already are being used within
FCPS should be the first data considered when determining the validity
of growth measures. Additional measures of student progress may also

be considered. See Appendix C for alist of possible assessments.



Cheek Yo S @M

Every year:

Each teacher creates an evaluator-
approved SMARTR goal & documents

progress toward its attainment.

Two conferences may be necessary
to finalize the SMARTR goal.

The evaluator must approve the

goal by e lober 37,

Figure 2:
Student Achievement
Goal Setting Process

Goal Setting for Student Achievement

FCPS’ approach to linking student achievement to teacher performance
involves building the ability of teachers and evaluators to use student
achievement data to set target goals for improvement. FCPS uses goal
setting as the main measure to document student progress; goal setting
and other measures of student progress will account for 40

percent of the teacher’s evaluation in Standard 7.

Using assessment results, each FCPS teacher sets an annual goal
for improving student achievement. The goals and their attain-

ment constitute an important evaluation Data Source.

The goal describes observable behavior and/or measurable
results that will occur when it is achieved. Student Achievement

Goal Setting is designed to improve student learning. The intent

1S to:
D Make an explicit connection between teaching and learning
I Make instructional decisions based on student data
O Provide a tool for school improvement
I Increase the effectiveness of instruction via continuous

professional growth
I Focus attention on student results

I Increase student achievement

Goal-Setting Process
The goal-setting process consists of: determining baseline performance,
developing strategies for improvement, and assessing results at the end

of the academic year.

Goal setting begins with identifying where students are in relation to
what is expected of them. Then, in collaboration with their evaluator,
teachers set specific, measurable goals based on both the demands of
the curriculum and the needs of the students. Next, the teacher creates
and implements strategies and monitors progress. During monitoring,
teachers may adjust their teaching and learning strategies. Finally, the
evaluator’s summative judgment is made regarding student learning

during a specific period of time. Figure 2 depicts these steps.

-Step 7 -

Determine
needs

- Step 2

Create specific

learning goals implement
based on »

pre-assessment

-Step 3 - F—

Create and

-Step 5

Monitor student Determine
progress through student
teaching and on-going » achievement
learning strategies | | formative assessment goal attainment




Developing a SMARTR Goal
Annually, all teachers create an evaluator-approved goal early in the school
year and monitor student progress toward its attainment. The
acronym SMARTR is a way to assess a goal’s feasibility and worth: 006{ w A on/
[ B Strategic and Speciﬁc—Aligned with schoolwide goals Specialist teachers (e.g., art, music,
and focused on specific learning needs of all students ohysical education) may identify one
[0} Measurable—%antitative, observable, consistent

measure for grade/school level
school) when establishing their goal.

D Acttainable—Doable yet challenging

D Results-oriented—Identifies specific outcomes or ltinerant teachers must create a

targets for student achievement 't tudent lation |
0al Tor a stuaent population In
D Timebound—Establishes a sense of priority or d Pop

urgency for goal attainment

[ i Rigorous—Has an appropriate level of rigor to

demonstrate mastery of learning/program objective

The goal must be specific to the students that will be directly impacted/
taught. The goal is set for only one defined group of students (elementary-
one curricular area; middle and high school-one course section). It may
reflect a Collaborative Learning Team-developed goal that is based on the

team’s analysis of their assessment data. Figure 3:
Sample SMARTR Goals

class (elementary) or section (middle/high

their base schoals. /

High School Biology Sample Goal:
For the current instructional period, 100% of students in my period 3 will make measurable progress in

biology. Each student will improve his or her pre-assessment raw score by 25 points on the post-assessment.

Elementary Mathematics Sample Goal:
In the current instructional period, 100% of my students will make measurable progress in mathematics
problem solving as measured by a grade-level appropriate problem and rubric.
@ Students scoring in Intensive range on pre-assessment will improve by at least 5 points during the year
@ Students scoring in Benchmark range on pre-assessment will improve by at least 4 points during the year

@ Students scoring in Advanced range will receive more difhicult problems and will maintain or
improve their current score

Middle School Special Education Reading Sample Goal:
For the 2012-2013 school year, all my students will make measurable progress in reading comprehension as
measured by the Diagnostic Online Reading Assessment (DORA). Based on their IEPs, goals are as follows:
@ Student 1 (Grade 6): From mid-first to high-second
@ Student 2 (Grade 7): From high-third to mid-fifth

@ Student 3 (Grade 8): From low-fourth to mid-fifth
@ Etc

Middle School Science Sample Goal:

In the current school year, all students will make measurable progress in my Grade 6 Science class using a two
part test (multiple choice & lab). All students will score at least 50% of the score needed to make a 100% on the
post-assessment (for example, a student scoring a 60% on the pre-assessment will score an 80% on the post-as-
sessment). Additionally, students scoring an 80% or above on the pre-assessment will engage in an enriched

curriculum including experiments performed at a higher level of inquiry and with more advanced concepts.

Example formula: [(100 - pre-assessment) x 0.5] + pre-assessment = post-assessment

1
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After drafting a goal using the Goal-Setting for Student Progress form, the
teacher schedules a meeting with the evaluator to review available data

from performance measures and discuss the proposed goal.

Measuring Goal Progress

Teachers set goals for improving student progress based on the results
of performance measures. Student progress goals measure where the
students are at the beginning of the year, where they are at midyear,

where they are at the end of the year, and student growth over time.

Depending on grade level, content area, and learner’s ability level,
appropriate measures of performance are identified to provide informa-
tion on learning gains. Performance measures include standardized test
results as well as other pertinent Data Sources. The following measure-

ment tools are appropriate for assessing student progress:

I Criterion-referenced tests
Norm-referenced tests
Standardized achievement tests

School-adopted interim/common/benchmark assessments

s O e e B

Teacher-developed tests when created with a group of
content experts

D Performance-based measures (e.g., learner portfolio,

recitation, rubrics, performance)

In addition to teacher-generated measures of student performance
gains, administrators may conduct schoolwide reviews of test data to
identify patterns in the instructional program. Such reports are useful
for documenting student gains and for making comparisons. As part of
the Goal Setting form, teachers must identify strategies to achieve the
goal. Examples of ways to monitor student progress can be found in

Appendix C.

For many teachers, measures of student performance can be directly
documented. A value-added—or gain score—approach that documents
teacher influence on student learning can be used. This is summarized

using the equation in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Gain Score Equation

Student Learning End Result
Student Learning Beginning Score

Student Gain Score

For accuracy in measuring SMARTR goal progress, monitoring should
focus on the students for whom the goal was created—the population
the goal originally addressed. This population will contribute to the goal
achievement data shared at the end of the year. Students who are new to
the teaching/learning environment during the course of the school year

will have this data reviewed as “other measures.”



Midyear Review of Goal

By the appropriate date, as determined by the evaluator, each teacher
(in both summative and formative years) is responsible for assessing

the professional growth made on the goal thus far and for submitting
documentation of that progress to the evaluator. A midyear review of
progress on the goal is held at the midyear conference during summative
evaluation years. At the evaluator’s discretion, this review may be
conducted through CLTs, coaching with the evaluator, sharing at a
staff meeting or professional day, or in another format that promotes
discussion, collegiality, and reflection. It is the evaluator’s responsibility

to establish the format and select the time of the review.

End-of-Year Review of Goal

By the appropriate date, as determined by the evaluator, every teacher
(in both summative and formative years) is responsible for assessing the
growth made on the goal and for submitting documentation of that
progress to the evaluator. A review of progress on the goal is held for
those in their summative years at the summative evaluation conference

at the end of the year.

Instructional Resource Professional (IRP) Goal Setting
and Measures of Progress

Some IRPs have a direct impact on student learning and may create a goal
based on student progress; others have more of an indirect impact. For
example, a librarian may not consistently teach students in a classroom
setting, but may ensure that students have books at appropriate reading
levels and with relevant content. In this case, the focus on goal setting
could be on the program rather than on the students. Educational
programs play a role in student learning and are acceptable for the

goal-setting process.

13
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RATING TEACHER PERFORMANCE

Figure 5:
Rating Levels

Definition of Ratings

The rating scale provides a description of four levels of how well the

standards (i.c., duties) are performed on a continuum from highly

effective to ineffective. The use of the scale enables evaluators to

acknowledge effective performance (i.c., highly effective and effective)

and provides two levels of feedback for teachers not meeting expec-
tations (i.e., developing OR needs improvement and ineffective). The

definitions in Figure 5 offer general descriptions of the ratings. For the

criteria of the ratings for each standard, refer to the Matrices in the

individual Job-Based Evaluation Supplements.

Category

Highly
Effective

Effective

Description

The teacher performing at this level maintains
pcrformancc, accomplishmcnts, and behaviors
that consistently and considerably surpass the
established standard. This rating is reserved for
pcrformancc thatis cxccptional and doneina
manner that exemplifies the school’s mission and
goals.

Performance Definition

sustains high pcrformancc overa pcriod
of time

consistently exhibits behaviors that have a
strong positive impact on learners and the
school climate

scrvesas a l’OIC modcl to OthCI’S

The teacher meets the standard in a manner that
is consistent with the school's mission and goals.

meets the requirements contained in the
evaluation criteria

exhibits behaviors that have a positive
impact on learners and the school climate
demonstrares willingncss to learn and

apply new skills

Developing
OR Needs
Improvement

The teacher often performs below the
established standard or in a manner that is

inconsistent with the school’s mission and goals.

requires support in meeting the standards
results in less than quality work pcrforma.nce
leads to arcas for teacher improvement
being jointly identified and planned

thWCCH thC tC&ChCI‘ and Cvaluator

Ineffective

The teacher consistently performs below the
established standard or in a manner that is

inconsistent with the school’s mission and goals.

consistently exhibits behavior that nega-
tively impacts learners and school climate

may resultin the cmployec not bcing

rccommcndcd EO[' continucd Cmploymcnt

The rating developing OR needs improvement helps to delineate the difference between a novice and veteran

teacher. Our school district recognizes that educators in their first three years of teaching are developing their

understanding of curriculum content and pedagogy. Likewise, there is recognition that time is often needed for

an experienced teacher to develop content knowledge following a change in grade level or content assignment.

Therefore, a developing rating can be used for a teacher in one of the former categories. Teachers outside of the

categories mentioned will receive a needs improvement rating if their performance falls in this range.

A clear distinction between developing and needs improvement should be evident in the comments written on

both the midyear and summative evaluation forms.




Midyear Performance Assessment

Teachers scheduled to receive a summative evaluation will receive a mid-
year performance assessment to provide systematic feedback. Teachers

will be evaluated using multiple Data Sources to determine the teacher’s

rating on; each Performance Standards, an overall evaluation
summary, and the overall midyear recommendation. Evaluators 006{ 0 /(0&(/
will use the Teacher Midyear Performance Assessment form and

Ratings are applied to the seven
should discuss the results with the teacher at a midyear con- d PP
ference. During the conference, evaluators should also provide Performance Standards and to an

midyear feedback on the Documentation Log and the progress overall single summative rating, not to

students are making toward the goal identified in the Goal Setting Key Elements or Performance Matrices.
for Student Progress form. If such feedback is written, it can serve

. . . Teachers are expected to perform
as a Data Source, as long as the content includes information P P

pertaining to the impact on student learning. at the effective level.

/

Summative Evaluation

At the end of the evaluation cycle, teachers will be rated on each of

the seven Performance Standards using a Performance Matrix and will
receive an overall evaluation summary and an overall recommendation.
As previously discussed, the Matrix is a behavioral summary scale that
describes acceptable performance levels for each teacher Performance
Standards. The scale states the measure of performance expected of
teachers and provides a general description of what each rating entails.

Teachers are expected to perform at the effective level. 15

Evaluators make decisions about performance of the seven standards
based on all available evidence. After collecting information through
observations, the Documentation Log, surveys, the structured inter-
view, goal setting, and/or other relevant sources, including evidence
the teacher offers, the evaluator rates a teacher’s performance for the
summative evaluation. Therefore, the summative evaluation will rep-
resent where the “preponderance of evidence” exists, based on various
Data Sources. The evaluator records the ratings and comments on the
Teacher Summative Evaluation form. The results of the evaluation are
discussed with the teacher at a summative evaluation conference. The
evaluator submits the signed Zeacher Summative Evaluation torm to the

Department of Human Resources.



Single Summative Rating

In addition to receiving a rating for each of the seven Performance
Standards, the teacher will receive a single summative evaluation rating
at the midyear and summative evaluation conferences. The summative
rating will reflect an overall evaluation rating for the teacher. The intent
is not to replace the value of the seven Performance Standards; rather, it

is to provide an overall rating of the teacher’s performance.

The overall summative rating will be highly effective, effective, devel-
oping OR needs improvement, or ineffective. Regardless of the overall
total points earned, three or more developing OR needs improvement
ratings on individual Performance Standards will result in an overall
rating of developing OR needs improvement or ineffective. Similarly,
one ineffective rating on any one Performance Standards will result in
an overall rating no higher than developing OR needs improvement and

could result in an overall ineffective rating.

Figure 6 shows an example of how a cumulative summative rating will

be calculated.

Figure 6:
Example of Weighted Calculations

Performance Weighted Total
Standard Performance Rating  Points Weight (Points x Weight)
Standard 1 Highly Effective 4 1 4
Standard 2 Effective 3 1 3
Standard 3 Highly Effective 4 1 4
Standard 4 Highly Effective 4 1 4
Standard 5 Effective 3 1 3
Standard 6 Effective 3 1 3
Standard 7 Effective 3 4 12
Cumulative Summative Rating 33

Rating Type Point Per Standard Cumulative Summative Rating
Ineffective 1 10-19

Developing OR Needs 2 20-25

Improvement

Effective 3 26-34

Highly Effective 4 35-40




Summative Recommendation

In addition to the single summative rating, the teacher receives a
recommendation of reappointment, conditional reappointment, or do

not reappoint on the summative evaluation.

Teachers who receive a reappointment recommendation meet the
effective or highly effective performance expectation on the overall

summative evaluation.

Teachers who receive a conditional reappointment may participate

in an intervention program and will be evaluated again the following
school year. See “Intervention Program” in the Improving Professional
Performance section. A teacher receiving a conditional reappointment
must achieve a recommendation for reappointment on the next year’s

summative evaluation or dismissal will be recommended.

Teachers who receive a do not reappoint will be recommended for
dismissal. Unsatisfactory performance will be noted in the summative
evaluation along with the standards that were below the effective perfor-
mance rating. Nothing in Regulation 4440 shall be construed to provide
due process rights to a teacher on annual contract or to require cause for

either the non-renewal of the contract of an annual contract teacher.

Evaluation Schedule

Summative evaluations are to be completed for all annual contract
teachers and continuing contract teachers in their summative evaluation
year (the third year of their three-year cycle). Figure 7: Suggested TPEP
Evaluation Schedule details the suggested timeline for all components of

the evaluation process.

Documentation Records

Documentation records are maintained by both the teacher and the
principal/evaluator for the entire evaluation period. If the teacher
transfers to another FCPS site, the documentation shall be forwarded
to the receiving site’s program manager. At the end of an evaluation
period, the program manager retains copies of all written documenta-
tion considered during the summative evaluation year in the teacher’s
local site file. The Teacher Summative Evaluation form is maintained in

the HR personnel file.

17



Figure 7: Suggested Teacher
Performance Evaluation
Program Schedule for summative years

Timeline

Activity for Professional Improvement

Task or Document

Responsibility

By September 30

Review evaluation process with all scaff

By October 31

Self-assessment/goal-setting conference(s)

Teacher Self-Assessment form

Teacher completes Self-Assessment

Teacher reviews available baseline data and determines

needs prior to Goal Setting Conference with evaluator

Teacher and the evaluator discuss goal ideas and
SMARTR Goal components at Goal Setting

Conference

Evaluators sct €XPCCI€1UOHS for Documentation LOg

TC&ChCI‘ and evaluator dctcrminc what Dara Sourccs WIH

be used in the evaluation process

Document Log Cover Sheet

All teachers create and submit SMARTR Goal to

Cvaluator EOI' ﬁnal approval

Evaluator approves student progrcss goal

Goal Setting for Student Progress form

Final month prior
to end of 1st

High school evaluators may determine if

StUant survcys are rcquired

Student Opinion Survey

Semester
High school teachers survey students or learner/clients | Student Survey Summary form (for teachers) O
in one-semester courses (if using as a Data Source) Learner/Client Opinion Survey form (for IRPs)

M idyear Evaluators complctc aminimum of two Data Sources Various forms @
Midyear assessment conference to review student progress | Teacher Midyear Performance Assessment form 0 O
goal, Documentation Log, and performance
Evaluator and teacher review the prcviously identified Goal Setting for Student Progress form
Data Sources and determine which still need to be Documentation Log O @
collected and mutually identify due dates

Second Semester Evaluarors complete two additional Data Sources for Various forms 0
teachers in a summative evaluation year

Final month pl’iOI’ High school teachers survey students or learner/clients | Student Opinion Survey

to end of 2nd
Semester

in two-semester courses (optional Dara Source)

Student Survey Summary form
Learner/Client Opinion Survey form (for IRPs)

Prior to due date

All teachers submit end—of—year review of student

Goal Setting for Student Progress form

established by the progress goal
evaluator

Teachers in summative year submit Documentation Log | Documentation Log @
By June 30 Summative evaluation (all teachers in their summarive Various forms

cvaluation year)

Teacher Summative Evaluation form




IMPROVING PROFESSIONAL PERFORMANCE

Supporting teachers is essential to the success of schools. Many resourc-

es are needed to assist teachers in growing professionally. Sometimes

additional support is required to help teachers develop so that they can

meet the Performance Standards.

Tools are provided in the evaluation system that may be used at the

discretion of the evaluator, regardless of contract status. One is the

Support Dialogue, a school-level discussion between the evaluator and

the teacher. It is a conversation about performance needs in order to ad-

dress the needs. Another is the Performance Improvement Plan (PIP),

which is developed by a teacher and evaluator and identifies appropriate

strategies for improvement in identified Performance Standards. These

tools may be used sequentially or independently of each other; the

Support Dialogue process is not a prerequisite to the PIP process.

Support Dialogue

Purpose

For teachers who are in need of additional
SUppOrt. These teachers atcempt to tulfill the
standard, but are often ineffective.

Figure 8: Tools to Increase

Professional Performance

Performance Improvement Plan

For teachers whose work is in need of targeted
supervision and additional resources.

BV R G ] Eyaluator, administrator, or teacher

Evaluator

(DL T T Il Form: None

Other Documentation:

@ Memo or other written record

Form: Performance Improvement Plan
Other Documentation:

@ Documentation at the building/worksite

Outcomes If performance.... then...

of the discussion level
@ Other forms of documentation
at the building/worksite level
If employee has ... then...

improves to CHCCtiVC no morce SU.PPOI’[ I’lCﬁdCd

sufhcient improvement

teacheris no longcr onaPIP

Sl’lOWS S0ME progress support continues

partial improvement

PIP may be extended or other

SECPS may bC takcn

Sl’lOWS lit’dC or may move cmploycc
no progress toaPer forma.nce

Improvement Plan

lictle or no improvement

otheraction is determined by

thC CVSJUSIOKZ
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Support Dialogue

The Support Dialogue is initiated by evaluators or teachers at any point
during the school year for use with personnel whose professional practice
would benefit from additional support. A teacher could request a Support
Dialogue. It is designed to facilitate discussion about the area(s) of

concern and ways to address those concerns. During the initial session, both
parties share what each will do to support the teacher’s growth
006{ 1/‘0 How/ (see sample prompts, Figure 9, and decide when to meet again.
Support programs are provided in the After the agreed-upon time to receive support and im-

context of classroom teaching and plement changes in professional practice has elapsed, the

evaluator and teacher meet again to discuss the impact of the
generally are not extended to teachers . . .
changes. The entire Support Dialogue process is intended to

engaged in serious misconduct. Serious

be completed within a predetermined time period as it offers
misconduct may result in immediate targeted support.
dismissal, without provision of The desired outcome would be that the teacher’s practice has

improvement opportunities. improved to an effective level. In the event that improvements

in performance are still needed, the evaluator makes a deter-

mination to either extend the time of the Support Dialogue

because progress has been made, or to allocate additional time
or resources. If the necessary improvement is not made, the employee may
be asked to develop a PIP. Once a PIP is initiated, the teacher will have a
predetermined time period to demonstrate that the identified deficiencies

have been corrected.

20

Sample Prompts for the Initial Conversation

. What challenges have you encountered in addressing __specific concern 2
Figure 9: Sample Prompts ’

What have you tried to address the concern of ___specific concern 2

What supports can I or others at the school/worksite provide you?

Sample Prompts for the Follow-Up Conversation

Last time we met, we talked about ___specific concern . What has gone well?

What has not gone as well?

Performance Improvement Plan

The evaluator, at any time, may ask a teacher to develop a PIP, for a
prescribed period of time, in order to address deficiencies within any of
the standards. This applies whether or not a teacher is in a formative or

summative evaluation year.

A PIP is designed to support a teacher in addressing areas of concern
through targeted supervision and additional resources. It may be used
by an evaluator at any point during the year for a teacher whose profes-

sional practice would benefit from additional support.



Implementation of Performance Improvement Plan
When a teacher is asked to develop a PIP the evaluator must

D Provide written notification to the teacher of the area(s) of

concern that need(s) to be addressed
D Approve and monitor the PIP written by the teacher

D Review the results of the PIP with the teacher immediately
following the predetermined time period, or according to

the specifically established target dates
Assistance may include
D Support from a professional peer or supervisor

D Conferences, classes, and workshops on specific topics

D Other resources to be identified, such as the Colleague
Assistance Program (CAP) and reading materials

Resolution of Performance Improvement Plan
The evaluator meets with the teacher to review progress made on the

PIP, according to the timeline. The options for resolution are:

D Sufficient improvement has been achieved; the teacher is
no longer on a PIP

D Partial improvement has been achieved but more improve-
ment is needed; performance improvement plan may be
extended or other steps taken

O Little or no improvement has been achieved; additional

actions to be determined by the evaluator

Intervention Program

FCPS provides planned and sustained assistance to teachers whose
performance does not meet one or more Performance Standards and
who, consequently, receive a conditional reappointment. Therefore,
teachers who receive a conditional reappointment participate in an
intervention program with an Intervention Team and will be evaluated
again the following school year.

Teachers participating in the intervention program receive assistance
from an Intervention Team to include the teacher, a site administrator,
a curriculum designee, and a performance assessment specialist from the
Department of Human Resources.

A plan will be developed by the team to determine areas for improvement
and requisite resources to address those areas over a prescribed period

of time. Team members may make classroom observations and provide
feedback to the teacher. The assessment and evaluation process and the
intervention process are separate processes but will continue concurrently.

Teachers who receive a conditional reappointment and, consequently,
have an Intervention Team will be evaluated again the following

year. Their salary step will remain the same as the current year’s level.
However, any cost-of-living allowance will not be affected. A teacher
must receive a reappointment recommendation during the subsequent
summative evaluation year or be recommended for dismissal. A second
recommendation for conditional reappointment is not an option except
in an extraordinary circumstance. If a subsequent reappointment recom-
mendation is received, the salary step will be reinstated.
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Appendix A

Data Source & Artifact Examples by Standard: Teachers

To serve as a Data Source, an item must include a written component by the administrator, which shows the impact
of the item on student learning,

Examples are guidelines and not an all-inclusive list.

Standard 1: Professional Knowledge

EEEEEE S

s Y o Y e O e Y Y e O e Y Y e O e Y Y e Y e Y e A

Analysis of data

Anecdotal notes

Annotated list of instructional activities

Class vision, mission, and goals

Data analysis tools

Feedback from students, parents, and colleagues
Home visits

Journals/notes that represent reflective thinking
and professional growth

Learning style assessments and profiles
Lesson/intervention plan

Narratives

Needs assessment and results

Notes/phone logs

Observation

Present level of performance

Professional Development certificates

Profile cards/checklists

Samples of innovative approaches developed by teacher
Structured Interviews

Student achievement data

Student work samples

Surveys

Transcripts of coursework

Standard 2: Instructional Planning

EEEEE A

Analysis of classroom assessment

Analysis of data

Anecdotal notes

Classroom observations

Common assessments

Data analysis tools

Data-driven curriculum revision work, such as:
@ Course syllabus
@ Intervention plan
@ Substitute lesson plan

@ Annotated learning objectives

=

e Y e O e O o

o Y e O e Y e O e Y o Y e e Y e e Y o R e Y o

Description of prevention/intervention plans and
their impacts

Differentiation in lesson planning and practice
Documentation of academic planning with students
Documentation of instructional consultation
Emergency plans

Fvidence of efforts to research, collaborate, and
implement best practices
Extension/enrichment activities

Feedback from students, parents, and colleagues
Formative assessments

Grade book

Lesson plans

Narratives/report cards

Needs assessments and results

Observations

Rubrics

Structured Interviews

Student achievement data

Student work samples

Unit plans
Videos/photographs/podcasts/Blackboard

Standard 3: Instructional Delivery

=

o Y e e Y e Y e Y e Y e e Y e e Y o Y e O

Analysis of data

Anecdotal notes

Common assessments

Data analysis tools

Differentiation (observed and written)
Extension/enrichment activities
Needs assessment and results
Observations

SMARTR Goals

Structured Interviews

Student work samples

Teacher made instructional materials
Unit plans

Videos/photographs of instruction/students at work

Appendix A



Standard 4: Assessment of & for Student Leaming

e Y e O e Y s O e O o

o Y o e Y o Y e O e Y e O e Y e Y e R o Y e R

Analysis of data
Anecdotal notes
Classroom observations
Common assessments
Data analysis tools
Description of prevention/intervention programs
and their impact
Feedback from students, parents, and colleagues
Formative and Summative assessments
Lesson plans
Narratives/report cards/interim reports
Needs assessments and results
Observations
Rubrics
SMARTR Goals
Student work samples
Unit plans
Structured Interviews
Graphs or tables of student results
Records in electronic curriculum mapping tools, such as:
@ Brief report describing your record-keeping
system and how it monitors student progress
@ Copy of scoring rubrics
@ Photographs or photocopies of student work
with written comments
@ Samples of educational reports, progress re-
ports or letters prepared for parents or students
@ Copy of disaggregated analysis of student
achievement scores on standardized test
@ Copy of students journals of self-reflection

and self-monitoring

Standard 5: Learning Environment

e O e O e R

=

Anecdotal notes

Class vision, mission, and goals

Discipline plan

Emergency plans

Explanation of behavior management philosophy
and procedures

Interviews

List of classroom rules with brief explanation of
the procedures used to develop and reinforce them

Notes/phone logs

|EEEEE A

Observations

Reports (grades, attendance, injury, compliance, etc.)
Schedule of daily classroom routines
Self-assessments

Structured Interviews

Student survey summary information

Standard 6: Professionalism

=

e O e Y e R

|EEEEE A

e I e Y e O e O

Agendas, outcomes and notes from team/depart-
ment/collaborative meetings
Brochure/certificate from conference attended
Collaboration logs
E-mails
Evidence of communication with students, families,
colleagues and community, such as:

@ Copy of classroom newsletter or other

parent-information documents

@ Sample copy of interim reports
Examples of collaborative work with peers
Feedback from colleagues, parents, students
Informal observations
MyPLT print out of courses
Professional growth plan
Record of participation in extracurricular activities
and events
Record of professional development taken or given
Reports
Self-assessments
SMARTR Goals

Structured Interviews

Standard 7: Student Academic Progress

=

e Y e O e Y Y e O e Y Y e O e R e O

Analysis of data

Anecdotal notes

Authentic measures (portfolios, recitation, performance)
Criterion referenced tests

Data analysis tools

eCart/Horizon data

Formative and Summative assessment data

Grade book

Norm referenced tests

School/District adopted interim/benchmark assessments
SMARTR Goals

Standardized achievement tests

Structured Interviews

Appendix A



Appendix B

Data Source & Artifact Examples by Standard: Instructional
Resource Professional (IRP)

To serve as a Data Source, an item must include a written component by the administrator, which shows the impact
of the item on student learning.

Examples are guidelines and not an all-inclusive list.

Standard 1: Professional Knowledge

=

o O e Y e Y e Y e Y s

o O e O e Y e Y o Y o o O e O e e Y e B o

e Y e O e

Standard 2: Program Planning & Management

LB

]
1]
1]

o B

Analysis of data

Anecdotal notes

Annotated list of instructional activities
Behavior Plans

Data analysis tools

Feedback from students, parents, and colleagues
Home visits

Journals/notes that represent reflective thinking
and professional growth

Learner/client achievement data
Learner/client work samples

Learning style assessments and profiles
Lesson/intervention plan

Narratives

Needs assessment and results

Notes/phone logs

Observation

Present level of performance

Professional Development certificates

Profile cards/checklists

Samples of innovative approaches developed by
instructional resource professional

Structured Interviews

Surveys

Transcripts of coursework

Vision, mission, and goals

Analysis of data

Anecdotal notes

Data analysis tools

Description of prevention/intervention plans and
their impacts

Differentiation in lesson planning and practice
Documentation of instructional consultation
Evidence of efforts to research, collaborate, and
implement best practices

Extension/enrichment activities

Feedback from students, parents, and colleagues

e O e O e Y e Y e Y o O e A

L 1]

L 1]

Narratives

Needs assessments and results

Observations

Rubrics

Student achievement data

Learner/client work samples

Videos/photographs/podcasts/Blackboard

Data driven curriculum revision work. Examples:
@ Sample lesson, unit or treatment plan

Course syllabus

Intervention plan

Substitute lesson plan

Annotated learning objectives

Schedule
@ Planningand pacing guides

Data from the circulation system for planning for
program management

Structured Interviews

Standard 3: Program Delivery

=

i S e O e O e Y e Y o Y e O e O e O e Y e O o

i O e O e O e Y e I

Analysis of data

Anecdotal notes

Common assessments

Data analysis tools

Differentiation (observed and written)
Extension/enrichment activities

Needs assessment and results

Observations

SMARTR Goals

Learner/client work samples

Unit plans

Videos/photographs of instruction/students at work
IRP-specific resources based on the needs of
the community

Schedule of meeting with teachers

Summer programs

Meeting notes

Records of materials sent to schools
Connection to colleges/employers

Structured Interviews

Appendix B



Standard 4: Assessment

o e O e O

=

L 1]

Evidence of baseline and periodic assessments & analysis
Progress reports
Graphs or tables of learner/client results
Summary of assessment procedures
Notifications made on a modified intervention
and/or program based on feedback
Copy of learner/client journals of self-reflection
and self-monitoring
SMARTR goals
Records within electronic curriculum mapping
tool. Examples:
@ Brief report describing record keeping system &
how it is used to monitor learner/client progress
@ Copy of scoring rubrics
@ Photographs or photocopies of learner/client
work with written comments
@ Samples of educational reports, progress
reports or letters prepared for parents or
learners/clients
@ Copy of disaggregated analysis of learner/client
achievement scores on standardized test

Structured Interviews

Standard 5: Communication & Collaboration

L 1]
L 1]

Examples of collaborative work with peers
Other evidence of communication with learners/
clients, families, colleagues, and community

Structured Interviews

v

Standard 6: Professionalism

o Y e e Y e Y e O o Y e O

Record of participation in extracurricular activities/events
Record of professional development taken or given
Agendas, outcomes and notes from
team/department/collaborative meetings
Collaboration logs
E-mails
Evidence of communication with learners/clients,
families, colleagues, and community. Examples:
@ Newsletter
@ Parent information documents
@ Feedback
Learner/client survey summary information
Informal observations
Professional growth plan
Reports
Self-assessments
List of committees served on
SMARTR Goals

Structured Interviews

Standard 7: Learner/Client or Program

Progress

D  Analysis of data

I Anecdotal notes

I Authentic measures (portfolios, recitation, per-
formance)

D Criterion referenced tests

I Dataanalysis tools

IO eCart/Horizon data

I Formative and Summative assessment data

I Norm referenced tests

D School/district adopted interim/benchmark
assessments

DO SMARTR Goals

I Standardized achievement tests

D Structured Interviews
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Appendix C

Possible Assessments by Subject and Grade Level

Diagnostic Spelling Assessments O} O ©
Horizon Assessments (Catalog, School Public or Private) O] @ O] @ O]
DRA2 O] @ @ @
DRA2 Word Analysis KINDER @ O]
Teacher /Team Developed Pre and Post Tests O O O O O
FCPS Writing Rubrics O} O O O
VDOE Writing Rubrics (grades 5, 8, and 11) O] @ O] @ @
Performance Assessments O} O O} O O]
International Baccalaureate Criteria O O ©
Advanced Placement Released Free-Response Questions O} O ©
Teacher/Team Developed Rubrics O O ©
WIDA Can Do Descriptors O] O] O] O] @
WIDA Speaking and Writing Rubrics O} O O} O O
Advanced Placement Exams O O ©
K-MRA (Mathematics Reasoning Assessment) & MRA (grades 1-2) O] @ O]
eCART Division (Quarter) Assessments O] O] O] O] O]
Horizon Assessments (Catalog, School Public or Private) O} O O} O O
International Baccalaureate (IB) Exam O O ©
SOL Released Tests (Horizons and VDOE site) @ @ @ O} O]
Textbook Publisher Assessments O} O O} O O]
Teacher /Team Developed Pre and Post Tests O O O O O
Performance Assessments O} O O} O O
g;)i\r);;)er; Assessments (Catalog, School Public or o o o o o
SOL Released Tests (Horizons and VDOE site) O] @ @ @ O]
Developed Pre and Post Tests O O O O O
Performance Assessments O] @ O] @ @
FCPS Lab Rubrics O] @ O] O ©
Horizon Assessments (Catalog, School Public or Private) O O O O O
Teacher /CLT Developed Pre and Post Assessments O} O O} O O
Performance Assessments (e.g., Document Based

Questions, Primary Source Analysis, Geography O} O O} O O
Analysis, Visual Media Analysis)
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STUDENTS w/ | ENGLISH

ART ELEM | MIDDLE | HIGH | b, caRILITIES | LEARNERS
eCART Division (Quarter) Assessments O O
Horizon Assessments (Catalog, School Public or Private) O O
Teacher /Team Developed Pre and Post Tests O O
Performance Assessments O O
Skills Checklist O @

MIDDLE

STUDENTS w/
DISABILITIES

ENGLISH
LEARNERS

@ @ @

O] O] @

@ @ @

O] O] O]

O] O] O]
eCART Division (Quarter) Assessments @ O} O] @ @
Horizon Assessments (Catalog, School Public or Private) O} © O} © O}
Teacher/Team Developed Pre and Post Tests O] O] O] O] O]
Individual Performance Assessments (NOT group) O] @ O] @ @
Skills Checklist O} O O] O] O]

ENGLISH
o s o e v R
Performance Assessments O] @ O] @ @
eCART Division (Quarter) Assessments @ @ @ @ @
Horizon Assessments (Catalog, School Public or Private) O O O O O}
Skills Checklist @ O] @ O] @
Teacher /Team Developed Pre and Post Tests O} O O} O O}

WORLD LANGUAGES
STUDENTS w/ | ENGLISH
DISABILITIES | LEARNERS
Horizon Assessments (Catalog, School Public or Private) O O} O O}
Performance Assessments O} @ O} @

Industry Certifications

STUDENTS w/ | ENGLISH
THEATRE AND DANCE m MIDDLE L
Performance Assessments O] O] O] O]
Skills Checklist O O] O] O]

STUDENTS w/ | ENGLISH
LIBRARY SCIENCE m MIDDLE m DISABILITIES
Horizon Assessments (Library Science) O} O O O O
Librarian/Teacher /CLT Developed Pre and Post o o o o o
Assessments
Performance Assessments O] @ O] @ O]
Skills Checklists @ O] @ O] O]
Librarian Created Inquiry/Information Literacy Rubrics | @ © O} © O

vi
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GLOSSARY

Annual Contract Teachers — Probationary teachers who are in the first three years of teaching in Fairfax County
Public Schools (FCPS). They receive a summative evaluation during cach of their first three summative evaluation
years. Note: Teachers new to FCPS but are continuing contract teachers in Virginia are considered annual contract

teachers only during their first year.

Artifacts — Teacher-identified evidence of one’s teaching performance. Teachers are expected to include artifacts in
their required documentation log (throughout the evaluation period—formative and summative years). Representa-

tive samples of possible artifacts are found in Appendix A & B.

Assessment — The collaborative process of teacher and evaluator in determining the overall performance of the

teacher based on seven Performance Standards, Key Elements, and related Matrices.

Colleague Assistance Program (CAP) — The program assists teachers with specific instructional needs. A request
for assistance may be initiated by a teacher or administrator and made to the Office of Employee Performance and

Devclopment, Department of Human Resources.

Continuing Contract Teachers — Teachers who are no longer annual contract teachers and receive a final evaluation
during their summative evaluation year which occurs on a three-year cycle; their evaluation period begins upon the
completion of a summative evaluation year and typically extends through two formative years followed by the next

summative evaluation year.

Data Sources/Collections — Written documentation obtained through observations, dialogue, teacher initiated

documents, or student records. This includes student performance and school profile data. See Data Sources section.

Documentation Log — A collection of teacher-selected artifacts that provides evidence of the teacher meeting
Performance Standards. The evaluator, along with the teacher, will decide if certain artifacts are required to be

submitted by the teacher and will discuss this at the Goal Setting conference. See Data Sources section.

Evaluation Period — For annual contract teachers, the evaluation period is a single year; following the successful
initial year, annual evaluation occurs for the next two successive years provided the teacher receives reappointment
status. For continuing contract teachers, the evaluation period begins upon the completion of a summative evalua-

tion year and typically extends through two formative years followed by the next summative evaluation year.
Evaluator — School-based or site administrator who is responsible for the overall supervision of personnel.

Evidence — Documents, Data Sources, collections that are used to assign or support rating or judgment of

teaching performance.

Formative Evaluation Year — Each of the two years immediately following a continuing contracted teacher’s year
of an evaluation period or following an annual contracted teacher’s third year of an evaluation period where the
teacher’s performance level was assessed across all seven standards during that summative evaluation year. During
cach of these years, the teacher remains accountable for effective performance in all seven standards, continues to set

an annual SMARTR goal, and maintains/updates his/her Documentation Log Cover Sheet.

Formal Observation — An announced or unannounced visit to the classroom, work station, or other setting during
which the observer records the essentials of best practice teaching: student-centered environment, assessment of stu-
dent learning, and planning/teaching for student learning. Following all formal observations, the evaluator will have a
follow-up discussion with the teacher regarding the evidence pertaining to the standards and provide written docu-
mentation to the teacher. A pre-conference may be conducted at the request of the teacher or evaluator on announced
formal observations. Although there is no specified duration for these observations, it is highly recommended that

the evaluator remain for the amount of time necessary to observe a complete lesson with lesson transition.
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Goal Setting Conference — A collaborative conference(s) held at the start of a school year between evaluator

and teacher to determine the Data Sources/collections that will be utilized during the evaluation period and to
create specific SMARTR goals related to student progress. It is expected that a collaborative dialogue between the
teacher and evaluator occurs at this conference that is key to supporting the continuous growth and development
of the teacher to improve student academic progress and educator effectiveness. All FCPS teachers are expected to
create an evaluator-approved SMARTR goal during their formative and summative evaluation years, record it, and
note progress towards its attainment on the Goal Setting for Student Progress form. The goal must be specific to
the students that the teacher will directly impact/teach; however, the teacher’s SMARTR goal may reflect a CLT
team-developed goal that was based on the analysis of the team’s data. See SMARTR Goal section.

Informal Classroom Observations — These observations are generally unannounced visits of short duration which
occur in a teacher’s classroom and include at least one transition. Informal classroom observations will be document-

ed using a Teacher Observation form. A series of three informal observations equals one Data Source.

Instructional Resource Professionals (IRPs) — Nonadministrative education professionals who provide a multi-

tude of support services to students, teachers, parents, and the community, and who are on a teacher-scale contract.

Intervention Program — A program that provides planned and sustained assistance for a teacher who receives a con-
ditional reappointment recommendation on the Teacher Summative Evaluation. The Intervention Team includes

the teacher, a Human Resources performance assessment specialist, a curriculum designee, and a site administrator.

Intervention Work Plan — A plan developed by an Intervention Team that identifies Best Practice strategies and

resources to assist a teacher receiving a conditional reappointment.

Key Elements — Samples of activities that address each Performance Standards. These elements are supported by the

Performance Matrix for each of the seven standards, by which a teacher is evaluated. See Essential Components.

Learners/Clients — Those served by instructional resource professionals. These might include students, teachers,

staff, parents, and/or the community.

Learners/Client Opinion Survey — IRP created questions to collect information that will help IRPs reflect on
their practice; in other words, it is to provide feedback directly to the IRP for growth and development. The survey
is conducted anonymously and may provide information that may not be accurately obtained in observations. High
school principals may require the use of learner/client surveys. The IRP may choose to include a summary of the
survey data in the documentation log. A sample is provided on the Learner/Client Opinion Survey Summary form.

Learner/Client Opinion surveys can be used by IRPs of grades 9-12.

Midyear Performance Assessment — The evaluation completed at the mid-point of the teacher’s summative
evaluation year that reports the performance for each of the seven standards. It also reports an overall evaluation
summary rating that is calculated based on a range of scores, a midyear recommendation, as well as comments and a

professional growth focus. See Teacher Midyear Performance Assessment form.

Mini-Observations — Short, unannounced classroom or work station visits (including but not limited to obser-
vations made at CLT, IEP, parent meetings, or in other school settings) that focus on the essentials of best practice
teaching (e.g., student-centered environment, assessment of student learning, and planning/teaching for student
learning). Mini-observations are followed by written feedback (in no specific format). A series of three

mini-observations equals one Data Source.
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Observations — Announced or unannounced; formal, informal, or mini are methods the evaluator utilizes for
gathering teacher performance information across the seven standards on a wide variety of contributions made

by teachers in the classroom or to the school community as a whole. For example, evaluators observe teachers by
visiting classrooms and non-instructional spaces, attending meetings, and participating in school activities. These
day-to-day observations can be formal, informal, or mini in nature and serve as a source of information throughout
the evaluation period. All formal observations include a post-observation conference for the evaluator to provide
feedback to the teacher. A pre-conference for formal observations may be conducted at the request of the teacher or

the evaluator, and is encouraged for teachers on an annual contract.

Observation Feedback — Written feedback provided by the evaluator to the teacher which summarizes information
about the teacher’s performance in one or more standards that was obtained during the observation. Duringa
post-formal observation conference, the evaluator reviews all information summarized on the observation form

as well as other applicable documentation. Although there are times when oral feedback occurs, written feedback
ensures that the observation is documented and is available to support the evaluation rating that is being assigned for

the teacher by the evaluator

Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) — A plan developed by the teacher, with the evaluator’s approval, which
identifies best practice strategies to address identified Key Elements in one or more of the Performance Standards for

the purpose of improving teaching performance.

Performance Matrices — The behavioral summary scales for each of the seven teacher Performance Standards that
guide evaluators in assessing how well a standard is performed. Each Matrix states the measure of performance
expected of teachers and provides a qualitative description of performance at each level and is intended to be

qualitatively superior to all lower levels. Effective is the expected level of performance.

Performance Rating Levels — Performance ratings are based on evaluation of multiple sources of data collected by
the teacher and the evaluator during the evaluation period. The rating levels provide a description of four levels of
how well each of the seven standards is performed on a continuum from highly effective to ineffective. Effective is

the expected level of performance. The general definitions for each of these four levels are:

D Highly Effective — The rating level that describes a teacher who maintains performance, accomplish-
ments, and behaviors that consistently and considerably surpass the established standard. This rating
is reserved for performance that is truly exceptional and done in a manner that exemplifies the school’s
mission and goals.

D Effective — The rating level that describes a teacher who meets the standard in a manner that is consis-
tent with the school’s mission and goals.

O Developing — The rating that describes a teacher who often performs below the established standard or
in a manner that is inconsistent with the school’s mission and goals. This rating is used for new teachers
in their first three years. It could also be used for continuing contract teachers who are in their first year
of teaching a new content area or grade.

OR
Needs Improvement — The rating that describes a veteran teacher who often performs below the estab-
lished standard or in a manner that is inconsistent with the school’s mission and goals.

D Ineffective — The rating that describes a teacher who consistently performs below the established stan-

dard or in a manner that is inconsistent with the school’s mission and goals.

Performance Standards — The major duties performed by a teacher. Each of the seven Performance Standards in
this handbook are in accordance with the Guidelines for Uniform Performance and Evaluation Standards adopted
by the Virginia Board of Education in 2011.
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Pre-Observation Conference — A meeting that may be conducted at the request of the teacher or the evaluator

y q
prior to a formal announced observation and documented on the Pre-Observation Conference Record (see related
form). The teacher collaboratively shares lesson plans and pertinent instructional delivery information for overall les-

son understanding by the evaluator. Pre-observation conferences are encouraged for teachers on an annual contract.

Preponderance of Evidence — An adequate prevalence of written documentation for each of the Data Sources
being used during the evaluation period. The written documentation must support the rating judgment that is being

made by the evaluator on each of the seven standards during the summative evaluation year.

Professional Growth Focus — The portion of the Teacher Midyear Performance Assessment and Teacher Summa-

tive Evaluation form that provides the teacher with areas of focus for the enhancement or improvement of teaching.

Review of Records — An analysis of files and other materials conducted to obtain information about a teacher’s
establishment and maintenance of accurate records. These records could include but are not limited to a teacher’s
plan book, grade book, portfolios, teacher-prepared materials, grading policy, class management plan, and student

records.

Self-Assessment — A teacher’s examination of his/her own performance (strengths and areas of growth/develop-

ment) on the Teacher Professional Standards. See Teacher Self-Assessment form.

Self-Assessment Conference — A conference in which the evaluator and teacher discuss the Teacher Self-Assess-

ment and/or Goal Setting for Student Progress. See related forms. The conference is held on or before October 31.

Single Summative Rating — The rating assigned by the evaluator at the conclusion of the summative year. The rating

will be: highly effective, effective, developing OR needs improvement, or ineffective. See Rating Teacher Performance.

SMARTR Goal - Goal created collaboratively by all teachers and their evaluators at the start of a school year that

is rigorous and directly relates to student learning and progress. See Goal Setting for Student Progress form. The
goal is Strategic and Specific (aligned with school-wide goals and focused on specific learning needs of all students),
Measurable (quantitative, observable, consistent measure for grade/school level), Attainable (doable yet challeng-
ing), Results-oriented (identifies specifics outcomes or targets for student achievement), and Time-bound (estab-
lishes a sense of priority or urgency for goal attainment), and Rigorous (has appropriate level of rigor to demonstrate
mastery of learning objective). Annually, each FCPS teacher creates an evaluator-approved SMARTR goal and

monitors student progress towards the goal’s attainment.

Structured Interview — An interview on one or two evaluator-developed questions pertaining to each standard
designed to gather information from the teacher about performance as related to the seven standards. After a specified
period of time for the teacher to respond, the evaluator considers the responses, conducts a conference, and provides

written feedback to the teacher. Evaluators may create their own questions. See related form.

Student Academic Progress — Defined by the Code of Virginia Article 2, 22.1-295, the basis of the procedure
used by division superintendents and principals in evaluating the skills and knowledge of instructional personnel,
including, but not limited to, instructional methodology, classroom management, and subject matter knowledge.
In FCPS, student academic progress (grade and curriculum content) is measured by the level of growth students
experience during one school year and is based on the SMARTR goal established by the teacher and evaluator at the
beginning of each year.

Student Opinion Survey — Teacher created questions to collect information that will help teachers reflect on their
practice; in other words, it is to provide feedback directly to the teacher for growth and development. The survey is
conducted anonymously and may provide information that may not be accurately obtained in observations. High

school principals may require the use of student surveys. The teacher may choose to include a summary of the survey
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data in the documentation log. A sample is provided on the Student Opinion Survey Summary Form. Student

opinion surveys can be used by teachers of grades 9-12.

Summative Evaluation — The evaluation completed at the end of a Summative Evaluation Year. It reports a rating for
cach of the seven standards based upon a preponderance of evidence. It also reports an overall evaluation summary
that is calculated based on a numerical assessment (1-4) assigned to each rating and a range of scores noted in Figure

13, Weighted Calculations, a summative recommendation, as well as comments and a professional growth focus.

Summative Evaluation Year — The culmination year of a teacher’s evaluation period during which evaluators follow
the established process outlined in the handbook in order to assess a teacher’s performance level across all seven
standards. This process involves a self-assessment/goal setting conference, creation/assessment of a SMARTR goal
focusing on student progress, collection of Data Sources that are documented in writing by the evaluator, a midyear

performance assessment, and a summative evaluation.

Summative Recommendation — The recommendation assigned by the evaluator at the conclusion of the summative
year. The recommendation will be: reappointment, conditional reappointment, or do not reappoint. See Improving

Professional Performance.

Support Dialogue — A discussion initiated by the evaluator or teacher at any point during the formative or summa-

tive years, about the teacher’s performance needs and held to address those needs.

Teachers — Teacher-scale employees who are assigned the responsibility of assessing, planning, and delivering of

instruction to students on a consistent basis throughout the year.
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