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Overview
What Is the purpose of the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric?
The Teacher Effectiveness Rubric was developed for three key purposes:

e Yo shine a spotlight on great teaching: The rubric is designed to assist principals and
teachers in their efforts to increase teacher effectiveness and ensure differentiated
distribution of great teachers across the state.

= To provide clear expectations for teachers: The rubric defines and prioritizes the actions
that efiective teachers use to achieve gains in student achievement.

e To support 2 fair and transparent evaluation of effectiveness: The E@&mm 3
foundation for accurately assessing teacher effectiveness along four discrele ratings, in

addition to growth data.

Who developed the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric?

> h AT
A representative group of teachers and leaders from across n . aff from

]
the stateralong withsst
v N A
IDOE and The New Teacher Project {TNTP), ﬁoa...,uSoa..,wm.;m development of .:MJ.r bric.
What research and evidence support the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric? \J/
While drafting the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric, the development team examingd teaching
frameworks from numerous sources, Including:
= Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teachers
* lowa’s A Model Fromework

XIPP Academy's Teacher Evoluotion Rubric

Robert Marzano’s Classroom Instruction thot Works
\uun“g:uo:u. Principles for Effective Teoching

im Marshall's Teocher Evoluotion Rubrics

Natlonal Board's Professiono! Teoching Standords
NorthCarolina’s Teocher Evoluotion Process

» Doug Reeves’ Unwropping the Stondords

» Research “ww.ma»::w Teaching's Skillful Teocher

* Teach For >M,MuaM»w Teoching os Leadership Rubric
o £Texas’ TaBess Fromework

vy
Washington DC’'s IMPACT Performance Assessment

The E.gn 15 divided into four domains:

Domain 1: Planning

Domain 2: Instruction

Domain 3: Leadership

Domain 4: Core Professionalism

Discrete indicators within each domain target specific areas that effective teachers must

focus upon.
7z
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How did we weigh different parts of the framework? 2. Accountability: The differentiation of teacher effectiveness must be a priority for district

unaﬁw_..‘m.oa wnao:lo.iZny53»57»_320::829m<n:§mvnm.n<~_c3..o_...oo_

In reviewing the current research during the development of the teacher effectiveness will £3il if-the information it produces is of no consequence.
rubric, the goal was not to create a teacher evaluation tool that would try to be all things to
all people. Rather, the rubric focuses on evaluating the teacher’s role as the driver of Credible distribution: If the rubric is implemented effectively, ineffective ratings will not

e anomalous, surprising, or without clear justification. The performance distribution of
teachers mugt be closely monitored and 2 vehicle established to declare evaluations invalid
-~
if results are inflated.

student growth and achievement. As such, the rubric focuses on evaluating the
effectiveness of instruction, specifically through observable actions in the classroom.

This is not to say that teachers should not be evaluated in other areas. In fact, schools and
districts that elect to utilize the rubric are encouraged to add or develop additional
indicators of 1o0ls. However, any additions should supplement, not supplant, the indicators
already outlined in the rubric.

.

£ )
4. olm_no:.au_..:n".m&:_: from the teacher evaluation must be fully integrated with
” -
-ofherdistrict systems and policies and a primary factor in decisions such as which teachers
_.nMn_cn tenure, how teachers are assigned and retained, compensated and advanced, what
~

professional development they receive, and when and how teachers are dismissed.

How do | ensure the effective implementation of the Teacher Effectiven@ss Rubric?

¥ %

The devil is in the details, Even the best teacher evaluation tool can be k_:lq.._ﬂa.annn@‘ poor
implementation. Successful implementation of the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric will require

a focus on four core principles’:

1. Training and Support: Administrators responsible fQrthe o<w_cwzo?ow_$wn=ué=
receive rigorous training and ongoing support so that =5<_znw.w make falr S&moaws t

assessments of performance and provide constructive feedback and ninE:zw‘wmm m:vvoe
Not every item on the rubric will be applicable for all teachers 0rall settings, ang we must

train principals 10 use professional judgment and a certain degree of flexibility when using
the rubric to evaluate teachers.

" 1nformed by The New Teacher Project's The Widget £ffect [2009) S —_—— : e+ —_ e e A
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DOMAIN 1: PURPOSEFUL PLANNING
Teachers use indiana content ates standards to develop a ngoteus curticulum relevant for all students. building meaningful urig of :___P. eontinupus pssessments and a tyttem for tracking student propress at well ag plans for

accnmmodations and changes in response to a lack of

{ student propress.

Inditater Highly Effectlve (4] - Effeclvn {3 - T e - o4 _sigalﬁzuﬁ::.ﬁ__ : Inefective (1) \ ]
11 Wtilize At Lewel 2, & teagher fulfills the criteria ?.. -n_.n_u!_i Teache! gLl E!u!iigsgfn. Teachet viet prios sesesome nt dits to formulate: Tesche: raiedy Of newer el !
Asgescment sddivonaily: - AChitvement goals, it pland, AND |sston plang - AruEvEmEnt goats, umit plans, DR lessan plang, but not all of the above | prior pisetiment dats when
Data 1o P « Mg orporates diferentiated instructianal stratrged i - .a.”..,.u planaing
ﬂ ? planming to teach every sludent at hisfve: level of i
| understarding A Ty
_ 1.2 | Set Ambitious At L 4, 8 teacher fuifils 1 criterks for Level 3 snd Teacher devalops an annual student achievement goal qn!i-aégip—:ﬂi;‘igiﬂga Teacher rarely or nevet
and sdditionalty: that st ., | ; Meruiable < develops achievement goaly
Measurable - Plans an pmbitsoyy annusl student schievement goat « Measurable; % -, " ._._ 5 q_l ol ey n_na..,_ X for the dass DR goaly are
Achlevement - Aligned 1o tontent itendaids; AND " e Algn 1o content stindatdt; OR developed, but are
i Goak Tt Includes _uns_“vi—-..._ﬁ._n-..nf RONACE _n.._.:_:n ....._n_ . - Inchude benehmarks 1o help monitor learasng and inform ngerve rtiond Extibmely general pnd not
. T\ nform interventions thigughaut the yea Caoue | throughout the year hedpful o planning
; " ey - purpoies
13 - Dewelop At Level 4, s teacher fulfiliy the critens for Lavel 3 and Bated on Schieve ment goak, taacher plang units by Baved on achitverment gaall, teache t plam uhitd by Teacher tarchy oo nrver
Srandards- arditionalby: - ldentihng comtent stantdards .5: students will © . - dentibng contend ctandards that students &l rasier in each uni pNSL units By e ntidbying
.” Bated Unit - Creaved well-desgned whil aisetiments That algn with an maytes in eech untt . & content standards thay
Plans and end of yea Lemmative Siesament feinher state, distncr. o n_.uu..._._wu.—..u%-;?.ﬁ nun: .!_n _-n..__:! Tuacher may nol: students will master in eath
Assessments weacher created) Backwatds planning ALreate artetimentt before sach unet beging lor backwands planning ¢ whit OR there it MUE 10 6o
m\ + AREOIpEtES LTude Al FEACTION 1O COMEN, dlloaton of time | - Alocating -......-:..n.-q;-w_.q _._u_“_uu.;.n amount of - Allocae an insbrsctionlly appropdiate amount of time for each uad evipenie that teazhes plars
%r— et wnit v itenible andfos reflects level of ddfficuly of n.ﬁa-__ time far n.___..s unit L L, ..._ wenuty af all ;
it i J
14 | Create A Level 4, a teacher fulfilly the eriteris for Lewel w!_l < | B on unit n_-_.r —1!.!- ‘_.-._#h-q—-.:!i by Bated on uhit pli, LEAEhET P daily [E1sons by: Teather rarely or never i
Objettive- sdditenally: - iemtitying letsn obectees that ._.:nu__n___.n___ o trate - identidying lesson obyecteves that are algned to state content ttandadds | plans dily lesions OR dadky
Driven Lesson - Mand for & vanety of diferentisted _:s_.-h:u_.i. strategaes. | conter 3 - MRt hing imstroctional sirategies and sttralies ML GEAMENTS 10 the lestons ave planned, but arp
Plans and sntsipating where these will be needed o enhance .v q_ BABLE lﬁ.zx_:.r_n-.b?-_ u-—b_nn.uw.-__!ﬁ: M lexton objeciwes thrawn together at the lagt
T —— WETFUETIDN meaningfiul and felevam H.r&ﬂ{!gn:: 1o the mhute, thu BekAg
H - Ihcarparakes a varlety of i?:‘.u-ﬁp-iﬂ:.ﬁgnﬁw.?. Jessan obecines Teacher may pot meaningiul objeciaes,
- understanding a5 wetl 36 summalive stteiimentt where =] - - DEGgRng _.!.__.E_r_nu—_nnp_.__.uzn that meature - Dessgn asgsgriments that ave meanngiul o relevant 7 instruziennal strategees, or
m negessary and wnes all assesiments to directly nfigrm progrets towards maste ry aad nform ingtructon - Flan formative astesiments to meatlule Progrest 1owardl madtery of MEIEAMENLE
[T 113 L 0o iandpdm MR ET 100
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15 | Track Student At Lewel 4, p teacher huifilis the eriteria for Level 3 and Teather uses an effective data tracking system for. Teacher uies an eiectve dsta tracking tystem for Teacher rarely of never uses
Data and additionally: < Recerding student msesimeny/ progress dats -R g Mudent / progiess data a data teacking system to
Analyze - Uses daily theehs for understanting lor additiona) data « Analyzing stugdent progress towards mastery and L Maintaining & grading system recovd student
Progress ponts planning futwre lessoni/units accordingly Al ssessmeny/progress data

4 - Updates teacking system dally - Maintaining » geading system aligned to student Teacher may aot: and/o hos no drtcernable
4 - Uses data analysis of student progress to drive letson leatning goak 91 - Use 013 16 3nalyze StUORNT PrOGIess towards mattery OF 10 plan future Lrading system
planning for the foliowng day Jessons/units
n . Ny Brading System that anpropriately algnt with student learaing

o { ——— - s ¢ Y -—— - ————— e ———— -
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DOMAIN 2: EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION
Teachers facilitate student acadamic practice so that all students are participating and have the apportunity 1o galn mastery of the abjectives in 2 classreom environment that fosters a climate of urgency and expectation acound
achievement, excellence and respect.

Indicators Tay,

ighly Eff A

Competency 2.1:

Develop student

understanding and maitery

of lesson objectives

wm\

Teacher i highly effecthe 3t developing student
understanding pnd martery of leson objecthves

13)

Teacher is eHecthee at developing student i g,
and mastery of lesson objectives kﬂ&wv \

provement 2

Teacher needs Improvement 3§ developing studeni
iuns.tﬁ:h and mastery af lexion objetthes

netfecthve (1 %
Teacher i ineHective 1 devaloping
ftudent understandeng and masiey
of lesson objectives

For Levet 4, ali of the evidence listed under Level 315
present, of weil az tome of the following:;

- Students can explain what they are learning and why i
Is empartani, beyond repeaing the stated ohjective

- Teacher eflectively engages prior knowledge of
studnls in connecting to lesion. Students demonstrate
through wark or comments that they understand this
eonnggion

- Lesaon objective s spealf
standards. it

what they will bé dble 19 00 by the, an._n..n_#-uu._

0

- Objective Is writhenn & student-Fiendhy mannef and/er
euglained ta -?nn@”u&. to- understa

- Impartance of the objgve .ﬁm_w.._-o_._.nn_ uu

".. :n :.urn«.____mnc._wnn.

ied 8,..,9.2..

shudents underitand Juaéﬁ. /t
ihgnb Sﬁ n_%éaﬁ.r._/

ian evident 1o

1 towerds

mA. $00 objective conveys what students are learning and
wht 4y will ba able to do by the end of the lessan, but

M3y nal. med ta siandecds or mebiuiable
oexn.._a.p .n.nN w_..muﬁ.i.._.n....&s.._..;:.tj.
that fesds to rstanding

P
- Lessan generally does not build an pricr knowledge of
tudents or students fail to make this connection

- Qrganization of the lesson may not siways be connected
to mastery of the ehlective

- Teacher stiempis Nh.hﬂgoatxu of aljective,
but students fal 1o Fatand

- Lesson ebjecte |5 misting mode
thin ore compotent B My fol be
clear about what students are
learring of will be ahte to do by the
end of the lesson

- There mzy Aot be 2 cear

connection between the objective
and lesson, or teacher may fall te
make this conmection for students

- Teacher may (ail to discuss
Importance of oblette of (here may
ot be & cear understandng
AMOREET Students ki 10 why the
ohjectree is important,

- There may be no efiort to connect
abjective to prior knpwledge af
students

- Lesson it daorganized and does not
lead to mastery of objecthe,

Notes:

1. One way in which an abserver could effectively gather information to scode 1his standard I..:o:u:ﬂ:n a

b with students (when appropriate),

2. tn some situathons, 1§ may not be sapropriate 10 sTate (he objectve far the lessan (multiple objectives For warkows “centens”, earfy-childhood Inquiry-hased lesson, etcl. In these siuations, the sbierver should 333835 whether or not students are engaged in
activities That will lead them towards mastedy of an abpectiee, even 1 it is nat stated.
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Teacher Is highly eftective at nn?oz._a.s- and n»..z Yeacher Is effective at nnao:.::_.‘ and clearty E Teache s ineHective at demonsirat Ing

Competency 2.2: communicating content knowledge 10 nudents < & Content dedge 10 students 4 cleary i & content k ledge to and dearty communicating content
knowledge Lo sludents

For Level 4, ol of the evidence inted under Level 3 is - Teacher delvers content 1hat Is factually correq « Teacher may delves content that 1y
present, o8 weil 05 some of the following: conent that is factually g A factually incorrect

Demonstrate and Clearly ¢ Aa:.a;. oceationally acks claeity and i Aot as well

Communicate Content « Teache: fully expising eoncepts In as direct and elitient - Content Is clear. cont! o.n- ..3 #14t could be - Explandtions mary be unciear of

Knowledge to Students amanner a8 postible, while stdl achiewing student / Incoherent and fail to bud t1udent
undertanding - Teacher :fv.‘ fall to restate of rephrase Instnsction in understanding of key concepts

mukiple ways{o _:_un!o understanding

- Teacher eNecively connects content to other content - Teacher tontiaues with planned

areas, students’ expenences and interests, Or current - Teacher does not adequately emphasize man ideas, Intiruction, even when )i i obvious
tvents in order to make ¢content relevant and buils and tiudentt ¢ tometimes confused about key 1hat students are not wnderstanding
nterent Takeswdys content

and explanations £
- Explanations spark student exditement and interest in Expl $ i lack deved 1alty - Teacher does not emphasize maln

the content 40-225!» language Ideas, aad students are often confused

nunsn-mW_a n::.»_ns.:sas_.

.:ua via pro(e3sional developmen sbout content
« Stugdentt panicipale in each others' tlearning of content - «nun,! does not awiyt implement new and Improved
1 ough collaboration during the lecton I egies leasned via prol al « Teacher {2l 10 use developmentaly
- development appropriate language
- Students ask higher-order questions and mak ﬁn I
connectiont independently, demonstratiag dl
understand the content a1 a higher Jeve! ” ~\.~.~
N\ N
&
1. Content may be communicated by either duett instruction of guided inquiry depending on thexentest of the n.rtooi of fesson.
2. If the teacher presents nlormation with any mistake that would leave students with & -azwzs_ird.._...am.ahv at1he end of the lesson, the teacher thould be scored » Level 1 for this competency,
3. Instructional steategies learned via professional development may indlude information learned during] nst u_o:o_ toathing atwellas gatory of | school or distrct-wide PD sessions
DRAFT - 6/07/2011 8|Page
PLEASE NOTE: YHIS MODEL EVALUATION RUBRLC 15 STILL IN DRAFT FORMI The rubric will be tested in the RISE pilot corporalions in 2011-2012 and modiflicd based on fecdback. However, because IDOE understands the high level of
interest across the s1ate with regatd 10 evaluations, we elecied to share this DRAFT 16 gwe educators an In-depth took at the dasic components of what an I rubric can look hke. The IDDE will not require any Indlana schopl Lo use

this of any speaihic evaluation 100! While local leaders may adop! this model rubng as Is «f they so choose, IDOE recrulted educators from across the state to develop this mode! 10 support local corporations in cratting the best possible
evaluation tubiic 10 mee! the needs of both students and professionals IDOE will release the FINAL version of 1his model rubiic when collaboration with teachers, administratoss, and other education stakeholders 1s complete



“Indicators #75 s4A 0

29[ IHighty Effective (4) TN

Competency 2.3:

Engage students In
atademic content

Teacher s highly effeaiive at n,_.‘»s..‘ swdeatsin -
academic content

content
T >

stademic content

[tinettective (1) NRBIORG 54

Teacher i Inefiective at engaging
Hudents in academa content

For Level 4, all of the evidence Iitted under Level 313
present, 08 well 03 some of the following:

+ Teacher provides wayt 10 engage with content that
ugnifcantly p: student v of the oby

+ Teaches piovides dillerentiated ways of engaging with
content spedlic 10 individusl student needs

- The lesson progresses At an appropriate pace 1o that
Students are never diaengaged, and stusents who finith
tarly have something else meaaingful to do

- Teachet effecuvely Integrates technology ot 2 ool to
engage sudents in academic content

<

ST v!.tn\ﬁo"m.vi.na,

%&nzﬁ‘ﬁl\aﬂtzn engaged Jn cogteEnt
Times 306 not off-tash A

“Teacher piovides multiple ways, as pSpeopriate. of
engaging with content, all Algned 16 the JE110n obpective

- Teacher sudtaing the st

- Ways of engaging with conteat reflect

learning modalitied ¢ intelligences
;Mw o
St .

- Teache: adjuste) iy, 10 accom
student prerequisite skils and kn

fludents are engaged é

A

k &
. EWand IEP<tudents have thg Mppropriaie
ccOmmMOUItIons 10 be engaged in content

nts !e}v!_ and are deeply actve (athers than
bt o rerd
Se¢ Notes betow fo specific evidence

&

« Stwi

f engagemgnt)

« Fewer than 3/4 of students are engaged In content and

many e o tatk

X W.M»Kz. may provide multiple ways of Engaging

,.nr:uo.:b but perhaps not slgned to leston objective or
masiery of content

SN

. :!:2&5«.3..: [T ities to provide ways of
dierentiating conset for student engagement

- Some students may the prerequitite skillg
necestany to ful age in content and teachers

attempt 16 ily insteuction for Ihese stud, 3

+ Fewer than 1/2 of students ate
engaged in content and many are off-
task

- Teacher may 0ndy prowvade one way of
engaging with content OR teacher may
provide muliple wayt of engaging
ttudents that are not algaed 10 the
Iesson obeqive Of mastery of content

- Teacher does not dfferentiate
Instruciion 10 target ditterent learning

henited of not atways efiective

edge so that -:Iﬁ
2t (V.w:ln:: may appear 10 actively listen, but when it

comes ume for participation are ddintetested in
engaging

+ Mott students do not have the
prerequitiie solie necetsary 1o fuly
engage In content and teacher makes
no eHon to adjust Instruction (o thede
ttudents

« ELL and IEP ttudenty are nOY peovided
wilh the necessary accommodations to
cngage In content

Notes

1. The most wnpontant indicator of succets here s that students are actvely oa-l»n_yn&. For atea

.

A

X

2. Presence can best be represented by using engaging confident, and mtenive body _-ﬁcln.fcﬁrco.ig..!.m, proximity.

) Some observable evdence of engagement may include (ut It not bmited to); (a) rasing of Efo,-ﬁ 43 dnswer QUELIONT bs well a1 10 share ideas; (b] active itening (a0t off-task) duting lesson; or (¢) active participation in hands-on tasks/actvities

4. Teachers may provide multiple ways of engaging with content via different learning modafitkes éﬂﬂ_ kinesthetic/tactile} or via multiple Inteiigences {spatial, i |, logicat-mathematical, etc}. 1t may plso be eHective to

engage students vin twd Or more sirategies targeting the same modality.
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110 receive eredit 1of providing students » way of eagaging with content, students must be engaged I that part of the kesson

o_v.un.. &
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¥ Indicators by R R o o e ment Necessary (2) D - ;] R >
Teacher it highly etectve ot chedung for Teacher Is eHective at eneciung for Teache: 2&. _3273.3 a1 checking for ondertanding TYeather is ineflective at checking for
Competency 2.4: undesstanding understanding understanding
For Level 4, ofl of the evidence hsted under Level 3 13 « Teacher checks for understanding at almost #.9%&53 ehecks for understanding of content, but misses « Yeacher rarely of never cheeks loe
Check for present, o5 well of 1ome of the following. MF ents understanding of content, OF misses nedily
all key moments
Understanding « Teacher checks for understanding a1 highet levels an accurate *pulte” of the class’s @32 magtly gIs an accurste "pulse” of the clais's understanding.
by atking pertinent, scatiold questions that push understanding WS may nol g nough information to modify the lesson accordingly - Teaches rarely of never gets an accurate
1NAkAE; accepts only high quality student responses _oﬁ *pulte” of the dass’s undentinding lrom
{1hose that reveal understanding of lack thereof} - Teacher may not 5 2. vanery of methods to check foe undersanding. | checks and theeetore cannot gain enough
when dolng s0 would bRDEIptul infarmation to modify the lesson
- Teacher uses open-ended questions 1o turface and respond ac s
COMMON Mitunderstandings and asiess student >, ?-Bd.ﬁw« nOt prowicde ¢ -.Pui__ me aftes posing a question for | - Teacher frequently moves an with
magtecy of materta at a range of both lower and - Teacher uses 3 variet -...uww_..-:\o;s- and respond b R\i_o:‘ with a0 answer or moving | content before students have a chance to
higher-order thinking for understandl o forward with content respond 10 Quest:ons or frequently gves
ﬁ f studeats the angwer (athes than helping
- Teacher utes walt time ~:~2f vSFvu «o!u..g»:_sa 2l pnis 10 “opr-out® of checks for them think theough the answer.
posing a question and before helplng stuoi c.&na.!.n g wit cyching back to these students
3// / « Teacher frequently aliows students (o
2.2 may u:mu- stud Bitery ot the end of the kesson theough | “opi-out® of checks for undesstanding and
:.&2» _QA audents 10 o!A:. .\ uo:.. Pﬂ.ea: atgeliments, but may not wse this Infarmation 10 doet ot cycle back to theie students
of chetius for :sn»:.!&.o- and cydes vs diive -:vioeg. lesson planning
DaEnLs. - Teacher rarely or never assesses lor
Q Y b mastery at the end of the lesson
SYSterpatica) sseises every ¥
> .!s.ﬂm.._ s ?:MMJE.WM .z:.ﬂ: 2 v
end of beﬁﬁ.o: ?.o.:..-..v\mo.:‘_ o.&! w
atseisments [see note for examples) I..ﬁu
e N
Notes
1 Examples of umes when checking for understanding may be wieful are: before moving ontoghe nex step of :.n.?a—o: of partway through indepentent practice ’
2 Exampiet of how the teche: May d1sest ttudenl understanding and mastery of ojecives:
+ Checks for Understanding: thumbt up/down, cold-calling
» Do Nowt
* Tuen and Talk/ Pawr Share
* Guided or Independent Practice
» Exit Stipt
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b indicators " |+ Highly Effective (4 [EHective (3) mprovement Necessary (2) fineffective (1 IJ
Teachet is highly eHectve at modibylag instnuctian as | Teacher it eiective 3t mocifylag Instruction 35 | Teacher needs impeovement at modifying Instnuctioa as needed Teaches it ineetive at aon.-s_‘
Competency 2.5: needed neeced /O, Instruction as Aeeded
For Level 4, oll of the evidence listed under Lave! 3 s | - Teacher makes adjustments 10 Instruction ,—o.ﬁ! may-3itempl 10 make £0t5 10 Instruction bated oa « Teacher racely of nevet attempls 10 ddpit
Modity Instruction As present, o3 well os some of the following: based on thecks for understanding that lead to | chess ...o\, understanding 0T 1hese attempis may be misgulded and _.535_3 bated on chechs lor
Increased undernanding for modt students miy AL Mcrease undeinanding for all students \g. and any pls at doing
Needed - Teacher antich student d dings pnd € 4 t0 fequently fall 1o increate undertanding
preemplively addictses them - Teaches Oifferentiates defivery ol Instructio Teacher may primanty respond to miuad, dings by using for students
based on checks {of understanding and teacherdiven é.“&vﬁ.\ﬁe example, re-eaplalaing »
- Yeacher is able 10 modily Instruction to respond to | atietsment data 10 meet diverse student [ concepl), when studeqt. A techniques coutd have been more - Teachet only responds to
MituAde Lt andngt withou! 1ating away from the needs eHective MIsUnDerstandings by uing teacher-driven
fiow of the lesson of lowing engagement scaffolding techriquet
- Teacher responds 10 misunderstandings wit Licula technique for responding to a
L scatfolding techniques _/= ..o. succeeding - Teacher repeatedly uses the same
ﬂ. 3 technique 1o respond to
- Teacher doesn’t gve up, v_)_f::aaa 2017y mitundersiandings, even when it is pot
10 address misunderstanding wih, m.:znz tuceeeding
techabques if 1he first 1y it not successhul WG
Nows Ca, "8, A? X
1 1norder 1o be effectve 3t this compriency. & teacher 3:: Nave at least -npfl- 3on 8....,23:2#-.:: 010erYo 3&3 Instruction a5 needed. one must Rrst kaow how to check for uaderstandeng.
2. Ateachat Can reipond o Mikunderstandingt uiing s 'y Q) % \g backgrQ :n knowledge, atting leading questions, breatng the 1ask into small parts, uung devicet ot logies, using puldthves ot hands-on
models, using “think alouds”, prowvding visual cues, ete, b f
7/
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indicators [Highly Effective (4) Effective (3 Improvement Necessary (2) INEHETtivE (1)
Teacher i highty effecive a1 developing & highet Teathes b eHecthve 2t develnping » highes level | Teacher needs improvement at developing # highar leved of Teaches i ineHertive at developing &
Competency 2.6: vl of understanding through rigorowt Inftrection | of uaderstanding thiough rigoiout Instruction underfandfg hough rigerous invtruction and wark higher level of understanding thiough
and work nd work \% rigorous Instructian and wark
Develop Higher Leve) For Lewed &, all of the ewidence ited undey Lived 3 e - Leston I accessiblie o nging to almont | - Le b, ahyayt BLEES P StudEntl « Lesson U5 not aligned with develogmenial
of Understanding present. as well az Lome of the foikewng b students % f Jevi) of Sludents (may be 106 thallengIng od
through Rigorous & |8y some questiang Bsed may not Be eflective in developing highes-level 100 eaty)
Instruction and Work - Lenson i accessble pnd challenging 1o sl students - Tencher frequently develops higher-leve 8 ¥y aderttanding (100 compler or contuting)
understanding thicugh elective questighing P # « Teacher may not ute questioning af an
- Srudents pre abhe 10 anpwier higher-leve] guestions i - Teachet My nol iyl UiE ng 1 a0 efective 100l 1o effecthoe topl to intreade understanding,
with mesningtul retpontes « Leison puthes almott all nudents forward i \ncrease underitanding Students only shaw a surface
due 1o differentation of Inirecion based on n . % underipading of contepts
- Studenls pose higher-devel quellions 1o the teather | each student's level of underitanding While nuluzu miay have f0me BERRMURIty 10 meaninglully pracice
and 16 each other gy 854 30pH concepis. lnstruction 1 more teacher-directed than ~Letion b Mmott Mwiyt teacher directed
= Sddents hive aosaimémrzﬂqﬁs_- AppIOgrate Swwdentt have lew opporiundtics 1o
- Tenchei highlights exsmples of recent student work | praciboe, apply, and demenstrale that'y ......._u }Jay meningfully practice oF Bpply cORCEPLS,
that mieets Bigh pxpectations. IMdidts ahd mativates learming A w.._.uu!. _ﬂ_. ENCOUrAEE L) B wiork hard, but may nol perest in
students to do It agatn i nat gres % ».z.n_... te have jtudentyfieep trying - Teacher pheet up on SIUTENTS ebstiky and
+ Teachegshowt patience and helpstudents i Py ".r- dots RO ERCOWMEE them 1o perslt
- Teacher encouiages students’ interest in leaming Eﬁbﬁﬂ. .._:ni-_wm .a..q._.z."_zﬁ.—... n_a__ﬂu.w_m ........_v o heough dafficult taiks
by prowding Ltudents with sddithonal opporenities and 10'pErat even when Tsced with diFficull
10 apply and bulld b beyond expecied leion titks (i i "
elements (g edra coedht or ensichment i -
anignments) \\

.__. ..
.—.. .. .
Wotet . i b

1. Examples of types of guestiont that tah develop hghed-lbvt) undentanding /

» Activating higher ievels of iguing on Blosm's Laxonomy (using words tuch as *an = Sdaisthy”, “comparp”  decde nevaluate®, "explela”, of “epresent]
= Avking students to enplaip thelt feaponing A.. f /6

» Atking students 10 eaplaln why thiy Bre learning something o4 16 turnmbribe the fmiah ded g

= Agking students to apply B new kil or concept b diterent content

« Posing & queithon that increases the rigor of the lesson content

» Promplng thudEnts 16 Mmake (oRREMEIARL 1D B eviBuL mateial or pror knowledge s

2 Highet-tewel QUELtIBRIAE INDUID result in hagher Jevel student understanding. il it does not, eredit shoyld nof Be given.

3 Challenging tatks rather 1han guestions may be ubed 10 (reate & Aigher-level of undentanding, and .H.u:.mw—-—z.. thould be credued in thiv compeiency

4. The fiequency with which & Leacher should UsE GUELTIEN 10 dEvelop highe f-bivel utd ergtanding will vary deprading on the tople snd type of letian
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F indicators WAIAIEREN Highly Efective (4 Improvement Necessary (2) Inetfective (1) IEARIPTINGR A
Teacher iy highly eHective at maximizing Teacher is effectve at maximizing Instzuctional | Teacher needs Lmp: A g ! time Teacher It ineflecive at maximizing
Competency 2.7: Instructional lime time Py Insteuctional ilme
For tevel 4, o)t of the evidence histed under Level 3 is - Students arrive on-time aware of the | - Some students thy aryive late | ed) for ctass with - Students may frequently artive late
Maximize Instructional present, o3 well o3 soma of the following: consequences ol ars Iate [unescused) nosaw ..:n! (unexcuted) for class without
- Y consequences
Time « Routines, transtions. and procedures are well- - Class stam .v!a\l L1389 few minutes late N \\K\\n
ezecuted. Students know whit they are supposed to \ e §\ « Yeacher may frequently stan dast Lte,
be doing and when without prompting from the «R L andp d e v-oc: Y YTanumgnarand procedures are In place, bul require / (/e
teather well-executed. Students know what they e significant teacher 1o of prompting to be followed « There are few or no evident routines of
supposed to br dolng and whan with m ima ﬁ’ procedures 1a place. Students are unclent
*Students are abways engaged in meaningful work promoting lrom the teacher - There is more than & brief.9en0d of time when studenis are lef about what they thould be doing and
while waiting for the 1eacher [for example, during *withoul meaninglul work 10 kegp them engaged requite significant diection from the
atendance) - Students are only ever noLengaged In NS v teacher at all times
meaningful work for drief persods of time {tor /— Acher may delggete Tesson ime1nappropriately between panis of
« Students thare respontiblkty for operations and example. during attendante) A/ the degson « There aee signdicant period of teme in
routwies and work well togethes 10 sccomplith these 4 a \ / which students are not eagaged in
tasks - Yeachet delegates time be' fpans o:aﬁ.,é - Sigaific rompting from the teaches it necessacy for students to meaninglul werk
lessan appropniately so a5 best 1o lead \f6ttow Inst N and remaln on-tatk
~ All students are on-task and follow lnstructions of studeols toivatds mastery of objective & h..W/ - Even with significant promptiag, ttudeats
1eacher without much pIOMOIng 3 Distuplive behaviors and off-task conversations Lometimes occur, frequently do not follow diections and are
- Aimasy 3l} Students eBritask sad | they may hopbe addrested In the most eff manner andteacher | off-task
- Ditfupive behaviors and oH-task are |k iong ofgeacher wiphout much may have 1o $10p the lesson frequently to address the problem
tare, When they Octur, they are alwayt addressed prompting u’. « Drtruptive behawors and ol -1ask
without maor interruption 10 1he lesson G . A CORVEMALIONS M COMMDN and frequently
i Qiruptive behaviars apd ol atk L v cause The teacher t0 have 1o make
- *« converalions are ale; When they they pSpsIMENts 10 the lesson
y are almost always .E.ﬂés major
.:0; Interruplion tohe fesson « Classroom management iy generally poor
A and wattes Instructional ime
Noles N m.. » 4

1 The overallindicator of tuzeess here is that operationally, the classroom ruas smoothly -o_zf.:...a an voho.nu. on valuable Instruction rathes than logistics and dinciphne.

2. 1t should be understood that a teacher can have disrupiive students no matter how eHectve he/ghe

detriment 10 the learning of other studentt.
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PLEASE NOTE: THIS MODEL EVALUATION RUBRIC 1S STILL IN DRAFT FORM! The rubric will be 1ested in the RISE pilot corporanions in 2011-2012 and
INTerest act0ss the state with regard 1o evaluations, we elected 1o share this DRAFY to give educators an In-depth ipok at the basic components of what an evaluation rubric can look like. The IDOE will not require any Indiana school 1o use

bed However, an eHective teacher should be able to ml

Ize disruptions it thete

o —————— L —

and when they do ocout, handle them without
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dificd based on feedback However, because IDOE understands the high level of
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Indicators 8 WD [ Highly Effective [4) EHective (3 fimprovement Necessary (2) netfective (1

Teacher 15 Nighyy eHective a1 Oeating 8 classroom Teacher it eHective at g 8 ¢l Teache gts!?:s!s at ceeating & casuroom culture of respect | Teacher I8 IneHfective at creating »
Competency 2.8: cuhure of respect and collaboration cuhute of respect and coliaboration and z61aboration classroom culture of respect and

collaboeation
Create Classroom For Level &, oll of the evidence fisted under level 315 | - Students are respectiulotTheir teacher and tw..tnzﬂ-ﬂu- enesally reapectiul of thek teacher and peers, but may | - Students are frequently drvespectiviof
Culture of Respect and | Present os weil o3 some of the following peens A |;0ccasionally act By o&”o to be reminded of clasroom norms teacher of peess as evidenced by
P aging As of dnrop

Collaboration - Studeats ae Wnvened In the scademic success of - Stwdents are given 0ppoURRS 10 - Students are gven ov»na::sf 10 cofaborate, but May not abwiyi behaviot

thesr peers as evidenced by unprompred collaborate and suppon each other in thevgglh, | de supporiive of each oth may Aeed significant atutance rom 1he

collaboration and pisistance leaming process W 1eacher 10w, togethet ~ Students are ot gven m

. ] \%ﬂ N opponunitles .bs\uﬂoﬂ..-nvw.z during

« Students reinfosce potltive character and dehavior | - Teacher relaforces postt! :L«.-.m! and »-.GQ ‘may pralie potitive behavior OR enforce consequences for thete Lmes do not work well together even

ond discourage neg behavior L 13 beh and used ¢ (e 3pD) ppriately | negafive behavios, but not both with teacher lntervention

themgehvet 10 dricourage negative YZWM > ‘/

ﬁ &” | - .—39»2«.!!..92- on the behaviot of » few students, while ignorag - Teacher rasely or never pralies positive
- Teaches has » good rappon t..:d.._.mnaF o behavl ive of negative) of others behavior
w and .juo..ﬂ.ﬂo Interestin theidhoughts W\ y
ang oplnions ) oy y P - Teache! rarely of never addresses
18 N negative behavior
L ¥
= Lof er %

Notet; 0
1. 1f there i one or more instances of direspect by the teaches towdtd students, the .n.n,,.»pm..os_nva :o.»acbt_...z_ 1 for this standard

4
2 Elementary school teachers moce frequantly will, and are sometimes required 1o have, 39.0...52‘ .nt!mr. -“_n consequences posted vitbly in the classroom. Whether or not these are wiidly potted, il should be evident withia the colture of the
ogtoo!.:!:&3:5&3._.3-2_.!._ou«v.n.o.!-e.i‘e-.-onnz_g-!ﬁ!n.t!n.o::»Rt!n:.&nosﬂoi:ﬁao::»r553.
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o ——

indicators he

P —

Teacher by Nghly effective at mu__.;.. high Teather i a:unzn.-., senting ....67 Teacher needs improvement al efting !.-r expectations for academic Teacher it inetective ar serting high

Competency 2.9: eapectations for academic succets. £2pe1a10ns {01 Brademic tuccess. success % expECIations IDf Student SucTess.
Sct High Expectations For Level 4, ofi of the evidence inted under Level 3 (s - Teacher seis high expectations for studentsof | - T -W.ﬁl..f.ﬂ« se1 high expecragiomTor some, but not other « Teacher raredy Of npver se1s high
for Academic Success present, os well 03 some of the followinp. Nl levels 5 " ./J, expectations fof students
« Students aege .q..r_z Inved1ed in thels work, bul May oLcasionally
« Students particpate In fotming academic goals for - Studentt are Invetted In their work and <._:»H‘ansa time oH-IAGk O give up when work I8 challenging - Students miy demondirate disinlesest or
themaelvet and analyning their progress HademiL success as evi by their nthf.. .PVY tack of investment In their work. For
#nd guality of thelr wo " « Some students may be alrald 16 take on challenges and risk fallure example, students might be untocused. off-
+ Students demonsirale high academic expectations (hesitant to ask for help when peeded of give-up eastly) sk, of refuse to arempt astgnments
for themselves - The ciattroom is a sale place 10 take. s \? ﬁo
challenges and risk fahure || ©o not fee ay prajie the academic wort of some, but not athers - Students are geaerally af+aid 1o 1ake on
- Student commentt and actions demonstrate that shy about asking questionfor.bad about { challenges and nuk failure due to
they are exdted about their work and understand answering incorrectly) . . :.ﬁu&a« work of » few, but not all students, may be displayed In trequently ditcouraging comments from
why It it imponant the dagseom the teacher of peers
- Teacher celebrates and display;
academx work : + Teachet rarely O never praiies scademic
N W work o¢ good behavior
« High quality work is rarely or never
ditplayed In the clastioom

Note. 3
1 There are several ways for a teacher to demonstrate Ngh espectatians - through'eptouraging comme g P wiritien and posted in the ciassroom, individua! student work plans, elc
,
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DOMAIN 3: Teacher Leadership
Teachers develop and sustain the intense energy and leadership within thelr school community 10 ensure the achievement of al) students.

N

Indicator SRS WEIS | Highly Effective (4) SNIEGCGEE— iimprovement Necessary (2) I ey
3.1 | Contribute to AtLevel 4, o teacher RNl the criteris for Leve! 3 | Teacher wili: Teacher wilk Teacher tately of never contributes
School Culture and acditkonally may: - Coninbute ideas and eaperty urther the .‘n. Wn.....,_!.rn occatlonal idess and eapertise 10 further the $choors mistion Ideas aimed 1 improving school
- Seek out leaderahip roled schools’ mission and | 3qg pitiatives -\ efforts Teacher dedicates littie or no
- Go above and beyond in dedicatiag time for « Dedicate time ently, when needed, to / \ me outside of dlass towards helping
t1udents and peers owside of class helping students and peers outside ol dass “Teacher Mmay Aot ) students and peers.
- Frequenily dedicates time 10 help students and peers efficiently outside of
class / ™.
3.2 | Collaborate with At Level 4, a teacher futhils the erttena fot Level 3 | Teacher will: Xﬂn-ﬁs.»s_mp Z,V Teacher rately OF mieves paNiCDaLes in
Peers and sdditionally may: = Seek out and panicipate In regular ..dm.. PaTEN lonal opp bes 10 work with and team from othert | opporiunities to work with others
- GO above and beyond in seeking out OppOrtunities 10 work wit nfrom ¥ Jor psustance when :naaz Teacher works inisolatlan and it not 3
oppoftunities 10 collaborate others f team player.
+ Coach peers through dithouit situations - Ask {or assistance. when ne d grovide «o!:!l may Aot
- Toke on jeadership roles within collabarative I €10 othen in need IA - Seek .ogow.a.n other 1eachers with assntance when needed OR
groups such a3 Prof | Learning C il % |t Regularly teek ‘out opportunities te work with others
s 7 N
3.3 | Seek Professional | AtLevel 4, s teacher fulfills the criteris for Level ) .-nu.vn-“.__u_rj ‘ '\\ W\ﬁm«.!m“ \ Teacher Riely 07 never attends
Skills and and additionally may: - >:z«z.vwn=o opp uny mpIQve L >=n.io__/\ datory prol | development opportunities prolessional development
led) - Regularty shase newly learned knowledge and knowledgeand pradtic S L opportunities. Teacher thows btle ot
Knowledge Pa0TicEs with others 2 new practic Teacher may not. NO INTETEIT 1A Adw ideas, PIOZIamY, OF
- Seek out opponunitiet 10 Iead professions) bie A by pursue op! | professional develop! PpOftuAlile: datses to Impiove teaching and
development sessions d I ¢k 10 improve |k Setk oul wiyl 10 Implement new practices Lnto Instruction Tearaing
% noinﬁ. i vgl - Accept constructive Ieedback well
3.4 | Advocate for AtLevel 4, & teacher fulfls the crteria for Level 3 4»!72?:6/ N i | Teacher wilk: Teacher rarely o never displays
Student S and additionaly may: ¢ « Duplay commhme the education of all « Ditplay co! 10 the edi of all Mis/her studs commiument 10 the edwcation of
« Display commitment 1o the education of allt Mie/her studen { hag/her students. Teacher accepts
students In the tchool J>=oa.! 1o remedy obstacier arqund tiudent | Teather may not: fallure a¢ par for the coutte and does
+ Make changes and tate ritks 1o ensure stugent chievement - Advocate for nudents’ needs not advocate for students’ needs.
fuccess . te for students’ [ndmdualized needt ’
» -~
DRAFT ~ 6/07/2011

W6(Page
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infergst

aCross the state with regard 1o evaluations, we elected 10 share thrs DRAFT 10 give educators an in-depth look at the basit components of what an evaluation rubric can look like  The IDDE will not requite any indhana school to use

this or any specific evaluation tool While 1ocal leaders may adopt 1his model rubnc a3 1s if they so choose, IDOE recruited educators from across the state 10 develop 1his model to support lotal corporanons in cralting the best possible

©valuation rubnc to meet the needs of both students and professionals

IDOE will telease the FINAL version of this model rubric when collaboration with teachers, administeators, and other education stakeholders 1 complete




1.5 | Engage Families in | AtLevel 4, a reacher fulfills the eriterta forLevel 3 | Teacher will: Teather wilk Teaches rarely of never teaches out 1o

Student Learning and additionally: « Proactively reach out 15 parents In a vartety - Respond to comtact from parents parents and/or frequently doet not
« Steves to torm relationships in which paremis are | of ways to engage them in student learning - Eagage In all forms of parent outreach requited by the school respond to coatacts from parents.
given ample oppontunity to panticpate in student | - Respond prompily 10 contact from parents &
learning - Engage in 2!l forma of parent outreach an-nv\.nﬁ\ nok

+ It avallable to address concems in » timely and required by the school « Prodcthvily reach out 1o parents 1o engage them in student learning
poshive manner, when necessary, outside of
required outreach events |

ke >
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Core Professionalism Rubric

These indicators illustrate the minimum competencies expected in any profession. These are separate from the 052 ,sections in the rubric because they have little to do with teaching and learning
and more to do with basic employment practice. Teachers are expected to meet these standards. If they do not, it will affect their overalt rating negatively.

PEe

yndicator Does Not Meet Standard [Meaéts Standard
1 | Attendance Individual nn.so._s.-:n- 3 pattern of Jfa.ni_ has not demonitrated 3

d .v—»RM that

patrggn of vof unexcused abs 3

asre In violation of o-@»nz.i et _.93»053. are tion of
forth by local sehqol policy ond by the procedure h by local sehool
relevant collecive . policy and Y. v.o...h.n«ua_ collectve
agreement) h “bargalning ou.n-ﬁnuz

2 | On-Time Arrival Indvidual demonstrates -df..:. ol” | Indvidual has not deme

-

¢__.n_ﬁ¢$a9mn arfivals (late !.d-_u

that ..A\P EN?! of v.oﬂnc.n:ﬁ A| (late arwals thatare In violation of
{onh byloa! whog! vorn« and by ¥ . procedures 1 fonh by local school

relevant lective Dirg ~ licy and by the relevant collertve
b 8.33»:5' iv nV %”&\s_:- wreemen) o~

3 vc_.o.nw and v-on»nc;a Jfac._ demo, strates » .:!:ajﬂaning-_ demontteales’s partern of

rc__k‘ to follow State corporation, 3
school policiepdnd procedures (¢
procedures for cubmhung digaline

d school polity rocedures
als, polcies for

% !R»n_._.a for iybminting
Oi
atire, etc) \

.—nvn .123: vv__nn. for

p10pria) u!..bﬁ.n ».c.‘

4 a!n:v_ demonitra) 183 & pattesn of Indnidunl A»:wozms.n.. » vuzo:. of
.u__._&s_:_»anl_; tudents, \g with students,
colieagye: .lwtn:.(n:!n_u:r and o!n...(uetn&:r and 339..22
va.a!_y: members in » respeaful members In 3 respectiul manner

bg-
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SUMMARY AND RATING

At the end of the year, evaluators may want 1o determine a final professional practice rating. PLEASE NOTE: The rating .uuu..\__._wan here only refers to professional practice and does not Include meatures of student
learning. Per Senate B 1, a teather's summative evaluation rating must include measures of student learning. muq.n_.n __Gm model, the rating obtained here will feed Into a larger calculatlon for the summative
score which involves multiple measures of student learning. Information regarding this seering system for RISE S___ _. u__ no later than Janwary 31, 2012.

The final professional practice rating for RISE will be calculated by the evaluator in a four step process:

Compile ratings and notes from muliple observations, drop-ins, and other sources of evidence

.-. .r..fp.dr

Use professional !aa......wg to establich three, final ratings in Planning, Instruction, and Leadership

1.1 \\ P ../
ﬂ Use established weights to roll-up three domaln ratings Into one rating for Domains 1-3

g N
7 T / o
@ Incorporate Core Prodessionalism rating

-
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Compile ratings and notes from multiple observations, drop-ins, and other sources of evidence. \V

At the end of the school year, evaluators should have collected a body of evidence representing teacher practice from thioughout the year. Not all of this evidence necessarily came from the same evaluator, but it is the
dbelegns
responsibility of the assigned primary evaluator (usually the principal), to gather evidence from every person that ov.m.nihn /9»%392 during that year. In addition to notes from observations and conferences,
> 4 rence notes, etc  To aid in the collection of this evidence, schools should consider having

evaluators may also have access to evidence provided by the teacher, such as lesson plans, student work, parent/teacher conf
files for teachers containing evaluation evidence, and when possible, house this information electronically. V

Because of the volume of evidence that may exist for cach teacher, some evaluators may choose 10 assess evidence mid-way ;Bcw?G» year and then again a1 the end of the year. A mid-year conference can help give

3 N ; 4
teachers an idea of where they stand half-way through the year as well as serve as 2 midway point for evaluators 10 assess evidence theyhave collected thus tar

Use professional judgment to establish three, final ratings in Planning, Instruction, and Legders

Atter collecting evidence, the summative evaluator must assess where the teacher falls within each nnﬂwnﬁsﬂ and use o-oﬁwm._.osw_ judgment to assign teacher ratings in each of the first three domains. It is not
recommended that the evaluator average competency scores 1o obtain the final %H!a score, but rather use uoﬂn judgment S.un‘man which competencies matter the most for teachers in different contexts and how

teachers have evolved over the course of the year. The final, three domain ratings should.reflect the body of oskmwnn. vailable to'the evaluator. In the summative conference, the evaluator should discuss the ratings
with the teacher, using evidence to support the final decision. A
i 2

At this point, each primary evaluator should have ratings In the first three domains that —wsnm tom 1 (Ineffective) to 4 {Highly EHective).

:Planning .3" Ingtruction [D3: Leadership

.mz»?.um\.w\a::tl. S ol e R e o R AT & % PR — S i e e avia .mo_vum...::
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° Use established weights to roll-up three domain ratings into one rating for domains 1.3

At this point, each of the three final domain ratings 1s weighted according to importance and summed together to form one rating for domains 1-3. As described earlier, the creation and design of the rubric stresses the
importance of observable teacher and student actions. These are reflected in Domain 2: Instruction. The belief is that good instruction and classroom environment matters more than anything elsc a teacher can doto
improve student outcomes. As such, the Instruction Domain is weighted significantly higher than the others, at 75%. Planning (10%) and Leadership (15%) are then weighted accordingly 1o complete the calculation.

__E_aa (14) _,.za_—.s _io_-zz_ Rating

. Domain 1: Planning B 10% b3
_Ooa.!: 2: Instruction R 75% S
wog.u..:w" Leadership “ _w .U Es% 045 '

Note: The calculation here is as follows: 1) Rating * Weight = Weighted Rating; 2) Sum of Weighted Ratings = Find) Score

-,

° Incorporate Core Professionalism ‘ s

Al this point, the teacher practice rating s close to completion. Evaluators now look at the Fr..m.?.no!u,! no__m Professionalism. As described earlier, this domain represents “non-negotiable” aspects of the teaching

profession, such as on-time arrival to school and respect for ﬂo__nu\wcux...,?w @o.....u._,: o:?q&.%«o rating levels: Does Not Meet Standard and Meets Standard. The evaluator here uses professional judgment to decide i

ateacher has not met the standards for any of the four indicators. #f 4 teacher has met standards in each of the ,35 indicators, the score does not change from the result of step 3 above. 1f the teacher did not meet

standards in any one or more of the four indicators, he or she automatically has a n.vo.ws deduction from the final score in step 3.

Outcome 1: Teacher meets ali Core Professionalism standards. Final Practice Score = 2.3 b ;
kL 3 Lo

Outcome 2: Teacher does not meet all Core Professionalism standards, Final Practice Score (2.3-1} = 1.3 2

5 ]
The final practice score then feeds in to a larger calculation for an overall summative rating intluding measures of student learning.

Ry )
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