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ABSTRACT
An Exploration of Teachers' Views of Evaluatiorain
Choice-Based System
by
Laura Wellington

The educational landscape is changing and alotigtive changes is the reform and
accountability system of teacher evaluation. Aktd, teachers have come under scrutiny for
their practice and professionalism in the classramch many believe we need to hold teachers to
higher standards. To that end, recent reforms haea put in place to allow for greater focus
and accountability such as the development of m@fepsional standards for teachers.

Professional teaching standards developed indZald are designed to provide teachers
with guiding principles for improved practice angyisions, as well as drive criteria for teacher
evaluations. Along with a standards-based evanaystem, many local California districts are
offering teachers on cycle and in good standingace-based method of evaluation. It is
unclear what teachers’ reactions to these systawes Ieen, in particular, whether they feel the
choice-based evaluation system allows for more mgéu feedback and insight into their
strengths and areas of development as professdoahtors. With the permission of the
superintendent and a district assistant superietgndive teachers were interviewed in a
medium-sized suburban unified school district iifGenia in order to gain a greater perspective
into their opinions of the choice-based systemvaluation. With regards to types of evaluation
experienced, two teachers emphasized three evatugipices (peer, portfolio, and
administrator) in their interviews; three othersiglly emphasized evaluation by an

administrator.
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A district assistant superintendent was alsavigeved, providing background about the
choice-based teacher evaluation system in thaaljsas well as insight into the overarching
practice and protocol of the choice-based systethisnparticular district. Findings highlighted
similarities and differences across the casesekampleteachers tended to agree that it was
best to maintain a choice-based system versusatigional administrative model. In addition,
teachers understood and had a clear vision ofttbiee-based teacher evaluation process. At
times, among teachers who did not select the peaortfolio option themselves, they
nonetheless stressed the advantages of those @plieachers had varied ideas of what might be

helpful in making teacher evaluations in generatereifective.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

As an educator, | have worked in various capaciies?, both private and public
and international as well as national for the lasteteen years and | have a plethora of
perspectives and experiences dealing with teacheduations. As a teacher for the first
ten years of my career, under varied leadership eartdpus settings, | have received a
number of evaluations and have had the opportuanitye a part of a choice-based system
of evaluation. Each of the various approaches mrethods used to evaluate me as an
educator were reflected in the results and meanirfgedback. In reflection, the
evaluation | found to be most valuable and impdetfas when a past principal
approached the evaluation process with a multi-ptewess and appeared to be genuinely
interested in supporting me as a team member ahdimply fulfilling an administrative
obligation. This principal sat with me on numeragegasions (pre- and post-observation),
reviewed my lesson and unit plans, observed mg &dgson from start to finish and wrote
a narrative evaluation based on her observatior&he cited areas of strength as well as
areas that I could further develop in the futuréestill have this evaluation on file.

After teaching for ten years, | served as an adsiiator for the last nine years and
found myself the evaluator and not the evaluai2ge to the size of the campus and the
numbers of teachers on cycle to be evaluated,uhkeiation process became a shared
responsibility between all of the administratorEach administrator would receive a
caseload of teachers they were responsible to atakiaroughout that current year. It

was the intention every year to respect and apgndhe evaluation process with



authenticity and support. No matter how scripteel ¢valuation process was for our
district and campus, each administrator added tlo&n personality and expectations...As
did the teachers. As expected and what was evidenighout the evaluation process,
some administrators and some teachers took greaiee in their work and were more
thoughtful about the process. On the contrary,esaaministrators and teachers
procrastinated and/or saw the process as more neusind obligatory and approached it

as such.



Statement of the Problem

Like other professions, education is built arourmbaception of practice based on
current and emerging research findings: pedagogreatices and recent standards-based
processes of quality teacher evaluations (Kim2&i02) have evolved due to these latest
findings. However, numerous individuals (e.g., @&on & McGreal, 2000) have
suggested that the teacher evaluation systemsng public school districts continue to be
fraught with deficiencies and questions. A coralion of factors - limited administrator
expertise, little shared understanding of what tiaies good teaching, low levels of trust
between teachers and administrators - leads tti@ewf passivity and questions the
control a teacher has over his/her instructionatfice (Danielson & McGreal, 2000). In
a time that education is focused on accountakality teachers are trying to increase their
autonomy as professionals, it is rare to find ethusavho believe that instructional
accountability requires a strict line of commandixad hierarchy. Leithwood (2001)
identified, among other approaches, the professmai®mn approach to educational
accountability: “Professional approaches to actahility imply an increased need for
school leaders to stay abreast of best professpyaatices and to assist staff in the
identification of professional standards for theork” (p. 225).

Because we live in a rapidly changing and increggioomplex society, Fullan,
(2005) noted that schools must be able to rapekygt, respond, and adapt. It is not a
coincidence that important new thinking, framewoisd theories of leadership fit
extremely well with state of the art, research-daseacher assessment/evaluation

practices (Davis, Ellett, & Annunziata, 2002). @&fundamental component to the realm



of education, teacher evaluations should be aifyriand a respected process in order to
maximize and gain the greatest benefits for albived. It has been suggested that
"school-based administrative and professional lesdie play essential roles in
determining the meaning and value of teacher etialuan schools, and how teacher
evaluation can extend beyond its ritualistic tradi$ to improve teaching and learning”
(Davis et al., 2002, p. 288). Peer evaluationdiss been identified as a promising
practice to provide meaningful feedback and impnosets in teaching and learning
(Goldstein, 2010; Jancic, 2004).
Background to the Problem

Educational policy has been evaluated in many c@sieading to a
"multiplication of reforms" (Tuytens & Devos, 2009,924). With reforms came
accountability and the accountability movementttethe creation and sustainability of
teacher evaluation systems. Tuytens and Devos tioétcew teacher evaluation policy
conforms to what Anderson (1997) describedrgsnizationally-focused initiative®
improve teaching and learning processes. "As @aaieceive feedback and guidance to
improve their classroom practice through teachafuation, the system should influence
the classroom practice of the teacher” (Tuytensed3, p. 924). However, teacher
autonomy in the evaluation process is also key ‘gstimulates] a more active role for
teachers [and] prevents teacher evaluation of begpenyearly ritual with no lasting

impact” (Tuytens & Devos, p. 924).



As Haefele (1993, as cited in Danielson & McGreal0) pointed out, a clear
sense of purpose should govern the design of ageeawaluation system. He identified
the following purposes that must be served, argthaga system should:

1. Screen out unqualified persons from certif@raand selection processes;
2. Provide constructive feedback to individuatractors;
3. Recognize and help reinforce outstanding servi
4. Provide direction for staff development prees;
5. Provide evidence that will withstand professicand judicial scrutiny;
6. Aid institutions in terminating incompetentwproductive personnel; and
7. Unify teachers and administrators in their edive efforts to educate
students.
(Haefele, as cited in Danielson & McGreal, p. 8).
Background to the Study

In California, the development of new standardséachers emerged in 1997
when the state developed the California Standandthé Teaching Profession (CSTP)
(California Commission on Teacher Credentialingd72;2hey were recently updated in
2010). These standards were created to guidedeptictice, as well as direct teacher
evaluations. Since 1997, many local Californstriits have placed renewed emphasis on
creating standards-based systems of teacher elealuat

These developments were consistent with the framef@o teaching created by
Charlotte Danielson that has long been consideraddel of effective teacher evaluation.

According to Danielson (2007),



Clear descriptions of practice enable teachersmsider their own teaching in light
of the statements. It is virtually impossible feachers to read clear statements of
what teachers do and how those actions appear thbgrare done well, and not
engage in a thought process of finding themselveéise descriptors. (p. 6)

Further, some California districts placed an emhiastheir evaluation systems
tied to CSTP ompeerevaluation as part of the state’s Peer AssistandeReview Program
(PAR). Further, a handful of California districtSeved teachers a choice of an
administrator or a peer as an evaluator (Palaz@el@snley, 2008). One of these districts
was the focus of the study.

Choice-based systems in California were adoptetine districts to allow
administrators and others who are evaluating teaahere time with teachers who may be
struggling (Conley, Smith, Collinson & Palazuel2814; Palazuelos & Conley, 2008). In
doing so, the choice-based system was designdtbtotenured teachers (when "on
cycle" every several years) to choose among thraki&ion options: portfolio, peer
evaluation or administrative. If the teacher chpser or portfolio, this, in turn, allowed
the administrator (evaluator) to extend his/heors$fwith teachers who were new and had
no choice other than the administrative mandat&iatian, as well as the tenured teacher
who may be struggling. A goal of such systems v&s @ allow for enhanced personal
reflection and a greater dialogue with colleagustiict administrator, personal
communication). In this context, prior researchgasjs that the ideas of buy-in,
ownership, and control are beneficial for both igar{evaluators and evaluatees) (Glasman

& Paulin, 1982).



The Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore teach@w/s of evaluation in a choice-
based system in a medium-sized, suburban Califegtiaol district. Many current studies
of teacher evaluation focus on the school leadet& and in doing so over shadows the
teacher’s perceptions of the process as well amotheof peer evaluators (Goldstein,
2010). Conley et al. (2014) investigated, in a guative study, the correlates and
predictors that influenced teachers’ willingnesbécevaluated and job satisfaction. The
study was carried out in a California district tb#fered teachers a choice of administrator
or peer evaluators.

Findings indicated that willingness to be evaluagd job satisfaction were at
times influenced by different predictors, dependinghe type of evaluator selected. The
authors suggested that qualitative studies mighloes reasons that teachers choose an
administrator or peer evaluator based on, for exangender, experience, or skill.

Building on this research, the proposed study arglthe perceptions of teachers
qualitatively, relative to their identification &ky issues regarding their choice of
evaluator and the evaluation process.

Resear ch Questions

The following questions (divided into descriptiwginion, and comparative
guestions, see Riley, Conley & Glasman, 2002) a$ehek teachers' perceptions of choice-
based evaluation as examined in this study:

1. What were teachers’ descriptions of their chpibe choice-based evaluation process,

and the evaluation process that followed? (Deseépt



2. What did teachers perceive to be the streragidsveaknesses of the evaluation process
they experienced? (Opinion)

3. What differences did teachers perceive betwieein experiences in the current
evaluation compared to previous experiences wéblter evaluation? (Comparative)
Overview of Method

This research was an exploratory study, involvirigrviews with five teachers and
one administrator in a medium-sized school distacated in southern California. These
interviews were utilized to create multiple cassaigtions of the five teachers, focusing
on the teachers’ perceptions of their experienc@sahoice-based evaluation system. As
Turnbull (2011) noted, “Case studies have been irsedried investigations, often aimed
at revealing the details of a specified event ftheviewpoint of the participants by using
multiple sources of data” (p. 8, see Creswell, 1¥8ke, 1995). Among the specific types
of case studies identified by Yin (1993) were exglory case studies, which sometimes
are considered as a prelude to social research.

In this exploratory study, as noted, investigati@ourred through the use of semi-
structured interviews, with the purpose of desagtthe perceptions of five teachers in the
district, relative to their choice of evaluator ¢p@r partner, portfolio, or administrative
choice) and the evaluation process. Turnbull (20fbt)example, used the interview
method to provide clarity to the perspectives gesintendents in a multiple case study
research project. His use of the multiple caseistuahd the interview method supports the

methods used in this study.



Focusing on the perspectives of five teachersrabearcher collected interview
data from each participant in a semi-structurechadr guided by the research questions
above. The first research question was designpdotade descriptive information about
the teacher, the choice of evaluator, and the atialu process. The second question
elicited opinions about strengths and weaknesst#sedavaluation process. The third
research question provided comparative informdtiom the teachers about his or her own
experiences in teacher evaluation in the past coedpaith the present system.

Each of the five teachers in this study was ineamad once. The interview protocol
was designed to gather background informationgdditeon to other information guiding
further discussion on the reasoning for their chatevaluator, their experiences with the
evaluator, strengths and weaknesses of the evauidiey experienced, and improvements
to evaluation that might be made.

Significance of the Study

Administrators who directly oversee the evaluapoocess—and teachers who are
evaluated—might find it worthwhile and innovatiwe teachers to be able to choose
administrator, portfolio, or peer evaluation. [Eoese choices, if there is an element of
trust involved, and the administrator/peer allomsd pre- and post conference where the
teacher is encouraged to have an active voiceeiptbcess, teachers may find the
evaluation process helpful and meaningful. Thiglgfermitted some exploration of these
ideas through qualitative interviews.

As a teacher for ten years and as an administi@tdine last nine years, | have

experienced both sides of the evaluation procedsamriety of evaluation methods. The



choice-based system of evaluation appeared togean opportunity for two different
scenarios to occur as a result of choice. Insme®ario, the choice-based system might be
a way for the more talented and self-assured teathe chance to self-regulate (Glasman
& Paulin, 1982). Thus, teachers could seek autgn@nmough a peer option) and/or share
a more creative outlet and gain insight and suppOrt the other hand, scenario number
two in the choice-based system might allow the ojmity for weaker teachers to seek
out a fellow teacher they trust to “go through thetions” and show little evidence of a
meaningful evaluation other than a means to anfenaality, if you will. Although the
present study did not distinguish between stroagdrweaker teachers in this study, the
qualitative investigation of teachers’ views praaddan opportunity to examine teachers’
reasoning about some of the complexities underlgichoice-based model.

Limitations

The following limitations should be considerederpreting the findings of this
study.

1. A first limitation is that not all of the teaaisanterviewed in the study know of
any other method of evaluation but the choice-basedel. Therefore, comparisons with
other models of evaluation were not possible fonsstudy participants.

2. A second study limitation relates to the samples study was conducted with a
small sample of teachers in a single medium sigaedurban) district in southern
California. A district with other characteristiagripan, rural) or with a different method of

teacher choice of evaluation might have yieldetedzt results.
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Definitions of Key Terms

California Standards for the Teaching Professisix standards for professional

teaching practice intended to “guide teachers eg dlefine and develop their practice” and
“provide a common language and a new vision oktiape and complexity of teaching”
(California Commission on Teacher CredentialingljfGaia Commission on Teacher
Credentialing, 1997, p. 1).

Job Satisfaction a generalized affective response to the jobcameer as opposed

to reactions to particular components of the jobareer such as satisfaction with pay or
resources (Conley, Muncey, & You, 2005).

Portfolio Evaluation a component of the evaluation system that pexvid

permanent teaching staff with the option of comptgt portfolio of lessons,
communication, and other items used in the couirieedr duties as they relate to the
teaching continuum (Goldrick, 2009; Palazuelos,7200

Peer or Partner Evaluatiera component of the evaluation system that esliand

provides for a peer teacher (sometimes a desigpaitder) to provide a formative and/or
summative evaluation of the partner teacher (Palazu2007).

Standards Based Evaluatioa system that has at its core a vision of tewghi

elaborated with broad domains of practice, comprsive standards, and detailed criteria
through rubrics (Kimball, 2002).

Teaching Continuum a description of performance or rubrics at ferels or

developing continuum of teacher competency (begmremerging, applying, integrating,

and innovating) (Goldrick, 2009).

11



Teacher Control the level of teacher control or autonomy a teagierceives him

or herself as having over a specific teaching @gtand that teacher’s feelings about being

evaluated on that activity (Glasman & Paulin, 1982)
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CHAPTER Il
REVIEW OF SELECT LITERATURE

Introduction

This chapter addresses selected literature reflatéak elements and qualities of
evaluation systems that support teachers as thaypttto grow and develop in their
profession. | examine literature related to resdifts and rethinking of teacher evaluation
and teacher professional development nationallygoioklly. | draw on the work of
scholars who have suggested that teacher evalgatiwuld be more fully utilized, and not
a missed opportunity, for teachers and administsatofoster professional growth. In
addition, | discuss some options for teacher evi@mnand the choice-based model of
teacher evaluation.
Rethinking Teacher Evaluation and Professional Development

Recently, Collinson , Kozina, Lin, Ling et al. (2®) drew on perspectives from
several countries to outline changes in how wekthimout teacher professional
development and why those views might be chandihgee trends, including rethinking
teacher evaluation was used to illustrate thig.shif providing background about changes
occurring over the last half of the twentieth ceptunore generally these authors cited a
"communications revolution and a rethinking of hpgople learn” (p. 3), as well as the
development of a knowledge society that needs kedgd workers (in making this point,
they cited Drucker, 1959 and 1993). Collinson etejued:

The birth of the Information Era and the establishtrof a knowledge society

(Drucker 1994) have transformed the world. Sucbaesy requires people to have

‘a good deal of formal education and the abilitpequire and to apply theoretical

13



and analytical knowledge ... Above all, they reguarhabit of continuous learning'

(62). Drucker (1993) outlined a new role for edumain a knowledge society:

learning and schools would not simply exist foratan, but would extend through

adults' lives, permeate society, and include kndggecreation and problem
solving. Learning, Drucker predicted, would be lohge performance and results
rather than on rules and regulations. The new thgn&nvisions 'systems [that] are
self-regulating and capable of transformation ireamironment of turbulence,
dissipation, and even chaos...The teacher's gjl@di longer viewed s casual, but

as transformative...And learning [is] an adventarmeaning making' (Soltis 1993,

X, Xi, as cited in Collinson et al., 2009, p. 4).

Thus, education is in a constant state of evaiudiod refinement. More than ever,
all stakeholders are being held accountable far tomtributions to the improvement
process. Some might argue that teachers are theimportant single element of the
education system. At the same time, the questidaces, what does it take to create high
guality teachers in today’s world? With that saehchers want to have an active voice in
various facets of education and this includes Hoey fare evaluated (Conley & Glasman,
2008; Glasman & Paulin, 1982). Teachers have wraladesire to be successful and aspire
to make a positive impact on the students theyhtedterefore, it is important that they
have a meaningful evaluation with substantial fee#ttihat can realistically be
implemented into a more progressive, proactivehiegcregimen (Kimball, 2002). The
path to improvement and control over how a teacbaweys material to students is often

revealed through a professional accountability @sswr teacher evaluation.

14



Teacher evaluations have been completed by teaaberseflective tool, by
students of the teacher for feedback to the teamherell as his/her administrators and
most popular, by the administrators for purposediraict feedback and accountability. A
continuous concern that has inevitably surfaced e administrative evaluation is that
teachers lacked a voice in the process and didegetve high quality feedback, and
therefore, the growth and development and oveocalimunication to get better was
limited. Kimball (2002), for example, focused ordback as one central enabling
condition in teacher evaluation.

Feedback is a central aspect of evaluation thabbas shown to relate to teacher

perceptions of evaluation quality. Among a numberasiables studied by

Stiggens & Duke (1988), attributes of feedback weeatified as having the

highest correlation with teachers' perceptionsvafugation quality. These attributes

included perceived evaluator credibility, qualifyideas, depth of information,
persuasiveness of rationale for suggested changefilness of suggestions,

trustworthiness of the evaluator, perceived refetiop with the evaluator, and
perceptions of evaluator capacity to demonstra¢el®e changes (Stiggens &

Duke, 1988). Similarly, McLaughlin & Pfeifer (198&)entified several important

dimensions of feedback, including timeliness, sip@ty, credibility and intent.

(Kimball, 2002, p. 245).

Teachers, by their nature, have a strong dessedk overall success for
themselves as well as their students (Lortie, L9R&ny teachers will operate as an

independent contractor (of sorts) and not reachHaryand possibly even avoid) common

15



dialogue and/or feedback with an administratoretiodv colleagues. Many teachers will
converse with colleagues with the idea that openmanication and a mutual exchange of
ideas are positive and healthy for professionakligament. Teachers, whether they are
forthright about it or not, want to progress anghiove as well as hear a bit of validation
of what they are doing right. In conjunction witte positive support, teachers, if done
correctly and genuinely, look for meaningful wagsstibstantiate their lessons and place
value with a collective and collaborative convamatvith their administrator.

Sosanya-Tellez (2010) provided an overview of teaelvaluation practices that is
consistent with some of these ideas. However, gbé a number of challenges with
current teacher evaluation practice on the pobeylscape.

In legislation, student assessment, teacher licenand research based curricula

have taken center stage. Teacher evaluation iselably absent [from many

school improvement efforts] . . . Teacher evaluatfostatic and mired in politics;

it has not historically helped to improve schodeterson, 2000). (p. i).

Further, according to Sosanya-Tellez (2010), "Agcatbrs and legislators seek to
provide high quality education to increasingly dseestudents in a climate of standardized
testing and accountability, resources are dwindl{pg9; see also Enomoto, 2011).
Teacher evaluations have not surfaced as a prievigym though administrators and
educators engage in teacher evaluations regulérly.a fundamental and expected
element in the professional career of both. Tlheeemany reasons teacher evaluations
have taken a back seat to other school refornctaciieacher evaluation has been

characterized, first, as

16



predictable, ritualized, but generally ineffectiméeraction (Acheson & Gall 1987).
Second, there are those that believe that teaghéragion is too difficult to change
(Peterson, 2000). Finally, others purport thathea evaluation is a non-event
(Palmer, 1997)" (Sosanya-Tellez, 2010, p. 9).

Sosanya-Tellez (2010) also suggested that

Teachers often feel isolated and powerless in thaifuation experiences. Even if

they disagree with the summative evaluation, te@cten only refuse to sign or

submit their own statement of rebuttal (GlickmafK&nawati, 1998). When
effective, teacher evaluation recognizes studdmeaement, acknowledges good
practice, supports teacher goals, shapes perfoenamativates to improve on
weaknesses, and removes the rare ineffective tefrone the profession (Peterson

& Peterson, 2006). (p. 9)

According to Sosanya-Tellez (2010), investigatie@cher evaluation’s potential as
an overlooked method to improve teaching in schisalserefore vitally important in this
context. As Stronge and Tucker (2003, as citedosaBya-Tellez, 2010) asserted,
“Without capable, highly qualified teachers in Ancars classrooms, no educational
reform process can possibly succeed” (p. i).

Interestingly, Sosanya-Tellez (2010) also expldeather evaluation within her
problem-based learning study as she sought to tfaslear to not only view a choice-based
system but to create a self-evaluation handbookifgr performing teachers. The study
examined Wood'’s (1998) call for a move from trazh@l to transformative evaluation.

The ten teachers in the study explored study optitasigned for them to critically reflect

17



on their own teaching, connect with students, ceflend set new goals. The study
addressed a "real world" problem across many sdiistricts and schools and in the end
allowed for greater insight into what could be arentdemocratic, caring and loving" (ii)
process. In this 2century milieu, the study suggested that teact&uation may hold
"untapped promise" (p. 8) for teacher professiaieakelopment and educational reform
efforts.

According to Sosanya-Tellez (2010), in framing serdy of these high performing
teachers, "When teacher evaluation uses rubricsi€dan, 2002), a transformative
approach (Wood, 1998) or a reflective clinical exadilon process (Pajak, 2000), it can
offer specific feedback to teachers. Howevertdaeher remains the receiver of
information in most experiences" (pp. 9-10). Faritshe characterized literature on
teacher evaluation as "fraught with challenges [@sjdeast effective and meaningless for
long-term, proficient, or high performing teach@gterson, 2000)" (p. 10). She noted
Peterson and Peterson's (2006) proposal for teathé&mprove their own evaluations and
select the most pertinent data sources for theras¢and that] teachers behave more
responsibly when they share the authority involvegersonnel evaluation” (p. 10; see
also Glasman & Paulin, 1982).

Within a choice-based model, teachers arguably baxmee of the elements
highlighted in this chapter in the evaluations asetdd of them. For example, they have
the option to be central in their own evaluationchynmitting to growth and pinpointing
effective change where needed (Conley et al., 2Balgzuelos & Conley, 2008). The

evaluation process that most closely aligns tortioslel might be the portfolio method of
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evaluation. Under this option, teachers are askg@ther evidence (both teacher and
student generated) that substantiates the stanadiaddgoal selected. A main objective in
allowing for portfolio as well as peer evaluatiog$o encourage the high-performing
teachers to have autonomy in monitoring their ovenwof teaching and practice through
experience and self-discovery. On the other ertdefpectrum, a choice-based teacher
evaluation system was developed in many Califodis#icts to allow for site
administrators to spend more quality time with ggling teachers (Palazuelos, 2007).
Tuytens and Devos (2009) provided an argumentiéaahers' perspectives should
be included when formulating teacher evaluationcyand/or gauging the effects of such
policy (Chapter 1). Citing Hall (1976), they notit "the most intense concerns of
teachers are the self-oriented concerns: teacherstey know more about the innovation
and the effects of the innovation for them persigh#p. 926). In framing the importance
of teachers' views, they argued that on a glokslkeseducational policy has been
evaluated in many countries leading to a "multgdien of reforms" (Tuytens & Devos, p.
924). With reforms came accountability, they suggsand the accountability movement
led to the creation and sustainability of teacheilweation systems. Further, they noted that
new teacher evaluation policy conformed to whatémsdn (1997) described as
organizationally-focused initiative® improve teaching and learning processes. "As
teachers receive feedback and guidance to impheredlassroom practice through
teacher evaluation, the system should influenceldmssroom practice of the teacher”
(Tuytens & Devos, p. 924). However, according &sthauthors, teacher autonomy in the

evaluation process is key as it "[stimulates] aeramtive role for teachers [and] prevents
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teacher evaluation of becoming a yearly ritual withlasting impact” (Tuytens & Devos,
p. 924).

Thus, a variety of scholars have suggested thaetwher evaluation process allow
for greater teacher and administrator interactimehiavolvement that will address and
drive professional development and future practidebas been suggested that "school-
based administrative and professional leaderslaip @tsential roles in determining the
meaning and value of teacher evaluation in schaoid,how teacher evaluation can extend
beyond its ritualistic traditions to improve teaupiand learning” (Davis et al., 2002, p.
288). Feedback from peers or peer evaluation Isasbaen identified as a promising
practice to provide meaningful teacher evaluat®alfstein 2010).

Administrative Evaluation and other M odels of Evaluation

Teachers have traditionally exercised only onéoph the past, represented by
the standard administrative observation modelnafi@ng checklists. In the early 1960s
through the 1980s, the principal has been charaetkas busily checking off discrete
items within a cookbook of school improvement. dresxr unions and administrations
"focused upon the performance of these discretesanes" and trusted the checklists
(Kersten & Israel, 2005, p. 49). The demandsHguroving the quality of teaching and
learning in public schools strongly surfaced tofthrefront upon the passage of No Child
Left Behind (NCLB). NCLB imposed mandated sanctiéor schools that did not meet
increased student achievement standards (prinmagBsured by student test scores). With
these legislative changes, educators "watched ée@&sfaluation processes evolve from

simple end of the year checklists or summativeatianes to more sophisticated clinical
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processes and reflective teacher evaluation mofeés’sten & Israel, 2005, p. 49). For
example, they noted that the forms of evaluatimtgsses that may be used in schools
were "personal and instruction goal setting, chhmbservation processes, portfolio
assessment, and self evaluation” (p. 49).

According to the international study by various eational professionals across the
globe (discussed earlier), professional developmeciuding teacher evaluation practice,
is surfacing as educational trends and a discustgonin response to recent global
understandings of lifelong learning and innovatiorganizational revitalization via the
development and retention of members, and contmunprovement and transformation
from within (Collinson et al., 2009). Teacher ealans may be called by a variety of
terms: annual performance reviewappraisal assessmeninspection or supervision
(Collinson et al., 2009). Patterned after industigtorically school administrators
supervised subordinate teachers "who had cleamtag and responsibilities within a
hierarchical bureaucracy” (p. 6).

According to Collinson et al. (2009), teachers ered learn with and obtain ideas
or advice from teachers and that the traditiongldown model of teacher evaluation came
to be known as a ‘dog and pony show’ and, rathem theing perceived as constructive
learning, [the traditional model] was viewed ast&hing someone’s subjective judgment
of how good a teacher is, a judgment based onghenaption that the judge knows what
good teaching is and can recognize it when heise@tronge & Ostander 1997, p. 131,

as cited in Collinson et al., 2009, p. 6).
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According to these authors, "By the end of the tvedim century, academia
belatedly perceived ‘a need to change the traditiemaluative process that treated
teachers as supervised workers rather than cdliggitessionals” (Kumrow & Dahlen, as
cited in Collinson et al., p. 6). As they noteddaonsistent with Kersten and Israel
(2005); practitioners were already exploring sucterging alternatives as "peer coaching,
self-evaluation, client surveys, teacher portfqlastion research, and study groups” (p. 7).
Collinson and colleagues believed an emerging tterathange teacher evaluation was
very different from national or state adoptionmduction programs. They suggested that
this trend has just begun, and is still in a qgrasss-roots experimentation phase, affecting
experienced teachers more than novice teachershefe authors, re-thinking teacher
evaluation as professional learning and growthasgmted a major break with the past.
Re-thinking teacher "evaluation today may be folluyva path similar to the re-thinking of
student assessment” (p. 12); that is, the studéots their understanding through various
avenues of work (journals, projects, tests, readdegrds and other data collecting
sources) as a means to formative assessmentsn@oallet al., 2009).

Accordingly, in international developments in psgmnal development, Collinson
et al. (2009) also noted that "Education is sloabgorbing the new shift in thinking and is
beginning to implement changes that encourage ¢éeaemnd principals to engage in
learning together for the purpose of improving teag and, by extension, learning for the
children in their care” (p. 5). In this contextese authors identified a choice-based model
in teacher evaluation (Palazuelos, 2007) as osewdral innovative alternatives to

traditional teacher evaluation in the USA, stating:
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One school system uses state standards and a pleegital continuum of teacher
competency (beginning, emerging, applying, integgatinnovating) to offer three
choices for evaluation: traditional clinical supsion by the administrator, peer
evaluation that includes a self-assessment componea portfolio to demonstrate
teaching proficiency (Palazuelos 2007) (p. 13)

In this school system's state of California, ssiéedards were designed to provide
a more consistent definition of good teaching agiihe for the teacher and the evaluator
about what good teaching sounds, feels, looks With the use of state standards in
teacher evaluation, teachers arguably had a greatlerstanding of what they were going
to be evaluated on, therefore encouraging gresteraonfidence and creativity in the
classroom. As for the principal or administraterfprming the evaluation - “A principal
or a superintendent must be able to say to theostioard and the public: “Everyone
who teaches here is good - and here’s how | kn@ah{elson, 2010, p. 36). Danielson is
also quoted as saying, “Credibility in an evaluatsystem is essential” (p. 36). When a
teacher is given the opportunity (a choice) toddlge avenue to which they are to be
evaluated, a teacher may be more likely to seekigermparameters and guidance to which
they most feel will give them the biggest return.

The California Standards for the Teaching Protes§CSTP) were intended to
provide common language and a vision of the scogecamplexity of the profession
(California Commission on Teacher Credentialingd9Appendix E and F). A
formative assessment system has three essentipboemits: standards, criteria and

evidence of practice. Standards referred to thERC&d are in alignment with the P-12
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academic content standards. Criteria referreddators of teaching practice. Evidence
of practice included multiple sources such as legdans, observation data, and student
work analyses and is used to make valid self-asss#s on the Continuum of Teaching
Practice. The Continuum of Teaching Practice (i@gig, emerging applying, integrating,
innovating) in California was one component of empoehensive formative assessment
system for teachers, based on the CSTP. The sidatds were:

e Engaging and Supporting All Students in Learning

e Creating and Maintaining Effective Environments $tudent learning

e Understanding and Organizing Subject matter fod&tt Learning

e Planning Instruction and Designing Learning Expeees for All Students

e Assessing Students for Learning

e Developing as a Professional Educator

As suggested by Conley and Glasman (2008), sori@a districts are moving

to a choice-based model with the expectation thailli give teachers more ownership and
personal accountability for professional developnfsee also Palazuelos, 2007). For
example, Palazuelos' (2007) study was conductederdistrict that employed a choice-
based evaluation system. A teacher interviewethfatrstudy statedThe new method
allows for personal growth and personal choice. gWhchose the partner option], | had
an opportunity for collegiality to work with a padr. [When | chose the portfolio option] |

had choice over what documentation and reflecogorovide™ (p. 33).
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Teacher Evaluation Policy and Per spective

As noted earlier in this chapter, teachers, by theture, have a strong desire to
seek overall success for themselves as well asshwlents. Many teachers will operate
as an independent contractor (of sorts) and netreat for (and possibly even avoid)
common dialogue and/or feedback with fellow colleagy Many teachers will converse
with colleagues with the idea that open communocesind a mutual exchange of ideas is
positive and healthy for professional developméirgachers, intuitively, want to evolve in
their professional practice and receive validadod constructive feedback. Teachers seek
a balanced conversation with their administratdnemit comes to their professional
performance. Teachers want a conversation thataskls the teacher’s strengths and
highlights their best practices as well as a megnlrand respectful conversation
regarding areas for improvement.

Because we live in a rapidly changing and increggioomplex society, Fullan
(1993, as cited in Davis et al., 2002) suggestatigbhools must be able to "rapidly react,
respond, and adapt” (p. 288). It is not a coinmeéethat important new thinking,
frameworks, and theories of leadership fit extrgnuell with state of the art, research-
based, teacher assessment/evaluation practices(@&a., 2002). Teacher evaluation
models and varying systems of professional feedhaelat the heart of many educational
reform collaborative discussions. It is suggeshed "school-based administrative and
professional leadership play essential roles ierd@hing the meaning and value of
teacher evaluation in schools, and how teacheuatiah can extend beyond its ritualistic

traditions to improve teaching and learning” (Daatisl., 2002, p. 288).
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As noted in Chapter 1, | have experienced bothssid¢he evaluation process and
a variety of evaluation methods. As a teacherupbb meaningful feedback from the
administrator and at the same time, enjoyed thearsations that seemed more mutual in
nature, as if we were learning together to improwecampus community and the learning
for each student. As an administrator, | can rebegrperceiving the ‘dog and pony show’
concept, where a lesson seemed so polished antitpchthat it may not have represented
the realistic day-to-day operations. However flected that the choice-based system
seemed to allow a greater sense of creativity atwhamy (through a portfolio or peer
option). On the other hand, | wondered whetherctiece-based system may have allowed
some teachers to feel they could ‘side-step’ tme&b administrative visit. That is, could
teachers experience the formality of the teachaluation process but with little or no
feedback from the administrator when, in fact, theght benefit from some constructive
feedback?

As an administrator directly overseeing the evatugprocess, | found it refreshing
for a teacher to choose the administrative chogrsus portfolio or peer evaluation. |If
done correctly, the method of the administrativ@twynay be the most meaningful for both
sides. This is, of course, if there is an elenaémitust involved and the administrator
allows for a pre-conference and post conferencaeviie teacher is allowed to have an
active voice in the process.

Over the course of several decades, literatursihggested that teacher evaluations
have changed regarding the emphasis placed oretepetormance and overall focus.

Since the 1940s and the 1950s, for example, edscaal researchers emphasized what
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Danielson and McGreal (2000) referred to as teach#s. The teacher traits included
"voice, appearance, emotional stability, trustwioitss, warmth, enthusiasm” (Danielson
and McGreal, p. 13). It was believed that thesehers who possessed such traits were
more likely to be successful in the classroom agrfiopm effectively. However, with the
1960s and 1970s, came new research and subsebifeninsteacher evaluation. These
decades brought the focus to teacher "skill acgmmsand improv[ing] science and math
teaching" (p. 13). During this time period, obs#ion techniques and supervision skills
created the development of clinical supervision.

More recently, by developing a strategic plan fbatises on student learning, adult
learning, professional growth and classroom strectuas in a choice-based system --
change will become inevitable with positive outcemé&lickman (2002) suggested that
teacher supervision and evaluation is necessaghance “quality student learning that
gives every child the knowledge, skills and underdings needed to become a valued and
valuable member of a vital democratic society” @p-96). Further, "if we want teacher
evaluation systems that teachers find meaningfdifeom which they can learn, we must
use processes that not only are rigorous, validrelmble, but also engage teachers in
those activities that promote learning - namelj-astessment, reflection on practice, and
professional conversation” (Danielson, 2011, p. 3&g figure in Appendix D visually
displays the aforementioned shifts in teacher etadn. Appendix E displays a historical
outline of the documents that provided the retlmgkin teacher evaluations. Lastly,

Appendix F displays the California Standards fe@r Treaching Profession.
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CHAPTER 1l
RESEARCH METHODS
Although some literature suggests that there amefi®al aspects to teacher

evaluation systems that provide the choice of auator, little research has explored
teachers' views of the choice and the evaluatiemated in Chapter 1, this exploratory
study was designed to gain insight into teachensgptions in a choice-based evaluation
process. This study was conducted through teactewviews. For purposes of answering
the research questions, five teachers in the Ky&&m within one medium-sized
California school district were selected for thedst Initially, |1 describe the research
setting for the study. Then, | describe the efftatacquire permission to conduct the
study, as well as the selection of intervieweescssion then turns to the structure of the
interviews and the protocol used in this studyalyn there is a description of the site of
the study, transcription, and analysis.
Resear ch Setting: School District and Evaluation System

The sample of teachers that were interviewed caome fwo schools within one of
the 989 school districts in the state of Californidhe school district served approximately
7,000 students in a medium-sized suburban areataitun the foothills northwest of Los
Angeles. The community is a medley of multi-generatamilies of all socio-economic
backgrounds and has approximately 34,000 residsfatster (a pseudonym) Unified
School District (MUSD) includes six K-5 elementaghools, one K-8 school, two middle
schools, one comprehensive high school, and onncation high school. In addition, the

district offers three pre-schools, an adult schani] an alternative high school program,
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located at a local college. Demographics withindistrict is seen as diverse, with
approximately 34 percent eligible for free or regliprice lunches, 55 percent minority
students, and 19 percent English language lea(eddata.k12.ca.us, 2013-14).

MUSD adopted an evaluation system that was aligvidtdthe California Standards
for the Teaching Profession (CSTP) in the 1990se Jystem was implemented to serve a
variety of purposes. According to a veteran teaeneérassistant superintendent
interviewed for the study, the newly-formed (at timee) evaluation and professional
accountability system was designed to support dve standards for the teaching
profession (CSTP); in addition, the evaluation eystvas to provide teachers options for
evaluation in order to better serve teachers wily treeded the extra administrative
support and attention. Teachers now had the el{b&sed on tenure, and the professional
accountability cycle) to select one of three eviaueoptions: partner, portfolio, or
administrative choice (see Appendix C). (A reseaction team was a fourth evaluation
option; however, this was a less common optionvaasi not mentioned by the
interviewees.) Those teachers who were not yetréeihwere required to select
administrative mandate and did not have an optarhbose peer or portfolio.
Evaluations were conducted annually for beginneeghers (non-tenured) and once every
two years for permanent teachers. However, orteacher has ten years of teaching and
is tenured, they are evaluated every five years.

Teachers who selected “partner” would then haveogportunity for collegiality

and peer-review by a fellow teacher within the s8h@®n the contrary, those teachers who
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selected “portfolio," self-selected specific pieoéseacher and student work that best
reflected the teaching and learning in their clagsr.
District/University Permission and I nterviewee Selection

Permission was obtained from both the district urstiedy and the university
(University of California, Santa Barbara). For thstrict, the associate superintendent of
personnel was approached for permission to cortledtudy. It was emphasized that
each of the five teachers would be asked to ppdieiin this multiple case study based on
the condition of anonymity. For the university, hamsubjects approval was requested and
granted prior to the interview sessions. A congamm (Appendix A) for teachers'
signatures was designed and made available pribetmterview sessions.

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with ezidhe five teachers in this
study. To select the teachers, | spoke with thestasd superintendent of personnel for the
district, requesting names of teachers who mawytegasted in participating in the study.
The district official indicated that there were sl teachers in two sites who were
proactive on their campus, progressive in theicheay, and highly respected by their
peers. Further, the teachers were located in tigs,sine K-8 (Corral Campus) and one
high school (Monument High School [MHS]) whose pipals would likely be open to
providing permission to conduct the study at tlség. Both school names are
pseudonyms. One of the sites, with two teachers,tih@ K-8 college preparatory school.
This school is the only K-8 model in the distriadeoffers parents and students a unique

learning environment. The other site, with thregchers, was the high school.
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Finally, for background information about the didtevaluation program, district
administrators were also asked to provide reledantiments (e.g., evaluation form,
description of evaluation choices, rubric for adistirative observation). When visiting the
sites | also took the opportunity to speak infolgnalith the site principal.

I nterviews and the I nterview Protocol

According to Hitchcock and Hughes (1989), the witaw is a major tool of social
research, and is "often achieved in qualitativeaesh through conversational encounters”
(p. 79). Interviews are further defined as to K'tal some purpose™ (p. 79). A diversity of
interviewing types may be conducted, includingstractured interview, the survey
interview, the life history interview, the informahstructured interview, and conversations
(Hitchcock & Hughes, 1989).

Semi-structured interviews occupy a middle-grouatieen unstructured and
highly structured interview formats. In semi-sturetd interviews, the questions are more
flexibly worded than in structured interviews, betinterview is a mix of more or less
structured questions. Departing from a highly&trced format, this interview format
allows the researcher to "respond to the situatdrand, the emerging worldview of the
respondent, and to new ideas on the topic" (MerrE888, p. 74). In addition, it "allows
depth to be achieved by providing the opportunitytite part of the interviewer to probe
and expand the interviewees' responses” (Hitch&ddkighes, 1989, p. 83).

In Fall 2013, two preliminary pilot interviews wecenducted with teachers in
another district to finalize probes for the intewiprotocol in Appendix B. All of the final

interviews were recorded and then transcribeddding and further analysis.
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Each of the five teachers were interviewed onceHisrstudy in Spring 2014. The
interview (Appendix B) sought general backgrounidrimation from each subject, as well
as seeking more specific information that woulddguurther discussion on the teacher
evaluation process. The interviews were about 4%4tes in length, and were designed
primarily to bring opinions about choice of evalwraand evaluation to the surface. One
teacher interview, however, cut the interview slirtapproximately 20 minutes) because
the interview was conducted during the teacheeggmation period, and she had two
students waiting for assistance.

The semi-structured interview format, in combinatwith clarifying questions and
probing questions, allowed for a more in-depth usston on the topics listed in Appendix
B. Each of the questions in the semi-structuréerunew protocol was created using the
research questions in Chapter 1. The interviewdiraded into three sections:
descriptive, opinion, and comparative (Riley et 2002). The descriptive questions
focused on teaching background, choice of evaluatdrreasons for that choice, and
overall experience in the evaluation process. Tgieion questions asked about strengths
and weaknesses of the choice of evaluator (andlthenate choice), contributions to the
meaningfulness of the personnel evaluation prostss)gths and weaknesses of having a
choice of evaluator, and what in the school/distacilitated or became an obstacle to
evaluation. The comparative question focused onpesimg the recent evaluation

experience with those earlier in the career.
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Site of the Interview
According to Creswell (2014), qualitative reseatadkes place in the "natural
setting” (p. 185), where the interviewer often gtzethe site (home, office) of the
participant to conduct the research. All of thieimiews took place at the work site of the
individual teacher.
Transcription
A recording device was presented at the beginnirigeointerview. The interview
in its entirety was recorded and verbatim transsnygere produced. Following Creswell
(2014), the researcher also took "interview nofps193) to record information from
interviews and in the event that recording equipnigied.
Analysis
According to Creswell (2014), data analysis is angbing process involving
continual reflection about the data, asking analgtiestions, and writing memos
throughout the study” (p. 190). Thus, data analgarmot be "sharply divided" (p. 190)
from data collection. Grounded theory techniquesxgained by Creswell (2014) and
Hitchcock and Hughes (1989) were considered ird#dta analysis. These involved
generating categories of information (open codingand] explicating a story from
the interconnection of these categories. ... [fufltase study and ethnographic
research involve a detailed description of tharsgtir individuals, followed by
analysis of the data for themes or issues” (Crds@@l4, p. 196).
After study of the transcripts, there was an atteimgxtract patterns and themes

from the interviews and conversations (Hitchcockléghes, 1989, p. 99). Mini-case
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studies were constructed of each teacher, folldwea comparison of cases that further

explicated categories patterns and themes anatieonnection of these themes.
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CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION OF THE DATA
The purpose of this study was to explore teachmrwiof evaluation in a choice-
based system. Previous literature suggested thantistudies of teacher evaluation focus
on the school leader’s role and in doing so mayshadow the teacher’s perceptions of
the process as well as the role of peer evalualbwes present interview-based study
explored the perceptions of five teachers in onlddZaia district, relative to their choice
of evaluator (peer or partner, portfolio, or admsirative choice) and the evaluation
process.

The data presented in this chapter are six naeratimmaries, five for each
individual teacher and one representing the distissistant superintendent. These
summaries are based on the coded transcripts amiesented in a narrative format. The
summaries describe each case, in this multi-casky sthe various experiences each
individual has regarding teacher evaluation. Ezade describes the teacher's or
administrator's views in the context of personagdeziences: past, current, and future
reflection of highlights and concerns with teackesluations in general and more
specifically, with a choice-based system. Thenvibes of of the teachers interviewed are
compared and contrasted.

Resear ch Questions

The principal research questions for this studgewe

1. What are teachers’ descriptions of their chdice choice-based evaluation process,

and the evaluation process that followed? (Deseépt
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2. What do teachers perceive to be the strengithsvaaknesses of the evaluation process
they experienced? (Opinion)

3. What differences do teachers perceive betwesnexperiences in the current
evaluation compared to previous experiences wablter evaluation? (Comparative)

As explained in Chapter Three, each individuakmesented by a pseudonym in
order to maintain anonymity in the research prac&ssch case is labeled with the
following pseudonym: Steve Piece, Briana SmithtiBahes, Susan Wells, and Kristy
Loves.

Table 1 displays each participant's: years ofttegcexperience, current school
level, primary subject area(s), other roles indbleool, and types of evaluation
experienced. Years of teaching experience rangaad 8 (Briana Smith) to 38 (Steve
Piece). Three teachers worked in MUSD's high s¢leow two in the K-8 college
preparatory school. Two teachers taught Englishth@athers taught Social Studies,
Physical Education/Science, and Multiple SubjetheDschool roles played by the teacher
participants included a teacher mentor and unipresentative (Steve Piece) and common
core coordinator (Briana Smith and Patti Jonesjh\\&gards to types of evaluation
experienced, two teachers emphasized three evaiuzipices (peer, portfolio, and
administrator) in their interviews; three otherspdrasized evaluation by an administrator.

(See Table 1)
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Table 1

Participant Characteristics

Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4 Case b
Name Steve Piece Briana Smith Patti Jones Susan Wells istykroves
Y ear s of 38 8 following 4 13 14 16
Teaching as substitute
Experience
Current High School High School High School K-8 School Ks8hool
School Level
Primary Social English English Physical 5th and 6th
Subject Studies Education, Grade
Area(s) Science Multiple
Or Grade(s) Subject
Taught
Other Roles Teacher Common Core| Common Core Teacher Response to
Mentor, Coordinator Coordinator Trainer, Intervention
Union Rep. Teacher on (Rti) and
Special Enrichment
Assignment Coordinator
Types of Administrator | Administrator | Administrator Administrator | Administrator
Evaluations Portfolio Portfolio Portfolio
Experienced Peer Peer

The following several sections provide case dpsions for the three high school

teachers initially (Steve Piece, Briana Smith, Ratti Jones), followed by the two K-8

teachers (Susan Wells and Kristy Loves). Lastlyase description from the district

administrator who was interviewed for this studyd@ke Grand) is included.

High School Teachers

Case One: Steve Piece

Description of Personal Experience
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Steve Piece started his full time teaching caaeéarmiddle school prior to making
a transition to Monument High School (MHS) withild@D in 1976. In reflection, he
remembered his first year well as he taught an dppiby class, a program developed for
students who benefited from a small classroom enwient with greater academic and
social guidance. Steve received his Californialigarcredential from California State
University, Northridge in the areas of Math and kstg He soon returned to the
university scene and received his Master’'s Degi@® tUniversity of California, Santa
Barbara. Steve continued at MHS and started tegchithe social studies department.
His expertise and passion for teaching was renemddenergized when he taught United
States History and an elective called, Historyhim Movies.

As mentioned in previous chapters, teachers wamtaningful evaluation despite
the voluntary method utilized. Steve was no défgrin this train of thought. He too,
believed the principal can be a powerful tool iaghg the culture of expectation and
professionalism when it comes to teacher evaluatidndeed, Steve stated that a teacher
evaluation, “should be the highest priority” of th@ministrative staff. He remembered
one principal in particular stating, “l want a teac[who] can hit a home run.”

As his years in teaching progressed, Steve foimdédif as a campus leader and
was being asked by the school administration ta breentor to other teachers. He
remembered mentoring another teacher within thedvaork of the Peer Assistance
Review (PAR) and reflected that it could be a ulke&fal to have teachers mentor one

another. For the last four years of his caremyeé&remained on the MHS campus as a
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mentor to other teachers. At the time of the in&av, May 2014, Steve was a month away
from retirement.
Opinions of Evaluation Process

Steve was passionate about students and theottatiching. With a long,
rewarding career in teaching, Steve reflected upswarying experiences with teacher
evaluations throughout his career. He had distimatories from the past based on the
administrator-only model (singular approach to eaibns) and could as easily conjure up
the many stories surrounding the choice-basedmyshe fact, as a union representative,
Steve was instrumental in making sure the contamgjuage was agreed upon in this
transition from traditional teacher evaluationgtohoice-based evaluation system. Steve
chose and completed the portfolio approach early dhe choice-based system but was
quick to add that he was very disappointed in #o& bf follow-through from the
administrator. He painfully summarized that hisdhaork did not get validated by an
administrator; there was little or no interesteniewing his efforts. He stated: "[The
administrator] simply just signed off without rewimg or caring to ask about any portion
of my work.” Steve’s experience may not be uniginemwall too often portfolios become a
formality and not viewed as a significant evaluatmece to grow from (National Board
Resource Center, 2010). Indeed, past adminissrataght cringe to realize he/she was
guilty of doing just that -- not giving the teactaard the portfolio the time it deserves for a
comprehensive evaluation.

Another concern that Steve raised was that noemthie form of evaluation, many

of his past administrators never completed the g@nd-post-conversation which included a
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review of goals and objectives and created a congmsve approach to the evaluation
process for that year. Surprisingly, with a frattd tone, Steve also poignantly pointed
out a disturbing scenario for any teacher: “I hadwaaluation by a principal who never
came in my class.” To add to his frustration, beed that many administrators waited
until the last minute to evaluate him and thenmaptied to post-date the evaluation forms.

As a talented educator and a strong advocateedbtimal evaluation process,
Steve believed that

the most powerful thing in terms of evaluation &img somebody come into a

teacher’s class unannounced, sometimes stayingrivetes, sometimes staying

half an hour and looking at what’s going on andigeta feel for what's going on.

For teachers it raises that level of anxiety -t thBm showing [the movieDumb

and Dumbeiand the principal walks in, | better have a regthpd explanation on

how that fits into the curriculum.
When asked if he thought unannounced visits byatlministrators were welcomed by all
teachers, he replied, perhaps not surprisingly, ‘Naourse not.”

Steve was passionate about a quality educatioamyptfor his own students, but
also for students in general. He believed a strtnogk-solid" evaluation process should,
once again, be a top priority for any administratstaff. He stated:

Teachers who should not be in the classroom nebd tmunseled out of the

profession. They need to be taken out of the pstdesand to me that’s one of the

highest priorities for principals. | think it getsoved to the bottom a lot of times

because of the everyday crises that administrédoes parents and board and
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superintendents and all those other things. [Teasbeduation] gets put down and

becomes an easy scapegoat for administrators atrettdi to say "This is way too

hard, this process is way too hard and it's toceespve and it’s all this red tape."

And | think that it, yes, may take some effort bumost teachers are trying to be

able to do a good job. If they're not, [then] som@yp needs to come in and say,

"This is not the thing for you to do."

Steve often blamed sub-par teacher evaluatiorslomnistrators, teacher unions,
and sometimes teachers themselves. As a menttadcners, and having participated on
several interview committees seeking talented te@gHne said, "I'm looking for good,
competent, effective, perfectly effective teacHesll the more reason that Steve placed
much emphasis on teacher evaluation, because evadnhitted that he has been fooled by
an excellent interview and then witnessed laclobtv through once the teacher was
hired: “I've gone for people who said everythinghi...l want that and | found I've made
mistakes.”

Steve stated, “I've tried what they call the dogl @ony show for the
administrative, the formal evaluation...” With thim&ement, Steve expressed a bit of
sarcasm in his voice in painting a scenario tha m@ natural and everyday but yet, could
give an administrator on overall glimpse: “I'm ggito pick my best class and I'm going
to do all those other things but at least you geiegie me do a lesson.” His point was
simple. If an administrator could observe an effecand coherent lesson, then the
administrator should hold the teacher to that sstaedard daily.

Comparative Reflection about Evaluation
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Following a long career in teaching, Steve ultiehathat he preferred a
combination of all three methods of evaluation {fodio, administrator, and peer). He
clarified that an administrator should be direcbserving classrooms throughout the year,
no matter what method of evaluation the teachecsad. A self-reflective tool like the
portfolio was also a process that he believed atbior professional growth. Having been
a mentor to other teachers, Steve strongly beligvaidteachers should work together
observing one another and giving feedback. Hedtat

It would be great for teachers to work with otheadhers - that’s taking a risk to let

somebody else come in your classroom. | think wetdio that nearly enough. We

don’t go see what our colleagues are doing.

Teacher evaluations should be about mentoringirghand, according to Steve,
peer assistance and review could become a permpieestof an evaluation. However, he
did not overlook that all teachers may not feelilsirty. When asked why other educators
may not be as receptive to this idea, Steve repliethptly, “Because you're going to
judge me, you're going to talk about me, | canittedl that.” He continued

| think it sounds nice to be able to give teaclzechoice. People are going to do

what’'s most comfortable for them and if they've gdtuddy who they’re going to

say we’re going to work together, do they reallytilat, do they really take the
time to go in and do this on a professional basis.

The choice-based system did not come withoutdtgters though. As union
president, Steve had worked with the district @fianion and the administrators on the

contract language of the new choice-based sysWimen | asked if the faculty at MHS
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were happy to have a choice when the choice-basetiér evaluation system first
surfaced, he stated, “...this is something new taty | think some got disillusioned
about how it sounded good in theory and the praatidn’t turn out for it to be the way
that they wanted.” He added, “...people are goinfind what's easiest for them.”
Case Two: Briana Smith

Description of Personal Experience

Briana Smith was an English teacher at MHS, ctiyevorking on her doctoral
degree in Educational Leadership from a southeltiio@@a university. Teaching was a
second career for Briana Smith. She had a vesrsevprofessional background and
multiple degrees. Briana was a financial adviedhie space industry for about ten years
with a private company. She had also earned an Ki@# a local university. After having
children and volunteering in the classroom, shedgeicto return to school for her Multiple
Subject Credential with supplements in businessfiaedarts. After working as an
elementary substitute teacher for the last fourgydariana moved onto the secondary
level. She was hired in 2007 as a permanenttifa#-English teacher at MHS and has
been there ever since.

Briana worked within the Business Academy on casrfputwo years. Here, she
folded in business concepts into the English pnogaathe senior level. Briana agreed
that with such a diverse background, she couldfputh various resources and references
when it came to teaching her students. In fad,estpressed, “I'm proof that you can
reinvent yourself as many times as you want.” reggngly, Briana was also a

professional dancer for four years.
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Opinions of Evaluation Process
Briana explained that she was just recently evatland currently on-cycle to have
her teacher evaluation completed. Despite theceHoased system, Briana stated, “I chose
the administrative route because, in addition &@héng part-time, | am the Common Core
Coordinator for the district at the secondary Iévéh this coordinative role, Briana
focused on professional development and it wagadfeto get the teachers practicing and
steadily incorporating common core standards inéir iesson plans. “One of the
Assistant Principals, "Mr. Smith," came in to ex@kime. And it was a Common Core
lesson, just to see how that would work.”
Interestingly, when asked if she had the optiochmose a peer or portfolio —
Briana was quick to state, “It's always — at MH{& consistently the administrator with
the exception of [new teachers participating iniBeomg Teacher Support and Assessment
or BTSA]. ... Yes, | could have chosen portfoliopaer...Most — 99 percent of the time,
people choose the administrator route.” When agibdt was a campus culture, Briana
replied,
That'’s just the culture here and the fact thatieghonestly, it's always nice to get
feedback. And with our portfolios, we all have gpdsharing] on our school
website, and we have shared drives. So we haessiwta those quite often, and so
we just go with the feedback route.
Indeed Briana stated that she could not recalglesiteacher in her high school who chose

a different mode of evaluation despite the choioel@h
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In describing her personal experience with hetuateon with her Assistant
Principal (AP), she noted that the AP was requioesheet with her prior to the evaluation
to review the goals for the year, accomplishing bedore he/she formally came into her
classroom to observe. She continued

After the observation, you set up a time for anl@at@on. [The evaluation will]

take you into [his/her] office and discuss [theaation] and if you have any

guestions of if you wanted to focus on anything elhen you both sign off on [the

evaluation], and it goes into your file.

When pressed to answer the advantages and disadearof being evaluated by a
peer versus an administrator, Briana stated

| think, within our department, it would be fin@[be evaluated by a peer]. I think

having another teacher evaluate someone from exeliff department might be

problematic, only because things are taught sermifftly. The focus, the emphasis
is on different things. And... | don’t think any®mwould mind having another
teacher come in to evaluate them, as long as \wbgtwere being evaluated on was
clear.

Comparative Reflection about Evaluation

Briana stated that the choice-based teacher di@iusystem might become even
more advantageous with the implementation of thea@on Core standards. However,
her opinion hinged on the "ideal" of peers obseyone another out of desire and not for

the sake of a formal evaluation. She elaborated
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| don’t necessarily mean [advantageous] as favakiative purposes with the
peers, but maybe just observational rounds andsHike that, so you can see what
other people are doing. We're going to lots mogqmt-based lessons than just
direct instruction with Common Core and formal amfdrmal observations will
benefit this new approach to learning and teaching.
She believed that it would also be "extremely int@iorto have both student and teacher
portfolios in order to evaluate the Common Corsdes” and that this "combination
[would] be a lot more strategically necessarilyhia next couple of years."

Briana mentioned that "pure reflection” was wha found most meaningful in the
evaluation process. According to Briana, the eat#bm process made

you really reflect on where you want to go and wjaat want to accomplish and

then discussion with someone else about what t#nywersus what you thought

you did. That's just invaluable, and we don’t Hattnearly enough, | don’t think,

in the educational world.

It was also Briana’s belief that some teachershinthoose a portfolio or peer
option due to a sense of being more comfortablewsty results, rather than the process.”
She noted

A single lesson in a whole unit is observed whenatiministrator comes in...A

simple glimpse...A very small part of the processdAmt, a teacher can showcase

an entire unit or an entire year in results throagiortfolio or shared peer

observations throughout a particular unit or evenughout the school year.
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The above comment is an interesting take on thfengnece of an educator. Indeed, Briana
went on to say that

It's good to give [teachers] a choice, but it'® @eod because, of course, being

humans, we will choose the one that we feel mastfedable with. And | think a

lot of that has to do with how long you've beenctaag as well because, if you've

been teaching for 30 years, you're set in your wgga're set in your delivery.

You're not as open to change sometimes. And ystwvant to say, “Look, my

kids learned this. They have gotten the 5s orAthgest,” or, “They have passed

the CAHSEE,” or whatever method you want, and ghggting to change.” So |
think you should be given a choice, but perhapssfmuld mix it up throughout
the evaluation time. Like, every few years, youéhto do something else.

It was evident that Briana was open to her peemsirng in to observe and she
believed her colleagues would be more open toarghand mentoring if there were set
expectations. A simple observation cannot be juglgal. No matter if it is a colleague or
an administrator, according to Briana, there neéed® consistent, common language to
the expectations of the observation and follow-up.

Toward the end of the interview, it was clear tBaaina stood firm that there were
pros and cons to both the standard teacher evatuartid the choice-based evaluation.
Briana proceeded to share:

Well, in all honesty, the portfolio and the teachealuation; it’s really just sort of

skimmed over. | mean, at least with the Englisbagenent, and | can only speak

toward the English department and towards me, dhnick with the science

a7



department, | think quite a few of those teachergelchosen the portfolio route.
With us, it’s just a little bit more difficult.
When asked whether choice-based evaluation hdshaded to her job
satisfaction, Briana replied,
Yes, it has, and that’s the one thing | can trtriyly say with the management here
because, while | love to teach, | also love cutdoudevelopment and Common
Core and teacher preparation and all that. Anth[aidtration] really works with
you, as far as what goals do you have? And, whéthe moving from teacher to
administration or teacher to curriculum developnwriead teacher, they really
will work with you to help groom you. At least,at's my experience. And they
will give you every opportunity to pursue whategeals you think you might
want.
Case Three: Patti Jones
Description of Personal Experience
After taking several law classes and realizing na was not the career path for
her, Patti worked towards a career in teachingtéisg for a President Clinton Initiative,
America Reads, America Counts. After receivingMester’s degree and credential, she
became a teacher at Monument High School (MHShasdbeen there for the last thirteen
years. Pattiis a part-time English teacher akd,Briana, serves as a part-time Common
Core Coordinator at MHS. She reported designingn@on Core lessons and working

with a colleague to decide the direction of the @wn Core Professional Development
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for the MHS. According to Patti, the county offieas actually using her lessons as
prototypes for other districts and schools.
Opinions of the Evaluation Process

When asked if teachers had a choice in evaluafattj replied, “Yes, we have a
choice, and we have not had choice the whole [plaisteen years. ...1 think it was
probably ten years ago that [teachers] were giveimoae [of how we were evaluated].”
When asked to describe her opinion or experienctsose of her colleagues regarding the
choice-based system, Patti replied, “I've heardtess stories, and I've heard not such
successful stories.” Positively speaking, she ddde

My colleague across the hall, she’s a science t&gaahd she and another science

teacher worked on this amazing portfolio. She lamalve actually talked about

possibly working together because it really woutdalivesome with the Common

Core if we had two different disciplines doing atfalio together.

On the flip side, Patti inserted a negative réiftec “I've had colleagues that they
just are rushing to meet the minimum and not regdiying the valid feedback.”
Personally, Patti had never tried any other methdte choice-based system other than
the administration completing the formal observati®&he sat up tall and proclaimed, “I
like having administration in my room. | do, andikh that they would come into my
room more.” With that statement | quickly let P&tiow that | felt that is a sign of a
strong and confident teacher and/or a teacher whormfortable with feedback. Her reply
was framed with an analogy, “Right. And it's likeedicine. It's a practice. We’re not

perfect, and we need other eyes to give us that.”
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When the interview turned to the strengths anddliantages of a choice-based
system, Patti mentioned the concept of trust.

Some of my peers are very afraid of or not trustihthe administration. And so

they are afraid that there’s an ulterior motive witteey come into the room.

They're always afraid that they’re looking speatig for something wrong, as

opposed to something to improve on or somethingstigaod. And so | know

some of my colleagues, in that case, they reaihetid from the idea that they

have a choice, and it's lessened their stress ks we

Interestingly, Patti also saw the other side wntist and openness when it comes to
administration interacting with teachers. Foramste, Patti stated, “The more experienced
you get, the more people don’'t want to ever saytang to you. They're just so —'You're
awesome,' but | always think, no matter how awesbame, | can still improve.” Patti
stated that the most meaningful evaluations shéaddy an administrator were done
early in her career and not so much anymore.

Patti went on to explain a negative administrabbeervation and it goes back to
the idea that an administrator who only comes anttassroom two times a year for a
formal observation may only get a glimpse of adesand not appreciate the whole unit or
sequence of events pre- and post-observationi éXatained that the administrator might
get caught up in the content that Patti was tegcaim not the teaching methods. Patti
explained that once she was at the end of a uditrenclass was reviewing the content.
The administrator gave her a negative review betasked to be evaluated a second time

stating, “Maybe you should come in at the beginrahg unit or in the middle of a unit
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because maybe then you could see what it is théteytooking for, as opposed to this
idea that the students are lost.”

When asked about professional development ordiyereminders of the choice-
based teacher evaluation system, Patti respondbdawesounding

| think it would be an awesome thing to have asminder [a review of the choice-

based evaluation process]. And | also think somgtélse that would be

awesome, like what we do in our classroom, is maye® a modeling, just mini

model, like, “This is a sample page of a portfolithis is what some teachers
chose to do,” because | know that there’s lotspoioms [for evaluation], that it's

not just one method.

It seemed to be a trend that teachers have thaesgation options but they (and possibly
the administrators themselves) do not really kndvatwthe expectations and objectives are
in the execution phase.

As a follow up question, | asked Patti if she toithat some teachers would
specifically choose a selective choice-based melased on the administrator in charge.
“Yes, absolutely! At MHS, it's split —the principalould generally select to evaluate the
newer teachers and the assistant principals waulilckise rest of the [veteran] teachers
who were on cycle."

Ultimately, Patti believed that a choice-based eatbn system is good with the caveat,

| think administration needs to be in everybodyassroom regardless. They need

to — and, | mean, | also feel, at a high schoalrymunselors really need to

because, so often, our counselors are the comatttd parents. And if the
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counselor has never been in the classroom, thesetarrcan’t speak for that

teacher.

With this comment, it became clear that counsedoesnot considered a part of the
administrative staff and are not directly involiadhe evaluation process. Nonetheless, it
would be interesting to better understand if Patdomment that counselors should be in
the classrooms informally visiting to keep a fingerthe pulse, if you will, because
"counselors are the contact for the parents."”

Comparative Reflections about Evaluation

It was apparent that Patti was open to a choiceébagaluation system and
believes it has its merits. However, she alsomasd another powerful tool that a team of
teachers and other school personnel can applycdlearevaluation application, that of
structured team visits to classrooms.

They're based on medical rounds. And you haveoamof people, a team, that go

into classrooms, and it's very structured. It'sfitteen minutes only. There's a

timekeeper there. You are only allowed to writevdavhat you actually see. And

you're like, "Teacher does blank.” "Student dolesk.” "Question says, blank."

You're just writing down observations.

Once the team has observed for the fifteen mintitey,come back and write their
observations on Post-It notes and start chartengs — both positive and negative. Patti
has applied this method on another campus and wasimpressed. She approached the
administration at MHS to potentially carry out teame practice as she saw absolute worth

in charting patterns for the school’s overall caspulture and future staff development.
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“Every teacher should have a team that they’ve diesteuctional rounds with because you
start to see patterns in our school, patterns adathstudents, patterns with our teacher.”
Something of this nature is not necessarily foleatave purposes but for a school to get
an overarching idea of their culture and climate.
K-8 School Teachers
Case Four: Susan Wells
Description of Personal Experiences

Susan Wells has been with MUSD since 2000 anckotlyrholds a position at
Corral School as a part-time physical educationlteaand part-time teacher on special
assignment. As a teacher on special assignmesénSiarried out various administrative
duties such as writing grants and assisting wighethrichment program. Prior to being a
part-time teacher, Susan taught full-time physachication in combination with science.
When asked if she was selected by the adminissrédaiake on a specialist role, she
replied that she had to apply through an applicapimcess.
Opinions of the Evaluation Process

Due to the role she was in (i.e., part-time teaanel part-time teacher on special
assignment), Susan’s options for a teacher evaluatere selected for her and narrowed
down to a few set goals. She was evaluated onehgjogls and projects tied to the grant(s)
she was writing. Susan stated that she was eealiligtan administrator just the year
prior, despite the fact that there was a choidbenprocess. When reflecting back to her
previous evaluations, she replied, “Prior to titatjas always the administration that came

down. | don't...I'm trying to think back to if it wareally much of a choice or if it was
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just...” Susan took a long pause as if to stategihen...her evaluations have not been
that impactful or memorable. However, she did hfneto add: "l can't really recall. |
know that I've never been evaluated by the samgopetwice.” When | asked her if she
thought that was a positive or negative factohmevaluation process, her response was
not a reflection of Susan as a teacher but of yetem as a whole and lack of long-term
meaningfulness. She replied,

Who knows? | mean, it was one of those thingslthatsn’t a high-risk teacher.

So I would get whichever new AP came in becausé&ihe&vas like a revolving

door....Or else a coordinator. | would get peode that who would come and

observe me. And | knew it was because | did a gobdand it wasn't...l was a

non-issue.

Sadly, Susan’s testament sheds light on the teagbenspective of the flip side of
the evaluation process. Based on who is electegldluate a particular teacher is observed
as a evaluation tool before the process even bedghusit appears based on one teacher’s
account.

Susan brings up a point that I, as the intervieWadn't really heard a teacher state
out loud until now. But it was a concern that dtemticipated in the current study. Susan,
without hesitation, voluntarily stated, “One of tiiengs being a PE person that | didn’t
necessarily like was they knew nothing about whaas doing. So it really didn’t matter
what | did.” She quickly followed that up with...

Yeah. A thing that I also would notice with otlieachers is the big dog and pony

show for the one day they’d [administrators] be¢hd would say that part of the
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evaluation process would be if they’re [teachersjour list, they're

[administration] going to their classroom periodizgpopping in throughout.

This appears to raise the point of frustratiorhwiblleagues knowing that they may
have a weaker colleague and yet, that teachetag@lpull off an acceptable evaluation
for one class period, especially if that teachel $@ame lead time to prepare.

Susan is not alone in her thought when she adds

| just feel like it would be more valuable if thggt to see you throughout the year

as well as...because | know being a fellow teaclmenetimes you have one that’'s

not really strong but, man, they look good on thva day that they’re being
evaluated.
Comparative Reflections about Evaluation

It was clear that Susan had an opinion of whak#&/and what elements of the
evaluation process could be improved upon. Shelglbad her frustrations. When |
switched gears and asked Susan about the advaratadjebsadvantages of the peer to peer
evaluation and/or the selection of a portfolio, &eswer reflected the idea of trust and
whether or not you respected your colleagues enfarghem to come in and evaluate
and/or critique. She was comfortable if it wagam of colleagues who were like-minded
but was quick to add that she would not feel cotafile with a fellow teacher she did not
know well or did not share the same subject or gjtadel.

She reflected upon a positive experience whenRnwho had PE experience,

evaluated her and gave her meaningful feedbaekldéd that it is nice when someone
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really knows your craft and can give genuine feelb&She agreed indeed with the caveat
that administrators still need to ‘pop’ in on auksy, unannounced basis.

When pressed with the question, “Do you think lheas want someone popping in
on a regular basis?” Susan's response was sitmitae other reactions | received.

It depends upon the teacher. If they’re comfodabid feel good, then | would say

yeah, they'd have no problem with that. But | thaamajority — and | never

thought of myself as the typical teacher — wouldhseones on guard.

It appears that teachers want, not only themsetvescceed, the students to
succeed but overwhelming they want their colleagoesicceed. The idea that Susan
continues to make (and again she is not alonasrthbught) is that in order to succeed,
there needs to be an accountability factor premedithat comes with consistent, realistic
and a very visible, high standards evaluation systeplace. My comment was
reinforcing her thoughts. “As a colleague, youlqaioly want the teachers that you know
are struggling to really get the nurturing theydhe® the mentoring they need, or kind of
the push they need.”

Susan’s comeback to my last comment was motivatimthgood-willed in nature.

It became quickly evident that this is all too oftereality and a frustration of many
colleagues. She stated, “If [teachers] only knemabody was watching, they would
probably step up their game because they could.b&tause they can get away with it
[sub-par performance], and it's easy, why would w@nt to go the extra mile if you don’t

need to?”
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Interesting to note, Susan was relishing in tleaidf an administrator sitting with
her to assist in the outlining of her goals. Qle&Busan is appreciative of an administrator
who can be fully active member of the evaluatioocpss. “So | always liked the
administrators that would sit down with you, andiymuld have that conversation on what
exactly those goals should look like.”

Despite the idea that Susan has chosen an admaiarsio observe her for most if
not all of her evaluations, Susan does apprecete a choice. However, like many
who were interviewed prior to her and after heg appreciates the administration
observation regardless of the formal method that etesen. “I think the choice-based
system is good. But definitely, there should ke gdministrator piece...”

Trust and lack of time and support for the teaslagd administrators were a few of
the selected concerns that Susan mentioned withvildeiation process. As an
administrator understanding that having the appatgtime to dedicate to evaluations is
crucial. | was quick to add, “It's just people wahé feedback. People want it to be
reflective and good conversation and very collathegan spirit. But in theory, it’s just —
it sounds good, but it's just not happening becaifigene.” Susan agreed and added that
when there were three administrators sharing th&iation process, “...it was a little more
meaningful.”

CaseFive: Kristy Loves
Description of Personal Experience
With varied teaching experiences early in her etloal career, Kristy Loves has

a positive grasp on targeting the needs of theéraand is able to fulfill various roles
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asked of her. She has fifteen years of teachipgrence — nine at MUSD and six at
another district in the state. At the time of thierview, Kristy was teaching one period of
sixth grade and working as an enrichment speci@ighe remainder of the day. As an
enrichment specialist, she assisted in the fatditeof various small group programs that
aligned to the needs of the students. Kristy hdsgaee in Biology as well as a multiple
subject teaching credential. She has had the apptyto teach kindergarten through
tenth grade. “I've taught elementary, middle arghtschool all in this district.”
Additionally, Kristy has already earned her Mastddegree and administrative credential.
To that end, Kristy proudly proclaimed, “I feel &k’'m the multi-use employee. | bounce
wherever they need me.”

When asked whether she would like to transitida afull-time administrative
role, Kristy promptly replied, “I don’t think sol. had a really, really rough one [year]. And
it turned me off a lot.” With that we moved on aetbounded back to her teaching
experience. She explains,

| prefer the middle school, elementary school ‘@ed that fifth and sixth grade. |

like the getting ready for middle school mode dmelindependence. Those are my

favorites. They still want that little bit of ena@gement and the fifth graders, it's

all about getting ready for the middle school arttigg them ready to be

independent. | really like that.

Through teaching at a K-8 school, Kristy was dblget creative with the various
activities she presented to the different gradelevindeed, she was proud to mention a

mentoring class that she oversaw with sixth throeighth-grade students who were
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interested in possibly teaching someday. “Theesitglare like little buddies and go down
to the primary grades and build that connectiom wie kids.”
Opinions of Evaluation Process

In review of a choice-based evaluation systemsti{iinas been open to trying all
three methods of evaluation and has learned aiotigjh the varied processes.

I've done all three. I've done the portfolio. ¢\done the peer method for the first

time this year. I'd never done the peer methodtegef | did that this year, which

was pretty enlightening. And I've done the regufaditional evaluations, as well.

When asked why she chose the methods she chassy, &plains the process,

| was forced to do the general observation onesHoag until my cycle got to a

certain amount of time. So we did those for gaiteng time, and that was fine.

And | am fine doing those. | don’t mind those &t &llost of our principals come

in more often, so they see you on a regular b&&isl wanted to try something

new.

In the past, Kristy was a gifted and talented etdongGATE) facilitator and chose
the portfolio method of evaluation to showcase mairiyre enrichment-based projects that
she and the students were working on throughowdhe Her opinion of this method was
minimal and neutral as she quickly shifted her fotuthe peer evaluation method that she
just recently completed with the teacher next door.

My colleague next door encouraged this. We havdasi philosophies in

teaching, but we have drastically different teaghstyles. So it was really
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interesting to gain some perspective on how a tegdtyle — yet the same

philosophy —can change the dynamic of the classmaminthe students.

To her surprise, Kristy learned a lot about her e@aching and about her approach
to evaluation when she chose the peer model otiatrah. “I gained a lot from it and |
did not expect to.” Interesting to note, Kristyeda't think her peer learned as much or
gained as much as she did in the process. Kristitioreed that she was surprised when
she took on the role of administrator instead péar when observing her colleagues
lesson.

The biggest take away for Kristy was that eachiteacan have a very different
style of teaching and yet be just as effectivedlvering the content or material.
Additionally, since Kristy and her colleague shaoene of the same students, Kristy was
quick to pick up on the fact that many of the

students’ various personality traits came out d#ifiely based on the teacher’s

dynamics and the teacher’s personality. | leambxd about my style, and how the

things | do impact the kids, and what was posiéiad what | needed to clarify. It
was helpful.
Comparative Reflections about Evaluation

When | asked Kristy Loves if she found one metlwdd more meaningful than
another, she was quite reflective and diplomatieanresponse.

| think they all have their merits. | think thel laave something really beneficial.

There’s something about the administrator comingnid evaluating you that steps
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it up. | think it's good for teachers to be aldeptan an actual scripted lesson plan

that they actually get to implement.

However, it is poignant to point out that Kristg@almentioned that when she was
participating in the peer evaluation with her cafjae, it was her colleague that had to step
up her game and take it seriously because Krighgebed the most meaningful and
substantial evaluation regardless of who perforthecevaluation. She wanted out of it
what she was putting into to it and according tstr her colleague quickly became
much more serious about the process when Kristyedheer observations.

Kristy was not alone when she mentions that ib isvieryone’s benefit that the
administrator come and observe regardless of thibadef evaluation chosen by the
various teachers on cycle. Even though Kristy lagrdcolleague chose to work together in
the peer evaluation method, Kristy mentions thatageninistrator continued to play an
active role in guiding them through a more meanihgfocess. “And having an
administrator check in with you, and making sura’s@observing each other. “How is the
progress in terms of growth versus evaluative?*Are you seeing observations? Are
you learning things? Are you implementing anythiliferent?” She reiterates several
times over that regardless of the method, an adtnator needs to formally sit down and
check in with each of the teachers. “Even if tdey’'t have to document and submit
paperwork, have a discussion of the growth or msgthat they're working on.”

As a side note, | asked Kristy about the portfaliethod and whether she observed
or had experienced any strengths or weaknessassdf/pe of evaluation. Without

hesitation, she stated, “It's boring. It can beyMaoring. It can feel like being in college
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again.” She described the portfolio as a taskithegry detached to the classroom. She
was quick to add, “some administrators don’t eveadrit. And some will sit down with
you and talk and, “How did this go? This looksliyegood.” She goes on to explain a
specific portfolio project she completed and howgeely interested the administrator
appeared to be by giving her time to validate hlejggat in person.

And that principal — we actually sat and talkedwtlibem, and actually talked

about it and discussed it, versus just submittirognia piece of paper. And it was

real. And if | could talk about it, then you adty&now that I did it, versus me

just writing it on paper, and you asking me a goestand me going, “Um...." —

because | didn't really do it. Because you canagety with that with a portfolio;

with not doing anything.
It is apparent that she, and perhaps others, hese foustrated by the fact that some
teachers get through the evaluation process viité 0 no effort.

When asked if the choice-based system is positreeadi, Kristy promptly
responded, “Absolutely. It's a positive. But i#$ about the teacher and how they take it
seriously or not. And how they actually implem#ntlif it's purposeful.” Due to the fact
that Kristy has her administrative credential and bonsidered becoming an administrator
someday, | asked if she would offer a choice-baystem to her teachers. “l would.
Because | think they need to have some sort of eapoent, some sort of decision-
making. And it gives them a little bit more freed@and a little more choice, and | think

that is important.”
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It is evident that Kristy appreciates and is wilito try new approaches to her
teaching, and in turn, is open to receiving feelbawarious methods of evaluation. In
fact, she reflects on a positive experience wheadministrator evaluated her and it all
came down to the approach. When asked what madevtiuation process with this
particular administrator so positive, Kristy remesrdal,

The feedback that she gave - it wasn't the tradgdti@dministrative feedback that

we have: teacher does this; teacher does thigadh't very dry. It was very

warm; and observations of interactions with stusleobservations of the things
that really impact the classroom: organizatiomdh that make a difference. Not
just the lesson plan. It's, "How do you interadthwyour kids?" The human
element.

When pressed for any negative experiences surrogrhlée evaluation process,
Kristy was quick to share with me a year she haddaninistrator that came in for only a
few minutes and gave her a glowing review. Heention of this meaningless and empty
encounter was something many teachers might asseaid. Simply stated, “Nothing |
could go off of; nothing I could grow from; nothingould reflect on; nothing | could be
proud of. Nothing at all - It was just dry. Buithing was negative. Just dry.”

We steered the conversation back to the positigekaisty reemphasized that
teachers really do want their administrators inrtblassrooms. “Supportive and not
judgmental. We need that feedback now a days kecaa don't get feedback.” Kristy
explained that validation of a positive performanoeald go a long way for all teachers

and the school too. But she also realisticallynagkedged that time can be a big
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constraint in terms of honoring the evaluation psscas it was meant to be carried out. To
that end, she also stated that a choice evalusyistem could only be effective if the
teachers and administrators take it seriously.

District Administrator

Case 6: Brooke Grand

Description of Personal Experience

Brooke Grand is the Associate Superintendent cdd?erel in MUSD. However, it
is a highlight to note that she started her cangtr MUSD at MHS as a Language Arts
and Social Studies teacher in 1998. She had beérthvé district for sixteen years and the
choice-based system of evaluation was in place wherstarted as a teacher.

As the Associate Superintendent of Personnel, Bxéakl a larger perspective of
the evaluation process, especially having beeacher working within the choice-based
system and now as a district administrator, ovemgede entire process. Indeed, she was
quick to correct the title they [MUSD] used for ttleoice-based evaluation method -
MUSD calls it The Alternative Evaluation Form. érbfore, a teacher can have the
traditional administrative observation or the Attative Evaluation Form, meaning that the
peer and portfolio models could be chosen as teenaltive forms of evaluation.

In her present position, Brooke outlines the systéevaluation stating, “Teachers
have to be tenured and in good standing — in atloeds, in our traditional system you
either get an “S” or a "U", so you have to haveSadl on the traditional from your past

too.” She proceeded:
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You would have had at least two evaluations: twaryef evaluations if you start

at Probationary 1 — Probl; Prob 2 and then youd §year is tenure. That year you

really aren’t evaluated because once you hit tepowehave one year off, and then
the following year you are evaluated. So we daleation] every other year, but
when you are a ten-year tenured teacher, thenaoga on to an every five-year
cycle. However, if at any time a principal wouikkl to interrupt that cycle, and
there is some cause for concern they can put tadeafcher] back on every other
year cycle. And it's at the principal’s discretiofhat’s in our contract. It could
be any issue. Bitit's not defined. So in thapees our contract is very good.

When asked about the origin of the choice-basetésywithin MUSD, Brooke
gave a historical view into the transition process.

The choice-based system started in the 1990sn’t klmow the exact date, but it

originated through the Association for Californieh8ol Administrators (ACSA).

And they were encouraging alternative forms of eafabn that were more

meaningful, possibly, than a dog and pony show te speak.

She further explained that principals and supemoh¢ats were very involved in
ACSA and when they heard about the alternativenoptthrough this professional
organization, administration shared the idea withteachers' union and they and the
district negotiated a new evaluation system to igi@teachers with evaluation options.
When asked about negotiations, Brooke stateslieategotiations were smooth and
uneventful as the alternative forms/choice-baseduations were very well received. “It

was written and proposed by management and it wasrch of a collaborative effort, to
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be honest. But they [union] were very happy with When asked if it was well received
by the teachers, Brooke replies, “Well, | think smdy welcomed it.”

She mentioned that in the peer process, a teaohét select two other teachers to
work with (up to three teachers working togethen) a teacher could also select to present
a new program as a portfolio option. She continoealdd clarity to the alternative form of
evaluation system by stating, “Typically wheresidione the most is at the elementary or at
grade level — like third grade.” She gave the gXarthat all of the teachers at a grade
level will get together and select a project; feample, the implementation of instructional
technology. All of the grade level teachers wogdd together to write up the proposal and
the principal would have to approve the projecpposal.

She proceeded to add that the school, as a whal&] benefit from teachers
coming together to pilot a project, as was the éasa few of the schools in MUSD. She
mentioned instructional technology and more spealify, two campuses were piloting a
Response to Intervention (Rtl) project. So teasleuld exercise the initiative to choose a
project allowing for flexibility, collegiality anéhnovation. To back up this claim, Brooke
reiterated, “Results say that teachers do well vithey have autonomy, and this gives
them some autonomy to develop their own professenelopment.”

When asked about the secondary level and why mitnedeachers appeared to
be driven by the more traditional model of evaloiat- administrative observation, Brooke
replied with,

Yes, at the secondary level it is rare to see ¢sersdary teachers do the project.

And | don’t know if it's because there is a timamaitment, or a culture of a little
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more, “My classroom is my classroom type of thing$ opposed to being more

collaborative.

She stated that the vast majority of the teacaietise middle and high levels chose
to be formally evaluated by the administrator. iBes the time factor, she further
explained that perhaps the difference is in theucellof elementary schools being more
team oriented and project based; therefore, traetary naturally leans towards a more
alternative form of evaluation system.

Teachers who were on cycle for evaluation all hde@&dlines to meet, as does the
administrator.

They have deadlines for submitting a proposalhag to be submitted by October

1%, and then the principal approves it by Octobé?, Had then they have a

mandatory midpoint progress check, which they'lidao later than January™5

When asked if the administrators were still expgtteobserve teachers, both
formally and informally, regardless of the altematform of evaluation, Brooke promptly
replied, “ Oh yes, Walk-throughs, yes. That's mdrthe culture here.” Having been a
principal and now overseeing Personnel, she reaffmeimportance of walk-throughs and
stated, “It's actually an expectation of our prpads. They are to get into every teacher’'s
classroom at least once a month. That's an exjp@tta She quickly backed that up by
stating that they [MUSD] would like more frequemits into classrooms but she also
understands the reality of time.

Interestingly, Brooke Grand added that principagehto show documentation that

they have visited and observed the teachers ondagipus. “So basically they would see
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each teacher nine times minimum. And it could\zenea five or ten minute visit.” She
added that frequent visits allows for an admintstréo learn so much about teachers and
the overall campus climate.

When addressing the topic of strengths and weaksedshe alternative
form/choice-based evaluations, Brooke, once agaémtioned that a strong principal is
going to have an agenda to have certain teachdmmevarious projects for the benefit of
the whole school as the vehicle to get the evalnatompleted. “Well the strength is that
you can get some of your district priorities; go&iscourage teachers to move that way,
and build strength in a particular program or sdnmgt.” However, she was careful to
note that teachers like autonomy and want to takeecship of their classroom; which
feeds into their creativity and some of their owterests. So finding that balance and the
acceptance of a wide range of projects was keydmtwweachers and administrators.

When she discussed weaknesses, she mentione@#nelclide between the
elementary and secondary. She also mentioneadnanistrators need friendly reminders
that they are still expected to observe all classi®regardless of the method of evaluation
that a teacher chose. She explained a potenpaigtieto principals, “This is not you
giving up your opportunity of going into the classm at all, in fact if anything, this might
help the teacher attend to an area that they meagjprove.” Some teachers want to get
better at certain things and they may be encourtgaddress that area of improvement
for future evaluations. This being another exangble positive element of having choice,

“It allows the teachers to choose areas wherettegyimprove their practice.” However,
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once again, she recognized that this could be ¢oneuming and stressful to the teacher
who may already be overwhelmed.

When asked if the alternative form of evaluatios had a positive impact on
teaching and learning, Brooke genuinely pausedepited, “Well, | think it gives them
permission to try to take risks and to try new paogs or new processes - To try
something different. Absolutely! Because we wargncourage [risk-taking].”

She also added, “I predict with Common Core, thatmight have more secondary
teachers choose the alternative.” Her rationals that the Common Core Standards are
asking teachers to approach their units and legksms differently, hence, it lends itself to
a redefined approached already. To that end, ¢éeacne asked to become more project
based and redesign units to include multiple cdrdaesas.

Comparison Across Teacher Cases
I ntroduction

Previous literature suggested that a choice-basaxhéer evaluation system has
allowed for an open dialogue and a more open-eagptbach to teacher evaluations
within some school districts across California.r @ purpose of this study, five teachers
within the Master Unified School District, alongttvione district administrator within the
same district, were interviewed. Through a sevfeguestions, all six individuals
expressed varying perspectives as well as simidigyned thoughts of the choice-based

teacher evaluation system.
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Similarities

With regard to demographic/background charactesgtll of the teachers
interviewed had at least eight years in the fidl - 12 teaching. It was evident that the
teachers involved were well versed in educationaechighly respected by their peers and
administrative teams. To that end, each were akasdsist in leadership roles on campus.
For example, Steve Piece was a mentor teacher JBa#éis was a Co-Coordinator for
Common Core and Kristy Loves was an Rtl Enrichn8pecialist, to name a few.

All of the teachers, including the assistant sugendent of personnel, emphasized
the importance of a strong teacher evaluation gcédditionally, all five teachers
interviewed directly or indirectly expressed it waest to maintain a choice-based system
versus the traditional administrative model. Krisbve stated that a choice-based
evaluation system, “allows for empowerment; sonré gfodecision-making. It gives them
[teachers] freedom and a little more choice, athdnk that is important.” Steve Piece
responded, “I think it sounds nice to be ableit@ geachers a choice and people are going
to do what’s most comfortable for them.” Throughbis interview, he suggested, teacher
evaluations need to be valued more and be obsas/adyreater, more meaningful tool
regardless of the choice. Briana Smith, who chbeeatministrator option, indicated that
some teachers might choose a portfolio or peeppptue to a sense of being more
comfortable "showing results, rather than the psece She noted

A single lesson in a whole unit is observed whenatiministrator comes in...A

simple glimpse...A very small part of the processdAmt, a teacher can showcase
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an entire unit or an entire year in results throagiortfolio or shared peer

observations throughout a particular unit or e\Veoughout the school year.
And, Patti Jones who chose administrator evaluatiated:

My colleague across the hall, she’s a science t&gaahd she and another science

teacher worked on this amazing portfolio. She lamalve actually talked about

possibly working together because it really woutdalivesome with the Common

Core if we had two different disciplines doing atfalio together.

It was also very clear that elementary and secgrtéachers had a delineated
thought process when it came to the choice-basmthée evaluations. It was stated by
several teachers that the secondary teachers emabrhoice, however due to time
constraints and, at times, a lack of collaborationst selected the administrative
observation. A secondary teacher, Briana SmitlestdMost — 99 percent of the time,
people choose the administrative route.” She \waalsng about her secondary
colleagues. She wasn’t alone in this thought asthministrator interviewed for the study
(Brooke Grand) also made a point to say that, “[Eletary and secondary are different
cultures. [Elementary] is more team oriented; grbpased...as opposed to secondary —
although with Common Core, it might get interesting

It appeared to be an assumption that teachergstnodd and had a clear vision of
the choice-based teacher evaluation process.mittiamong teachers who did not select
the peer or portfolio option themselves, they nbelketss stressed the advantages of those

options.
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Further, it was apparent to some teachers thdtdgaélopment and teacher
training could be a helpful and possibly necessargponent in order to better define and
review the process. Further, not only did mostheas believe administration should be in
the classrooms on a regular basis, the teacherviedved conveyed that they would like
the feedback to be constructive and motivatinguejgdgmental in nature.

Common Core was also a driving force to reviewdheice based evaluation
system with greater applications. Briana Smitkesta” | think it will become more
advantageous with the implementation of Common @ofreve a combination of the
three. So I think probably a combination will beoamore strategically necessary in the
next couple of years.”

Differences

There were also some differences among the teaaler were interviewed. With
regards to background, three teachers (Steve Beema Smith and Patti Jones) taught at
the high school level and two (Susan Wells, Krlstyes) at the elementary level (K-8).
The five teachers also taught in a variety of sttbgeeas including social studies (Steve
Piece), English (Briana Smith and Patti Jones)slay education and science (Susan
Wells) and 5th/6th grade multiple-subject (KristgMes). Moreover, differences existed in
the evaluation options exercised by the teachessiggested above. Specifically, three
teachers, two at the high school level (Briana Bpktatti Jones) and one at the K-8 level
(Susan Wells) chose the administrator option. Tiheis, one at the high school level
(Steve Piece) and one at the elementary level fKrisves) spoke of all three options

experienced in their career (administrator, poidfand peer).
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There were two major differences in opinion aboteation generally. The first
had to do with the value of having others, typicalliministrators, observe their teaching.
Four of the five teachers mentioned that they waygdreciate the administrator(s) coming
through their classroom regardless of their volgnthoice of evaluation. They saw
formal and informal visits by the administratioane a necessary tool to keep a positive
morale and a nurturing partnership between the fsfiite and the classroom culture.

Most advocated additional or unannounced obsemstiar simply the value of
administrative observation. For example, Steved said, "The most powerful thing in
terms of evaluation is having somebody come irteaaher’s class unannounced,
sometimes staying five minutes, sometimes stayaigam hour and looking at what's
going on and getting a feel for what’s going onfidA Patti Jones stated, “I like having
administration in my room. | do, and | wish thia¢y would come into my room more.”
Kristy Loves added, "There's something about thmiaidtration coming in and evaluating
you that steps it up." But she added, evaluatiostrna meaningful, and provided an
example of an administrative evaluation in whiclréhwas "nothing | could grow from" or
"be proud of." Brooke Grand, the district admirastr, had similar thoughts regarding
regular visits by the administrative staff regasglef a choice-based system, as regards
frequency of evaluation. She described a buittigtrict expectation that each teacher will
be observed at least once a month by an admimstegjualing nine visits a year.

However, Susan Wells believed that although teaorild be "that administrative
piece" in a choice-based system, many teachersdwmilbe receptive to regular

classroom visits by the administrator.
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It depends upon the teacher. If they’re comfodabid feel good, then | would say
yeah, they’d have no problem with that. But | thanmajority — and | never
thought of myself as the typical teacher — wouldhseones on guard.

Interesting to note, and a bit of a twist in opmi®atti Jones noted that a choice-
based system might be particularly beneficial é&achers who were cautious about having
administration enter their classrooms. As she noted

Some of my peers are very afraid of or not trustththe administration. And so

they are afraid that there’s an ulterior motive witeey come into the room.

They're always afraid that they’re looking spealig for something wrong, as

opposed to something to improve on or somethingstgaod. And so | know

some of my colleagues, in that case, they reaihefieed from the idea that they
have a choice, and it's lessened their stress ks we

In addition, and generally speaking, teachersvaaigd ideas of what might be
helpful in making the teacher evaluation more éffec For example, Patti Jones
suggested the value of observational rounds, Iigeteaching to medical practice. She
also mentioned that in high schools, counselorditrbg included as classroom observers
because "so often, our counselors are the cordattd parents.” Kristy Loves and Susan
Wells stressed the value of feedback in the evialugrocess. Susan, for example, said
"It's just people want the feedback. People wattt Ide reflective and good conversation
and very collaborative in spirit. But ... it's jugit happening because of time." Kristy
Loves said that feedback needed to be "supportidenat judgmental,” adding, "We need

that feedback now a days because we don't getdekdiSteve Piece indicated that
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having done a portfolio he had wanted more follbwatigh, validation and review by an
administrator. Others stressed that teachers sleufdore aware of evaluation options
and how they might be exercised.

In sum, teachers embraced the value of a choiseebsystem and could point to
specific examples where the less than typical @soie peers or portfolios -- might have
been helpful to themselves or to other teachensh&y teachers offered a variety of
suggestions about methods of improving teachewatiah including more frequent
classroom observations and within a choice-bassi@symaking teachers aware of

potential options.
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CHAPTER V

OVERVIEW, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS

As of late, teachers in some California distrltdse been introduced to a choice-
based system of teacher evaluation based on tlodiaiggns between unions and the
districts (Collinson et al., 2009; Conley & GlasmaA08; Palazuelos & Conley, 2007). As
such, it is important to understand the perspestofdeachers regarding teacher evaluation
systems that are based on teacher choice of ewalUdie research questions for this study
were:

1. What are teachers’ descriptions of their choice,doice-based evaluation
process, and the evaluation process that followed?

2. What do teachers perceive to be the strengths aa#trvesses of the evaluation
process they experienced?

3. What differences do teachers perceive betweenéiperiences in the current
evaluation compared to previous experiences wablter evaluation?

This chapter first presents an overview of thelgtisome relationships between
study findings and previous literature are thernrased, followed by implications for
research and implications for practice.

Overview of the Study

Chapter | provided a background about some pezdadeficiencies and questions
about the teacher evaluation systems present ity puslic school districts. It then
outlined some policy developments in Californiaceii997, when the state developed the
California Standards for the Teaching Professid®T(E). One development, in some
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districts, was to place renewed emphasis on ciggatandards-based systems of teacher
evaluation, with some of those further placing ampkasis on choice-based teacher
evaluation systems. This chapter explained theqaarpf this study, which was to explore
teachers' views of evaluation in a choice-basetésys a medium-sized, suburban
California district.

Chapter Il reviewed select literature relatedetacher evaluation for this study. In
this chapter, teacher evaluation was discussedefteative tool; thus, enabling conditions
such as the provision of high quality feedback weeatified. Among the studies and
conceptual overviews of teacher evaluation revieinetis chapter were those of
Collinson et al. (2009), Sosanya-Tellez (2010), dagtens and Devos (2009). In addition,
the chapter reviewed some emerging trends aimedrtbaltering teacher evaluation
including the movement toward a choice-based etialuanodel in some California
districts.

Chapter Ill discussed some parameters of the stadyprovided the framework by
which the study was conducted. The chapter reviahedetting of the study and provided
the demographics of the school district and spesithools from which the teachers and
administrator were giving their point of referencehe school district served
approximately 7,000 students in a medium-sized da#yuarea situated northwest of Los
Angeles. Master Unified School District (MUSD) Inded six K-5 elementary schools,
one K-8 school, two middle schools, one comprelvenisigh school, and one continuation

high school. Demographics within the district weeen as diverse, with approximately 34
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percent eligible for free or reduced priced lungh®&S percent minority students, and 19
percent English language learners (ed.data.k12,c2013-14).

The chapter proceeded to review the qualitativihous, including the permission
and consent processes, the interview protocoltlaafinal transcription. Upon receiving
permission from the district superintendent, setmiesured interviews were conducted
with the consent of five teachers and one diséiithinistrator. As suggested by Creswell
(2014), the interviews were conducted in a "natsedling," the teacher’s classroom or the
administrator’s office. The interviews were recauichnd verbatim transcripts produced.
The transcripts were reviewed in order to extrattggns and themes from the interviews
and conversations (Hitchcock & Hughes, 1989).

Chapter IV presented the data in six narrativersanes, five for each individual
teacher and one representing the district assistgrgrintendent. The summaries were
based on the coded transcripts. Each summaryibledd¢he teacher’s or administrator’s
views in the context of personal experiences: ,gastent, and future reflection of
highlights and concerns with teacher evaluationd,raore specifically with the choice-
based evaluation system. The views and opiniotiseofeachers and administrator were
then compared and contrasted.

Chapter V was the concluding chapter that outlithedprevious chapters and
framed the study’s purpose as well as summarizedindings. More specifically, the
current chapter described the relationship of tireetit study to previous literature and

various implications for future research and practi
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Relationship to Previous Literature

Teachers fundamentally want to develop and semrie skudents and campus
community with pride and purpose. However, witi@ion under social scrutiny,
numerous scholars have reviewed the accountapiiggtices of the teaching profession
and have begun to question the best way to prayielater development and a more
constructive framework for teacher evaluationscollective effort was put forth in some
California school districts to shift the practicdgeacher evaluation systems to become
more collaborative and allow for teacher selectbmarious evaluation options. In the
district under study, a choice-based teacher etialuaystem had been developed in the
late 1990s. The five teachers interviewed wereds$ketheir individual opinions
regarding the strengths, weaknesses and overapaasons of the various options
(portfolio, peer, administrative) they were provdde

All of the teachers, including the assistant sugendent of personnel, emphasized
the importance of a strong teacher evaluation goegeneral. Additionally, all five
teachers interviewed directly or indirectly expexbshat it was best to maintain a choice-
based system versus the traditional administraiwdel. One interviewee linked the
choice-based evaluation system to the provisideather empowerment, decision-
making, and freedom. This view is consistent wighelPson and Peterson's (2006)
suggestion that teachers "share the authority uaebin personnel evaluation" (as cited in
Sosanya-Tellez, 2010).

The potential advantages of a choice-based modebhuoher evaluations have also

been suggested in previous works by Palazuelo€antey (2008), Palazuelos (2007),
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Conley and Glasman (2008), and Collinson et alD920For example, Conley and
Glasman suggested that choice in evaluation coeiddwed as part of a larger shift in
teacher evaluation that would "alter the advers#&oige of evaluation” (p. 77). They noted
that this type of evaluation system could be ph#& professional model that would
structure both the school organization and teaetaiuation. In this model, collaboration,
teacher risk taking, and two-way communication leetmvevaluators and teachers would
be capitalized upon. In making this point, thegdiPalazuelos (2007) survey study of 300
teachers from three high schools and interviewnaf teacher in a district using a choice-
based model in California. They noted:

In the district studied, a veteran English teackararked that the "idea that

teachers would have some choice as to how they geeng to be evaluated" has

been of continuous appeal to teachers (Palazu2d63, p. 136). ...In addition,

[this teacher] described her partner collaboratwith an agriculture teacher, as a

"great collaboration” that featured exchange abinfation about student writing

and reading" (p. 79).

This emphasis on teacher collaboration is condistéh related literature. Indeed,
several teachers interviewed for this study mesetbthat aspects of the evaluation system,
particularly the choice of a peer evaluator or@ugrportfolio project might further teacher
collaboration. Similarly, Leithwood (2001) recomndex that approaches to
accountability should encourage school leaderséotivie most progressive and
professional practices to assist staff in the idieation of professional standards for their

work. Leithwood seemed to suggest that teachduatians should continue to be

80



observed as an opportunity to extend the collalmraiomponent and highlight extensive
hard work and positive strides being made campds .wMore specifically, and perhaps
more importantly, is the increased teacher autonanayresponsibility.

One contribution of this study was to point to et potential advantages of choice
in teacher evaluation beyond previous literatutedc(e.g., Palazuelos, 2007). For
example, in this study, one high school teachetrasted administrator observation with
what could be accomplished in a portfolio that hgjtted "results” as opposed to process.

A single lesson in a whole unit is observed whenatiministrator comes in...A

simple glimpse...A very small part of the processdAmt, a teacher can showcase

an entire unit or an entire year in results throagiortfolio or shared peer
observations throughout a particular unit or eVeoughout the school year.
And, another high school teacher who chose admatistevaluation pointed to the value
of portfolios as an evaluation option:

My colleague across the hall, she’s a science e&gaaehd she and another science

teacher worked on this amazing portfolio. She ldmalve actually talked about

possibly working together because it really woutdalwesome with the Common

Core if we had two different disciplines doing atfalio together.

In addition, it was found in this study that teashperceived that time constraints
in secondary schools may have encouraged teachsetect administrative observation
(as opposed to partner or portfolio options). Mmbgon that time constraints are an issue
in teacher evaluation has appeared in previouslitee; for example, by Frase and

Streshly (1994). They noted that lack of time wees/plent, but could also be a "popular
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excuse for not spending more time in classroomscanducting evaluations” (p. 53).
They stated:

We know that everyone has twenty-four hours inya @ae fact is that successful

principals do spend a major portion (40-50%) ofrtday in classrooms while

unsuccessful ones do not (Sagor,1992). This diaa@pis a simple matter of
priorities at every level of school administration.

This observation, as applied to this study, migigigest that could more time and
attention be provided to administrative observatiat only might the quality of
administrative observation improve, but also teexl@ad schools might make use of a
fuller array of evaluation options.

Another study finding was that not only did masdc¢hers believe administration
should be in the classrooms on a regular basisttelachers conveyed that they would
like the feedback to be constructive and motivatiagsus judgmental in nature. Frase and
Streshley (1994) echoed this sentiment as welingot

Evaluation or supervision can and should be a mebpsoviding feedback and

direction for improvement. The value of feedbackupported in many

professions. To paraphrase Bennis and Nanus (188a)eness of a need for
improvement is the springboard of hope. Accuratkstraightforward feedback
regarding performance, whether it comes directiynflan evaluator, mentor, or
professional analysis of a videotape, is cruciairtprovement. As Blanchard

(1981) whimsically but earnestly said, "feedbactis breakfast of champions.”

This is particularly true for educators. Researgtort after research report tells us
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that educators' motives for being in the professignaltruistic. They want to

serve; they want to help others learn. Construdeeeback is fundamental to

achieving this goal. (p. 51).

Interestingly, Common Core was also a driving fdceeview the choice based
evaluation system with greater applications. As tmacher stated, “ | think it will become
more advantageous with the implementation of Com@aire to have a combination of
the three [evaluation options]. So | think prolyadlcombination will be a lot more
strategically necessary in the next couple of yearsius, greater attention might be
provided in the literature to the implications b&étCommon Core reform effort for teacher
evaluation policy and practice.

An additional study finding was that most teachmentioned that they would
appreciate administrators' visits/observation$éirtclassrooms, regardless of which
evaluation option they exercised. They saw formal imformal visits by the
administration team as a necessary tool to keesiéiye morale and a nurturing
partnership between the front office and the ctawmsrculture. As one teacher stated, "The
most powerful thing in terms of evaluation is haysomebody come into a teacher’s class
unannounced, sometimes staying five minutes, sameststaying half an hour and looking
at what's going on and getting a feel for what'shgoon." And, another: “I like having
administration in my room. | do, and | wish thia¢y would come into my room more.”
These observations are consistent with the empimatiig literature on administrative

involvement and feedback (Kimball, 2002; Tuyten®é&vos, 2009).
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However, one teacher speculated that although ghereld be "that administrative
piece" in a choice-based system, some teacherds noglbe receptive to frequent
classroom visits by the administrator. This addawionary note to literature advocating
this administrative involvement.

It depends upon the teacher. If they’re comfodabid feel good, then | would say

yeah, they’d have no problem with that. But | thanmajority — and | never

thought of myself as the typical teacher — wouldhseones on guard.
Implicationsfor Future Research

This study contributed to existing literature eadher evaluation by exploring the
perspectives of teachers within one district théizad a choice-based approach to
evaluation. Although this type of evaluation haddrae increasingly utilized in districts in
California, it has rarely been investigated. Amaimg limitations of this study of five
teachers and one administrator were:

1. Not all of the teachers interviewed in the stiudgw of any other method of
evaluation but the choice-based model. Therefamparisons with other models of
evaluation were not possible for some study paaiais.

2. The study was conducted with a small sampleadhers in a single medium
sized (suburban) district in southern Californiadiétrict with other characteristics (urban,
rural) or with a different method of teacher choa¢e@valuation might have yielded
different results.

Given these limitations, a different study couldexne an evaluation system that

had been more recently implemented, whereby teachght compare previous
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evaluations with an administrator model with a ckdbased model. In addition, a study
could examine a choice-based model in a differend &f district, such as one that was
urban or rural.

Several additional studies could be envisionedtfFar study could be conducted
that would capture administrators' or union leadeesvs of a choice-based system. These
views might capture the administrative demandsragdirements of the system. A
previous study (Palazuelos, 2007) noted that acoptd one teacher interviewed the
evaluation system would not be burdensome so "&@ngveryone understands what you're

supposed to be," "make sure teachers understandivgnaresponsibilities are," and
"communicate with and monitor everybody." A studyadministrative perspectives might
expand on these considerations. Second, a futudg stight compare different
approaches to choice-based evaluation. For exasmiee districts might elect to provide
only two choices, or require that teachers not gdachoose the same method. Third, a
study of the conduct of labor-management negohatmuld be conducted, providing
insight for other districts or union organizatiamtemplating such an approach.
Implicationsfor Practice

This study also has several implications for pcagtparticularly for district
administrators and/or union leaders who are consigleleveloping or implementing a
choice-based teacher evaluation system.
1. Study findings suggest that staff developmeghirbe considered at the district

level for site administrators and at the scho@ssfor all teachers. A simple review at the

beginning of each school year might benefit alihaf stakeholders. As one participant in
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this study stated, "I think it would be an awesdhrg to have as a reminder [a review of
the choice-based evaluation process]." Staff dgweémt could provide for the objectives,
expectations from both the teachers and the adiratoss. It would allow for clear
parameters and define an infrastructure that atlgsacan respect and uphold.

2. Staff development could also reinforce the @geional language to be used
throughout the process of a choice based evalusyistem. It would allow for
transparency and a common language. For instéme@ortfolio option was viewed as
useful yet also at times ambiguous in terms ofetine product.

3. Districts and unions might consider giving exéas of group portfolio projects
that could be undertaken by teachers. One teachbisi study suggested "modeling," i.e.,
"This is a sample page of a portfolio. This is wkame teachers chose to do." To take
another example, Common Core standards were medtionseveral interviewees in
relation to possible portfolio projects and/or ajpct-based peer models. Examples of
these and other projects might encourage moreadafistachers to participate in this less
utilized option in the choice based evaluationeysin this study.

4, Districts could consider differences betwelementary and secondary schools in
their design of such a system. The district adrtrizisr interviewed for the study
suggested that the culture of secondary schooldesasnviting for such an approach. In
addition, some secondary teachers said that theopomight work better in some
departments than others. Taking some of these alsriréo consideration might

strengthen the evaluation system's design andfubke evaluation options it proposes.
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Further Conclusions and Reflections

The landscape of education has been rapidly chgragid many individuals have
challenged the effectiveness of teachers alongvéye(Conley & Glasman, 2008). In light
of the professional accountability for teacher perfance, many districts, unions, and
teachers themselves, have joined forces to re\aad/jn some cases, redefine the teacher
evaluation system. To this point, in Californiasree districts have collectively negotiated
a choice-based teacher evaluation system versusathigonal administrative model. The
five veteran teachers in the current study haveloded that the choice-based teacher
evaluation system, as it stands in their distd@rmployment, gives them freedom to be
creative and allows them to take risks. It was alsted by one teacher that the choice-
based teacher evaluation system makes them feel engpowered by allowing them
options and some autonomy. Regardless of havitigra it was evident that the teachers
want meaningful feedback from their administratibat will allow for professional
growth. Teachers want to improve and are not@t@work hard and demonstrate their
competencies and vulnerability if they know thatitladministration will be supportive
and constructive in their feedback.

It was clear that teachers want the administratidoe visible in their classrooms in
order to review, reinforce, and/or redefine teaghanross the campus. It was also a
collective perception by most that on-going adntraisve classroom visits, despite the
choice of evaluation, had the potential to creat®ae cohesive campus community and a

more comprehensive plan for improvement. In tligipular study, it was a district
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expectation that the administrative staff wouldrbeach teacher’s classroom at least once
a month.

When viewing the choice-based system, some ofehehers thought it might be
wise if the evaluation system was a combinatioallafree options: portfolio (self-
reflection), peer (collaborative in nature) and tfaglitional administrative visit (executive
feedback). This opinion suggests that teacherwidiieg to put the time and effort into
their professional responsibilities and become exdhle to one another in order to reach

their greatest potential as a teacher.
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Appendix

Appendix A: Consent Form

Research Participant Information and Consent Form

Explanation: You are being asked to participate in aresearch
study investigating the perspectives of teachetls megards to
teacher evaluations in a choice based system.

Rightsto Participate: Participation inthis research project is
completely voluntary. You have the right to say fou may
change your mind atany time and withdraw. You ktayosenot
to answer specific questions.

Compensation: You understand that you will not be
compensated for your time other than a small taken
appreciation - $25.00 gift card.

Contact: If you have concerns or questions about this study,
please contact Laura Wellington at (805) 276-333dl. If you
have gquestions about your role and rights as &jgamt, you may
contactthe Office of Research at University afifornia, Santa
Barbara.

Documentation of Informed Consent: Your signature below
means that you volu ntarily agree to participatéhis research
study.

Print Name School

Signature Date
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Part |

Appendix B

Interview Protocol

Descriptive research question: What are teachers’ descriptions of their chdice,

choice-based evaluation process, and the evaluatamess that followed?

|. Opening

1.
2.

Part Il

Welcome and thanks

Questions will be open ended with some questionsrbgng more specific. We

will allow approximately one-half hour to 45 minatior the interview.

Reminder about digital recording and written pesias will be provided.

Please briefly describe your teaching background.

When were you last formally evaluated?

Why did you choose a [administrator, peer] as yauaiuator?

. Probes include: fairness, experience of you/evatyaust,
administrator/peer background, making evaluatidisaussion, gender,
joint project etc.

Please describe the process you and the [administpeer] followed in the

evaluation process?

I1. Opinion research question: What do teachers perceive to be the strengths and

weaknesses of the evaluation process they exped@nc

1. What are your perceptions of the strengths,thed the weaknesses of choosing

a [admin/peer] over a [admin/peer]?
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a. Strengths:
b. Weaknesses
2. Had you chosen an [admin, peer—the other optiordtwiould have been
the strengths/weaknesses?
a. Strengths:
b. Weaknesses:
3. What did you find most meaningful about the persgbmvaluation process you
experienced?
What would have improved the experience for you?
In your view, what are the strengths if any of imgvchoice of an evaluator?
What are the weaknesses of having a choice of alnaor?
What in the school/district facilitates teacherlaation?

What in the school/district is a barrier/obstaclegacher evaluation?

© © N o 0 &

Do you think the choice-based system has contribiatgour satisfaction as a

teacher?

Part Il
[11. Comparative question: What differences do teachers perceive between their
experiences in the current evaluation compareddei@us experiences with teacher
evaluation?
1. Could you compare your most recent experientie twacher evaluation to those
you had earlier on in your career?
Part IV

IV Wrap-up
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. Some might say that weaker teachers might choass jps a way to avoid
administrator evaluation. How would you respondhis criticism?
. Thank you for participating in this study. Is thergything else that | didn’'t ask

that you would like to add?
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Appendix C

District Information about the Evaluation System

Master Unified School District
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PROPOSAL
2013 - 2014

In lieu of the standard evaluation process by adtrator observation, tenured certificated
employees who received all satisfactory performanagngs on their most recent
performance evaluation may elect to implement &err@dtive evaluation option with the
evaluator's approval of the Alternative Evaluati®troposal. Alternative Evaluation
Proposals are due to the evaluator by tH2 &gy of instruction — October 3. The proposal
must be approved by the evaluator by November therevaluation will automatically
revert to the standard evaluation process. Teadmer expected to schedule a mid-year
progress conference by the"™@ay of instruction — February 5 with the evaluaod a
final assessment conference with the evaluataraat I60 days before the end of the school
year — April 11. An incomplete or poorly implemeahtaiternative evaluation will result in
an evaluation the subsequent year using the stedaftuation process.

Proposal due: October 3, 2013

Administrative approval by: November 1, 2013
Mid-year progress conference by: February 5, 2014
End of year conference by: April 11, 2014

NAME SCHOOL YEAR

PARTNER OR TEAM MEMBERS
(If applicable)

ALTERNATIVE SELECTED

o Partner — This is a peer-coaching model in which teaclomitaborate, coach and
apprise progress toward professional developmealsg®equirements: at least two
peer observations with pre/post conferences, atenritself-reflection for each
observation, and a final self-evaluation.

o Portfolio — Based on the Professional Growth goals and @nild Standards for the
Profession selected, the teacher develops a portfeith reflections to validate
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professional development. Requirements: at ldase portfolio selections with a
written self-reflection for each selection, andraf self-evaluation.

o Research Action Team — This is a team investigation of a selected topioject or
problem through research and discussion. RequirEmeat least six meetings of the
team to discuss and research a designated toé&pnpa mid year self-reflection, a
written and oral report of findings concerning tbpic, and a final self-evaluation.

PROPOSAL.: - Attach a one page narrative summaigwhill addresses the proposal components listed

below.

1. California Standards for the Teaching ProfessioRoeus Areas SelectdBased on
self-assessment on the California Standards for Tkeaching Profession, what
Standards have you targeted for professional dpuatot this year?

2. Description of Project or Activities Including Tirige
Describe the project or activities you will implemigo achieve growth toward the
Standards you selected. Include a timeline showivtien activities will be
accomplished including the mid and end of year emrfces with the evaluator.

3. Outcomes
How will the implementation of this proposal impeostudents’ learning and assist you
to achieve professional growth toward selectedd&tats for the Teaching Profession?

4. Evaluation

What type of evidence or criteria (reflections,d&nt work/assessments, research etc.)
will you use to evaluate your professional growth?

SIGNATURE OF TEACHER OR TEACHER®4rtners or Team Members)
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The evaluator's signature indicates approval of #ieached Alternative Evaluation
Proposal and Timeline.

EVALUATOR’S

NAME TITLE
EVALUATOR’S

SIGNATURE DATE
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Goals and Objectives for Certificated Evaluation
2013-14

For each certificated evaluation, please complete the MUSD Goal/Objective
Setting Form with the following information:

Goals
0 Goal # 1: Common Core goal of your choice.

0 Goal #2: Personal goal.

Please use the MUSD Goal/Objective Setting Form to write out your goals
(this e-mailed to you.) You should use two of these forms- one for each of
your two goals. Please fill out the following sections on this form:

Statement of Objectives
0 Your objectives should relate to your goals and they should list the
steps you will take to work towards completion of your goals

Activities/Observable Outcomes
0 List activities for each objective and what outcomes should be
observable as a result of implanting your goals

Please bring a copy of your completed Goal/Objective Setting Forms to the
goal setting conference or e-mail them prior to your conference to the
administrator who will be evaluating you this year.

Thanks very much and please let us know if you have any questions!
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Appendix D

Figure 1: Shifts in Evaluation
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Appendix E

Figure 2: Standards Based Evaluation
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Appendix F

California Standards for the Tching Profession

"Launching the
Next.Generation

1. Engaging and Supp"’()rting
All Students in Learning

14 -Using knowledge of students to engage.them in learning,

1.2 Connecting learning to students’ prior knowledge,
backgrounds, life experiences, and interests.

1.3 Connecting subject matter te meaningful, real-life contexts.

1.4 Using a variety of instructional strategies, resources, and
techniologies to meet students’ diverse learning needs.

1.5 Promoting critical thinking through inguiry, problem solving
and reflection,

1.6 Monitoring student learning and adjusting instruction

while teaching.

2. Creating and Maintaining Effective
Environments for Student Learning

2.1 Promoting social development and responsibllity within a cafing
community where each student is trealed lairly and respectfully.
Creating physical or virtuat learning environments that promote
student learning, reftect diversity, and encourage constructive
and productive interactions among students.,
Establishing and maintaining leaming environments that are
physically, intetleclually, and emotionalty safe.
2.4 Creating a rigorous leaming environment with high expectations
and appropriate support for all students,
2.5 Developing, communicating, and maintaining high standards
for individuat and group behavior.
2.6 Employing classroom routines, procedures, norms, and
supports for positive behavior to ensure a ctimate in which
all students can learn.
2.7 Using insiruclional time to optimize learning.

2,

N

2.

vl

3."Understanding and Organizing Subject
/ Matter for Student Learning

3.a Demonstrating knowledge of subject matter, academic content
standards, and cumiculum frameworks,

3.2 Applying knowledge of student development and proficiencies to
ensure student understanding of subject matter.

3.3 Organizing curriculum to facilitate student understanding of
the subject matter.

3.4 Utilizing instructional strategies that are appropriate to the
subject matter,

3.5 Using and adapting resources, technologies, and standards-
aligned instructional materials, including adopted materials, to
make subject matter accessible to all students.

3.6 Addressing the necds of English leamers and students with
special needs to provide equitable access to the content.

Planning Instruction and Designing
Learning Experiences for All Students

Using background knowledge of students’ academic readiness,

language proficiency, cultural background, and individual

development to plan instruction.

4.2 Establishing and articulating goals for student tearning.

4.3 Developing and sequencing long-lerm and shorl-term
instructional plans to support student learning.

4.4 Planning instruction that incorporates appropriate strategies to
meet the learning needs of all students.

4.5 Adapting instructional plans and curricular materials to meet

the assessed leaming needs of all students.

£
N

5. Assessing Students for Learning

5.1 Applying knowledge of the purposes, characteristics, and uses
of different types of assessments.

5.2 Collecting and analyzing assessment data from a variety of
sources to inform instruction.

5.3 Reviewing data, both individually and with colleagues, to
monitor student learning.

5.4 Using assessment data to establish tearning goals and to plan,
differentiate, and modily instruction,

5.5 Involving all students in self-assessment, goal setting, and
monitoring progress

5.6 Using available technologies to assist in assessment, analysis,
and communication of student learning.

5.7 Using assessment information to share timely and
comprehensible feedback with students and their families.

Developing as a Professional Educator

6.1 Reflecting on teaching practice in support of student tearning.

6.2 Establishing professional goals and engaging in continuous and
purposeful professional growth and development.

6.3 Collaborating with collcagues und the broader professional
community to suppott teacher and student learning,

6.4 Working with families to support student learning.

6.5 Engaging local communities in support of the
instructicnal program.

6.6 Managing professional responsibilties to maintain
motivation and commitment to all students.

6.7 Demonstrating professional responsibility, integrity, and
ethical conduct.
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