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Indiana Teacher Evaluation: P.L. 90 
  
The 2011 Education Agenda put students first by focusing on the individuals who most strongly 

influence student learning every day — teachers. The Indiana Education Roundtable, legislators, 

and Department of Education feel Indiana’s teachers are hard-working and devoted to the 

success of every student and need to be rewarded for demonstrating greatness in the classroom.  

 

To do this, they wanted to create a fair, credible and accurate annual evaluation system to 

differentiate teacher and principal performance and to support their professional growth. With 

the help of teachers and leaders throughout the state, the Indiana Department of Education 

developed an optional model evaluation system named RISE, from which Flat Rock-Hawcreek’s 

SOAR model is based.  

 

To comply with P.L 90, evaluation systems must:  

I.C. Reference Requirement SOAR 

Reference 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(1) 

Plan and metrics to evaluate all certificated employees, including teachers, 

administrators, counselors, etc.  Evaluators responsible for certificated 

employees. 

All; Pg 31 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(2) 

Annual evaluation for all certified employees. Pgs 5-31 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(2) 

Weighting of student achievement in final summative evaluation; Protocol 

for including objective measures of student achievement and growth 
Pgs. 26-

30 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(2) 

Student and/or School Wide Growth data; Other Statewide Assessments 

incorporated into evaluations 
Pgs. 26-

30 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(2) 

Student learning Objectives; Other Student Learning Measures for non-

tested subjects; Student Learning Measures for Non-teacher staff; School 

Wide learning Measures A - F 

Pgs. 16-

26 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(3) 

Observation Rubrics Allowing for detailed description at each level of 

performance for each indicator:  teacher, other certificated staff, principals, 

district level certificated staff; other measures used for evaluations 

Pgs. 33-

49 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(4) and (6) 

Definition of performance categories; Summative scoring process that yields 

placement into each performance category 
Pgs. 26-

28 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(4) and (6) 

Description of modifying final summative rating for negative growth; 

Definition of negative impact on  student growth for classes not measured by 

statewide assessments 

Pg. 29 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(4) and (6) 

Process for determining summative rating; Scoring Student Learning 

Measures; Weights of Evaluation Components; Process for tracking data and 

managing documentation 

Pgs. 25-

28 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(5) 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(d) 

Process for delivering feedback on evaluations; Process for tying evaluation 

results to professional development 
Pgs. 9-11 
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IC 20-28-11.5; 

IC 20-28-11.5-

5(b); IC 20-28-

11.5-

8(a)(1)(D) 

Description of Evaluator Training; Description of who will serve as 

evaluators; Process for determining evaluators 
Pg. 9 

IC 20-28-11.5-

6 

System for delivering summative evaluation results to employees Pgs. 10, 

25 

IC 20-28-11.5-

6 

Remediation plan creation and timeframe; Process for tying evaluation 

results to professional development 
Pg. 27 

IC 20-28-11.5-

6 

Description of how employee license renewal credits will be incorporated 

into remediation 
Pg. 28 

IC 20-28-11.5-

6 

Process for teachers rated as ineffective to request conference with 

superintendent 
Pg. 28 

IC 20-28-11.5-

7 

Process for ensuring students do not receive instruction from ineffective 

teachers two years in a row 
Pg. 29 

IC 20-28-11.5-

7 

Description of how parents will be informed of situation Pg. 29 

IC 20-28-11.5/ 

LSA 11-405 

Rigorous measures of teacher effectiveness, including a minimum of two 

observations and a defined timeline, process, and format for receiving 

feedback. 

Pg 6-8, 

Appendix 

A 

IC 20-28-11.5 Objective measures for student achievement and growth that include 

statewide assessments for those who teach subjects assessed by these 

assessments, growth data for those who teach grades and/or subjects that 

have this data, and locally developed assessments and other test measures. 

Pg 13-24, 

Appendix 

D 

 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4 

Annual designation of all certified employees in one of four rating 

categories. 
Pg 25-27, 

Appendix 

C 

Regulation 511 

IAC 10-6-4/ 

LSA 11-405 

Selection and weight of measures:  Where a mandatory state assessment 

exists, a school corporation must use it as a measure of student learning.  If it 

includes individual growth model data, it must be used as the teacher’s 

primary measure of student learning.  If this type of assessment does not 

exist, then the next selection must be an assessment developed/procured by a 

corporation that’s used for common grades or subjects to be used as one 

measure of student learning.  Finally, only if these other selections aren’t 

available, corporations may use teacher-created, class-specific assessments.  

If multiple measures of student learning are used, primary measures should 

carry the most weight. 

Pg 14-17; 

Appendix 

B 

IC 10-28-11.5-

6 

Include explanation of evaluator’s recommendations for improvement.  If 

staff member has rating of I or IN, evaluator must develop remediation plan 

of no more than 90 days in length to correct deficiencies noted in evaluation. 

Pg 6, 14, 

Appendix 

A, 

Appendix 

F 

IC 20-28-11.5 Include provision that a teacher who negatively affects student achievement 

and growth cannot receive a rating of Highly Effective or Effective 
Pg 27 

IC 20-28-11.5-

5 

Process for training observers and evaluators in collection of data and 

making a final summative judgment 
Pg 7 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4 

Process for tracking data and managing documentation Pg 8 
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IC 20-28-11.5-

4 

Clear plan for evaluating different kinds of certified staff, including a clear 

process and criteria for those without classrooms 
Pg 4 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(1) 

Plan and metrics to evaluate all certificated employees, including teachers, 

administrators, counselors, etc.  Evaluators responsible for certificated 

employees 

All; Pg 31 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(2) 

Annual evaluation for all certified employees. Pgs 5; 31 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(2) 

Weighting of student achievement in final summative evaluation; Protocol 

for including objective measures of student achievement and growth 
Pgs. 25, 

30 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(2) 

Student and/or School Wide Growth data; Other Statewide Assessments 

incorporated into evaluations 
Pgs. 28 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(2) 

Student learning Objectives; Other Student Learning Measures for non-

tested subjects; Student Learning Measures for Non-teacher staff; School 

Wide learning Measures A - F 

Pgs. 28 

IC 20-28-11.5-

4(c)(3) 

Observation Rubrics Allowing for detailed description at each level of 

performance for each indicator:  teacher, other certificated staff, principals, 

district level certificated staff; other measures used for evaluations 

Pgs. 33-

49 
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Flat Rock-Hawcreek Schools 

 
 

TEACHER EVALUATION AND DEVELOPEMENT PROGRAM 
The purpose of evaluation is to improve instructional practice so that, ultimately, 

student achievement may be enhanced. 

Background/Context 
  
SOAR Teacher Evaluation and Development Program was developed over the course of the 

2011-12 academic year by a committee of ten teachers and four administrators. These individuals 

dedicated their time to develop a system that promotes excellence in instruction and serves to 

guide teacher development. To develop this document, they considered the Indiana RISE model 

and other teacher evaluation models from around the country as well as studies and articles about 

best practices in teacher supervision. 

 

SOAR is based on the following premises: 

 

 Nothing is more important for students than giving them effective teachers. Research 

has proven this time and again. Teachers should be given the support they need to do their 

best work, because when they succeed, our students succeed.  

 

 Teachers deserve to be treated like professionals. Unfortunately, many evaluations have 

treated teachers like interchangeable parts—rating nearly all teachers the same and failing to 

give teachers the accurate, useful feedback they need to do their best work in the classroom. 

A good evaluation system should give teachers regular feedback on their performance, 

opportunities for professional growth, and recognition when they do exceptional work. 

Effective teacher evaluation system are fair, accurate, and consistent and are based on 

multiple factors that paint a complete picture of each teacher’s success in helping students 

learn.  

 

 The intentional development of teachers’ professional practice is an important part of 

an evaluation and development system. Novice and veteran teachers alike should look 

forward to detailed, constructive feedback, tailored to the individual needs of their 

classrooms and students. Without effective evaluation systems, excellent teachers cannot be 

effectively identified and retained, and teachers who struggle are not likely to be provided 

support or given timely interventions when performance struggles are identified.  

A System for Teachers 
SOAR was created with classroom teachers in mind initially, and may not be appropriate as 

currently structured to evaluate some school personnel, such as library media specialists, 

counselors, technology coordinators, or instructional coaches, who do not directly teach students 
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the majority of their day.  While components of SOAR can be applied to these individuals, 

SOAR as constructed for teachers may not adequately measure the whole of their responsibilities 

and impact on students.  Therefore, these individuals will continue to be evaluated under their 

current rubrics along with a modified SLO component until a comprehensive revision of their 

rubrics is completed. 

Performance Level Ratings  

 
Each teacher will receive a rating at the end of the school year in one of four performance levels:  

 

 Highly Effective: A highly effective teacher consistently exceeds expectations. This teacher 

demonstrates excellence, as determined by a trained evaluator, in locally selected 

competencies reasonably believed to be highly correlated with positive student learning 

outcomes. The highly effective teacher’s students, in aggregate, have generally exceeded 

expectations for academic growth and achievement based on guidelines suggested by the 

Indiana Department of Education.  

 

 Effective: An effective teacher consistently meets expectations. This teacher consistently 

meets expectations, as determined by a trained evaluator, in locally selected competencies 

reasonably believed to be highly correlated with positive student learning outcomes. The 

effective teacher’s students, in aggregate, have generally achieved an acceptable rate of 

academic growth and achievement based on guidelines suggested by the Indiana Department 

of Education.  

 

 Improvement Necessary: A teacher who is rated as improvement necessary requires a 

change in performance before he/she meets expectations. In aggregate, the students of a 

teacher rated improvement necessary have generally achieved below the acceptable rate of 

academic growth and achievement based on guidelines suggested by the Indiana Department 

of Education.  

 

 Ineffective: An ineffective teacher consistently fails to meet expectations. The ineffective 

teacher’s students, in aggregate, have generally achieved unacceptable levels of academic 

growth and achievement based on guidelines suggested by the Indiana Department of 

Education.  

 

Overview of Components  

 
Every teacher is unique, and the classroom is a complex place. SOAR relies on multiple sources 

of information to paint a fair, accurate, and comprehensive picture of a teacher’s performance. 

All teachers will be evaluated on two major components:  

 

 Professional Practice – Assessment of instructional knowledge and skills that influence 

student learning, as measured by competencies set forth in the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric 

(TER). All teachers will be evaluated in the domains of Planning, Instruction, Leadership, 

and Core Professionalism. See Appendix A to see the TER. 
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 Student Learning – Teachers’ contribution to student academic progress, assessed through 

multiple measures of student academic achievement and growth, including Indiana Growth 

Model data as well as progress towards specific Student Learning Objectives using state-, 

corporation-, or school-wide assessments.  

Component 1:  FRHC Teacher Effectiveness Rubric 
 

The primary portion of the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric (TER) consists of four domains and 

twenty-four competencies. See Appendix A for the full TER document. 

 
Figure 1: Domains 1-4 and Competencies  

 

Domain 1

•1.1 Knowledge of Student Development and Learning

•1.2 Set Ambitious and Measurable Achievement Goals 

•1.3 Develop Standards-Based Curricula

•1.4 Create Objective-Driven Lesson Plans

•1.5Create Standards-Based, Objective-Driven Assessments

•1.6 Track Student Data and Analyze Progress 

Domain 2

•2.1 Develop Student Understanding and Mastery of Lesson Objectives 

•2.2 Demonstrate and Clearly Communicate Content Knowledge to Students 

•2.3 Engage Students in Academic Content 

•2.4 Check for Understanding 

•2.5 Modify Instruction as Needed 

•2.6 Develop Higher Level of Understanding Through Rigorous Instruction and     
Work 

•2.7 Maximize Instructional Time 

•2.8 Create Classroom Culture of Respect and Collaboration 

•2.9 Set High Expectations for Academic Success 

Domain 3

•3.1 Contribute to School Culture 

•3.2 Collaborate with Peers 

•3.3 Seek Professional Skills and Knowledge 

•3.4 Advocate for Student Success 

•3.5 Engage Families in Student Learning 

Domain 4

•4.1 Attendance

•4.2 On-Time Arrival

•4.3 Policies and Procedures

•4.4 Professionalism
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Basic Structure of the Evaluation Process 

Evaluators 
 

Under SOAR, each teacher will have an identified primary evaluator who will ultimately 

consider all information collected during the year and determine the teacher’s summative 

evaluation rating.  This primary evaluator will perform all required Extended observations during 

the year and will meet with the teacher to approve his/her Student Learning Objectives and all 

associated documents. However, teachers may have multiple secondary evaluators who may 

observe, collect data for, and/or discuss instructional effectiveness with them. 

 

Evaluators must be certificated school employees who have been trained to perform observations 

and analyze data to make summative evaluative ratings.  Primary evaluators must be building 

administrators; however, in issues of capacity, secondary evaluators may be identified in the 

following order:  head building-level counselors, Title I coordinator, and department heads.  If 

there are issues of capacity that will require secondary evaluators, it will be identified and 

communicated to the staff to be evaluated and secondary evaluators..  Evaluators will be trained 

by completing a state of Indiana evaluator training as designed and delivered by Indiana 

Department of Education or the Indiana Association of Public School Superintendents 

 

Other certificated staff may be trained to observe and analyze evaluation data in order to serve as  

mentors to new or struggling staff, helping guide them through the evaluation and improvement 

processes.  In this role, however, the mentor teacher will NOT gather evaluative data to be 

shared with the teacher’s primary and/or secondary evaluators and will not serve as an evaluator.  

Extended and Short Observations  
 

In SOAR, all teachers will be observed formally and informally depending upon their experience 

and/or prior effectiveness rating.  Short observations must be minimally ten (10) minutes in 

length, do not have to be announced, and will occur at least once each  school year for all staff.  

Extended observations must be minimally thirty (30) minutes in length and at least the minimum 

required by SOAR will be ,when possible, on a date and at a time mutually agreed upon by the 

evaluator and teacher.  Unannounced Extended observations are sometimes necessary due to 

individual circumstances.  If the administrator conducts an unannounced observation in a teacher 

classroom, the teacher may request the administrator to conduct a Extended observation at a 

mutually agreed set date and time. The table below describes the minimum expectation of 

observations for each staff member; however, additional observations may be performed at any 

time at the discretion of administration or the request of the teacher.  

  

Figure 2. Minimum Number of Extended and Short Observations 

Staff Member Short Observation Extended Observation 
0-2 Years Experience 

1 per  school year minimum 
 

1 per school year 
 

On Professional Assistance Plan 

Needs Improvement or 
Ineffective Rating Previous Year 

3-5 Years Experience 1 per  school year minimum 
 

1 per school year  
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5+ Years Experience 1 per  school year minimum 1 per school year 
 

Feedback  
 

The ultimate goal of SOAR is to improve teacher effectiveness so that student learning may be 

maximized.  This goal will not be realized unless there is timely, on-going communication about 

professional practice.  Therefore, SOAR promotes regular feedback between the evaluator and 

teacher as well as potentially between colleagues for the purpose of professional growth. The 

table below describes the minimum expectations teachers may have concerning feedback from 

their evaluator(s) following observations.   

 

Figure 3.  Minimum Feedback Following Extended and Short Observations 

Staff Member After Short Observation  After Extended 
Observation 

0-2 Years Experience 

Written response summary 
after at least 1 per year 
within 5 days of short 

observation 

Conference within 7 days 
following one Extended 

observation year 
 

On Professional Assistance 
Plan 

Needs Improvement or 
Ineffective Rating Previous 
Year 

3-5 Years Experience 

Written response summary 
after at least 1 per year 
within 5 days of short 

observation 

Conference within 7 days 
following one Extended 

observation year 

5+ Years Experience 

Written response summary 
after at least 1 per year 
within 5 days of short 

observation 

Conference within 7 days 
following one Extended 

observation  

 

Additionally, all staff will have an opportunity for a Mid-Year Progress Check-In Conference 

sometime from November through February wherein the teacher and an evaluator will review the 

teacher’s TER information and SLO progress data to date.  The teacher may request or the 

evaluator will require this conference if there are performance concerns.  Please note that while a 

Pre-Observation Conference is optional, the Pre-Observation Conference Worksheet (Appendix 

E) evaluators may request from staff members prior to an Extended observation is not optional.  

 

Staff members may also elect or be requested to submit artifacts to provide evidence of meeting 

particular competencies or indicators.  Where and when possible, all information, artifacts, 

worksheets, oberservation data, notes, teacher evaluation rubric data, and evaluation information 

will be completed and submitted online using a school corporation selected system to maintain 

teacher evaluation records. 
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Figure 4.  Tentative Timeline for Mandatory and/or Optional Observations and Conferences 
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Final Summative Evaluation 

Rating 

 Teacher fills out results of SLOs and submits to evaluator at least 

three working days before meeting 

 Evaluator fills out TER sections and summative rating 

 The final summative evaluation rating will begin annually with the first day of the teacher’s contract and 

conclude with the finalization with the evaluation data including the release of state assessment data.  The 

teacher performance evaluation cycle begins annually with the first day of the teacher’s contract and 

concludes on the last day of the teacher’s contract within the school year. 

Meeting #1: 

SLO Setting 

 Teacher fills out SLO Worksheet and submits to evaluator at least 

three working days before meeting 

 Evaluator approves or gives feedback for revision 

Meeting # 2: 

Pre-Observation Conference 

Optional 

 Teacher and evaluator minimally agree on date/time for mandated 

Extended observations 

 Teacher may be asked to submit Pre-Observation Worksheet  

Short Observation   

Optional 

 Evaluator will submit written summary within five days of 

observation 

O
ct

o
b

e
r-

D
e

ce
m

b
er

 Short Observation 
 Evaluator will submit written summary within five days of 

observation 

Extended Observation #1: 

If Required 

 Evaluator will submit written summary within seven  days of 

observation    IC 20-28-11.5-6 (a) 

Meeting #3 

Post-Extended Observation 

If Required 

 Discuss observation data and possibly SLO progress to-date 

Meeting #4: 

Mid-Year Check-In 

Optional 

 Teacher will fill out and submit the SLO portion to the evaluator at 

least three days before the meeting 

Ja
n

u
ar

y-
M

ar
ch

 

Meeting # 5: 

Mid-Year Check-In 

Optional 

 Teacher will fill out and submit the SLO portion to the evaluator at 

least three days before the meeting 

Short Observations 
 Evaluator will submit written summary within five days of 

observation 

Extended Observation #1 

and/or #2: 

If Required 

 Evaluator will submit written summary within seven days of 

observation    IC 20-28-11.5-6 (a) 

Meeting #6: 

Post-Extended Observation 

If Required 

 Discuss observation data and possibly SLO progress to-date 
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Meeting #7: 

TER Summative 

Rating/Assessment Approval 

 Teacher completes and submits to the evaluator the Annual 

Assessment Approval Worksheet at least three working days 

before the meeting 

 Evaluator completes the TER rating section of the Annual 

Summative Rating Form 

 Teacher and Evaluator discuss TER rating and the assessment 

approval for the next year’s SLO 

 Evaluator assigns TER rating and approves or give feedback for 

revision to the Assessment Approval Worksheet 

Teacher Effectiveness Rubric: Scoring  
 
At the end of the year, primary evaluators must determine a final teacher effectiveness rubric 

rating and discuss this rating with teachers during a summative evaluation conference. The final 

teacher effectiveness rating will be calculated by the evaluator in a four step process:  

 

 
 

Compile ratings and notes from observations, conferences, and other sources of 

information.  
At the end of the school year, primary evaluators will have collected a body of information 

representing teacher practice from throughout the year. Not all of this information will 

necessarily come from the same evaluator, but it is the responsibility of the assigned primary 

evaluator to gather information from every person serving in an evaluative capacity that 

observed the teacher during that year. In addition to notes from observations and conferences, 

evaluators may also have access to artifacts provided by the teacher, such as lesson plans, student 

work, parent/teacher conference notes, etc.  

 

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

and Leadership  
After collecting information, the primary evaluator must assess where the teacher falls within 

each competency. Using all notes, the evaluator will assign each teacher a rating in every 

competency on the rubric. Next, the evaluator will use professional judgment to assign a 

teacher a rating in each of the first three domains. It is not recommended that the evaluator 

average competency scores to obtain the final domain score, but rather use good judgment to 

Incorporate Core Professionalism rating

Use established weights to roll-up three domain ratings into one rating for Domains 1-3

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

Compile rating and notes from observations, conferences, and other sources of 
information

1 

2 
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decide which competencies matter the most for teachers in different contexts and how teachers 

have evolved over the course of the year. The final, three domain ratings should reflect the body 

of information available to the evaluator. The figure below provides an example of this process 

for Domain 1.  

 

**Scoring Note: Planning and instruction go hand-in-hand. Therefore, if a teacher scores a 1 (I) 

or 2 (IN) in Instruction, he or she cannot receive a rating of 4 (HE) in Planning.  

 

 

 

 
Figure 5.  Example of competency ratings for Domain 1 and the final domain rating.  

 
  

 
At this point, each domain should have ratings that range from 1 (Ineffective) to 4 (Highly 

Effective).  

 
Figure 6.  Example of Summative Domain Ratings 

 D1: Planning D2: Instruction D3: Leadership 

Final Ratings 3 (E) 2 (IN) 3 (E) 

 
Use established weights to calculate domain ratings into one summative TER rating 
At this point, each of the three final domain ratings is weighted according to importance 

and summed to form one rating for domains 1-3. As described earlier, the creation and design of 

the rubric stresses the importance of observable teacher and student actions. These are reflected 

in Domain 2: Instruction. Good instruction and classroom environment matters more than 

anything else a teacher can do to improve student outcomes. Therefore, the Instruction Domain is 

weighted significantly more than the others, at 75%. Planning and Leadership are weighted 15% 

and 10% respectively.  

 
Figure 7.  Example of Summative TER Rating 

 Rating (1-4) Weight Weighted Rating 

Domain 1:  Planning 3 15% 0.45 

Domain 2:  
Instruction 

2 75% 1.50 

Domain 3:  
Leadership 

3 10% 0.30 

  Final Score 2.25 
 

 Incorporate Core Professionalism  
At this point, the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric rating is close to completion. Evaluators 

now look at the fourth domain: Core Professionalism. As described earlier, this domain 

Competency 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 

Teacher’s 
Rating 

3 2 2 3 3 
Professional 

Judgment 

Final Rating 
Domain 1: 

3 

3 

4 
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represents non-negotiable aspects of the teaching profession, such as on-time arrival to school 

and professionalism when interacting with colleagues. This domain only has two rating levels: 

Does Not Meet Standard and Meets Standard. The evaluator uses available information and 

professional judgment to decide if a teacher has not met the standards for any of the four 

indicators. If a teacher has met standards in each of the four indicators, the score does not change 

from Step 3 above. For any of the indicators for which the teacher did not meet standard, he or 

she automatically will have a 0.25 point deduction from the final score in step 3.  

 

Outcome 1: Teacher meets all Core Professionalism standards. Final Teacher Effectiveness 

Rubric Score = 2.25  

 

Outcome 2: Teacher does not meet two Core Professionalism standards. Final Teacher 

Effectiveness Rubric Score 2.25-(2)(0.25) = 2.25-(0.5)=1.75  

**Scoring Note: One (1) is the lowest score a teacher can receive in the SOAR system. If, after 

deducting a point from the teacher’s final Teacher Effectiveness Rubric score, the outcome is a 

number less than 1, then the evaluator should replace this score with a one (1). For example, if a 

teacher has a final rubric score of 1.75, but then loses a point because not all of the core 

professionalism standards were met, the final rubric score should be 1 instead of 0.75. 

  

The final Teacher Effectiveness Rubric score is then combined with the scores from the teacher’s 

student learning measures in order to calculate a final rating. Details of this scoring process are 

provided in the Summative Teacher Evaluation Scoring section.  

The Role of Professional Judgment  
Assessing a teacher’s professional practice requires evaluators to constantly use their 

professional judgment. No observation rubric, however detailed, can capture all of the nuances in 

how teachers interact with students, and synthesizing multiple sources of information into a final 

rating on a particular professional competency is inherently more complex than checklists or 

numerical averages. Accordingly, the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric provides a comprehensive 

framework for observing teachers’ instructional practice that helps evaluators synthesize what 

they see in the classroom, while simultaneously encouraging evaluators to consider all 

information collected holistically.  

 

Evaluators must use professional judgment when assigning a teacher a rating for each 

competency as well as when combining all competency ratings into a single, overall domain 

score. Using professional judgment, evaluators should consider the ways and extent to which 

teachers’ practice grew over the year, teachers’ responses to feedback, how teachers adapted 

their practice to the their current students, and the many other appropriate factors that cannot be 

directly accounted for in the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric before settling on a final rating. In 

short, evaluators’ professional judgment bridges the best practices codified in the Teacher 

Effectiveness Rubric and the specific context of a teacher’s school and students.  

Component 2:   Student Learning  
 
Overview  
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Student learning is the ultimate measure of the success of a teacher, instructional leader, school, 

or district. To meaningfully assess the performance of an educator or a school, one must examine 

the growth and achievement of their students using multiple measures.  

 
Growth is defined as improving skills required to achieve mastery on a subject or grade level 

standard over a period of time.  Growth differentiates mastery expectations based upon baseline 

performance.  

 

Achievement is defined as meeting a uniform and pre-determined level of mastery on subject or 

grade level standards.  Achievement is a set point or “bar” that is the same for all students, 

regardless of where they begin.  
 

Available Measures of Student Learning  
There are multiple ways of assessing both growth and achievement. When looking at available 

data sources to measure student learning, we must use measurements that:  

 

• Are accurate in assessing student learning and teacher impact on student learning  

 

• Provide valuable and timely data to drive instruction in classrooms  

 

• Are fair to teachers in different grades and subjects  

 

• Are as consistent as possible across grades and subjects  

 

• Allow flexibility for districts, schools, and teachers to make key decisions surrounding 

the best assessments for their students  

 

In SOAR, these measures of student learning are three-fold, encompassing Indiana Growth 

Model ratings (when available), School-Wide Learning Outcomes (SWL’s), and Student 

Learning Objectives (SLO’s). These measures account for 20-50% of teachers’ summative 

evaluation rating. 

Indiana Growth Model  
The Indiana Growth Model shows a student’s academic progress over the course of a year. It 

takes a student’s ISTEP+ scores in the previous year or years and finds all other students in the 

state who received the same score(s), for example, in math. Then, it looks at all of the current 

year math scores for the same group of students to see how the student scored compared to the 

other students in the group. Student growth is reported in percentiles, and therefore represents 

how a student’s current year ISTEP+ scores compare to students who had scored similarly in 

previous ISTEP+ tests.  

 

Indiana teachers are accustomed to looking at growth scores for their students, but these scores 

will now also be calculated at the classroom level and across classes for use in teacher 

evaluation. Individual growth model measures are only available for students and teachers in 
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ELA/Math in grades 4-8. For these teachers, students’ growth scores will be used to situate 

teachers in one of the four rating categories.  

School-Wide Learning  
Because it is important for teachers to have a common mission of improving student 

achievement, all teachers will also have a component of their evaluation score tied to school-

wide student learning by aligning with Indiana’s A – F Grading Metric. The new A – F 

accountability model will be based on several metrics of school performance, including the 

percent of students passing the math and ELA ISTEP+, IMAST, and ISTAR for elementary and 

middle schools, and Algebra I and English 10 ECA scores as well as graduation rates and college 

and career readiness for high schools. Additionally, school accountability grades may be raised 

or lowered based on participation rates and student growth (for elementary and middle schools) 

and improvement in scores (for high schools).  

 

All teachers in the same school will receive the same rating for this measure. Teachers in schools 

earning an A will earn a 4 on this measure; teachers in a B school will earn a 3; teachers in a C 

school receive a 2; and teachers who work in either a D or F school will earn a 1 on this measure.  

Student Learning Objectives  
To address the question, “How much have my students learned?” SOAR asks teachers to also 

measure students’ progress toward specific learning goals, or Student Learning Objectives, that 

they determine with their evaluator(s).  For teachers who have a Growth Model rating, these 

Objectives will serve as additional measures of student achievement. For teachers who do not 

have a Growth Model rating, the Student Learning Objectives will form the basis for the student 

learning measures portion of their evaluation.  

 

A Student Learning Objective is a long-term academic goal that teachers and evaluators set for 

groups of students. It must be: a) Specific and measureable, using the most rigorous assessment 

available, b) Based on available prior student learning data, c) Aligned to state standards, and d) 

Based on student progress and achievement.   

The Student Learning Objective Process  
 

Although the goal is to eventually have teachers account for all students with measurable 

learning goals, in the first year of SOAR, all teachers will set two objectives covering at least one 

of their classes.   Teachers will be expected to set a Class Objective and a Targeted Objective.  

For some teachers, such as special needs staff, the teacher together with his/her evaluator may 

opt to set multiple Targeted Objectives exclusively. 

 

Teachers who have individual Growth Model data (grades 4-8 ELA and Math teachers) should, 

wherever possible, set learning objectives around any non-Growth Model subjects they teach (for 

example, Science and Social Studies). Student Learning Objectives are designed to expand 

coverage, and, in this case, if we already have a good growth measure for ELA and Math, we 

want to develop a measure for the other subjects that a teacher teaches. 
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Teachers will set two types of Student Learning Objectives in SOAR: A Class and Targeted 

Objective.  

 A Class Objective is a mastery goal based on students’ starting point for a class or 

classes and covers all of the Indiana content standards for the course.  

 A Targeted Objective is a growth and/or achievement goal that may cover either all or a 

sub-set of Indiana content standards targeted at students beginning the class at a lower 

level of preparedness.  

Class Objectives  
A teacher’s Class Objective accounts for the learning of all students in a class and all content standards 

in a course. Whether a teacher earns a Highly Effective, Effective, Improvement Necessary, or Ineffective 

rating depends on the extent to which he or she moves students from their starting points to achieve 

content mastery. 

 
A Class Objective is both an achievement- and a growth-based goal. Class Objectives define 

what content mastery looks like for a specific class, and holds students and their teachers 

accountable for meeting this mastery standard. In this sense, Class Objectives are achievement 

goals. But Class Objectives also have teachers examine and consider students’ starting points in 

order to set a learning objective for the entire class that is both ambitious and feasible. In this 

sense, Class Objectives are also growth goals. 

 

Targeted Objectives  
The learning progress made by those students who begin a year behind grade level or begin a 

course without adequate preparation is especially important. Without a focused effort to help 

these students develop academically, they are likely to fall further behind their peers. The 

Targeted Learning Objective focuses on teachers’ efforts to improve these students’ academic 

progress.  

 

A Targeted Objective allows teachers to set an achievement- or growth- based goal that centers 

on the type of content that students beginning a course minimally prepared need most. Unlike the 

Class Objective, a teacher chooses a single goal for the Targeted Objective and is evaluated on 

the extent to which he or she meets this goal. 

A Collaborative Process  
In SOAR, Student Learning Objectives, wherever possible, should not be written, set, or assessed 

by a single teacher or evaluator. Instead, teachers are expected to work with other teachers, 

curriculum leaders and evaluators to identify or create high quality common assessments, and 

determine what content mastery looks like and how to assess it. They should share information 

on students’ academic starting points and work together to help those students who need it most. 

By working together, teachers, principals, and corporation leaders can use the Student Learning 

Objective component in SOAR to encourage teacher-teacher and teacher-principal collaboration 

and center all educators’ work on teaching and learning. 
 
Overview  

The Student Learning Objective process in SOAR has five steps:  
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Step 1: Choose quality assessments  

Step 2: Determine students starting points  

Step 3: Set the Student Learning Objectives  

Step 4: Track progress and refine instruction  

Step 5: Review results and score  

 

Each step is described in detail below, and forms for all five steps can be found in Appendix D. 

 Step 1: Choose Quality Assessments  
Assessments are central to Student Learning Objectives. Whether and to what extent students 

have met the objectives set for their learning is determined by their performance on an end-of-

course assessment. Choosing a quality assessment is therefore an important first step. Teachers 

and evaluators must be confident that the chosen assessment is aligned to the course content 

standards, is appropriately rigorous for the grade-level/course, includes questions that require 

critical thinking, and is formatted in a way that is clear and free from bias.  Moreover, it is 

important that those who teach the same course or grade use a common assessment wherever 

available. This helps ensure fairness and consistency across classes, and encourages teachers to 

collaborate around student learning.  

 

The diagram below ranks assessment types based on the amount of confidence one can have in 

its alignment, rigor, and format, as well as the extent to which they are common across teachers 

of the same grades and courses. 

 
Figure 8.  Hierarchy of assessments 

  
 

Because the Class Student Learning Objective is a learning goal for an entire class of students 

covering all of the Indiana content standards for the course, teachers are required to choose the 

assessment which ranks highest on the above hierarchy for this objective. For example, a 10th 
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grade English teacher should set his or her Class Student Learning Objective around the state 

end-of-course English 10 assessment. A 9th grade English teacher, however, should use a 

common corporation or school assessment, as no state assessments exist for 9th grade English.  

The exception to this rule would be for those teachers who have Indiana Growth Model data 

calculated into their summative rating.  These teachers may wish to choose assessments other 

than those state-mandated measures on which the IGM is based. 

 

For their Targeted Learning Objective, teachers may choose an assessment from any level of the 

above hierarchy, though the assessment must be approved by the evaluator. Because the 

Targeted Objective may focus on a specific subset of standards, it is important that teachers have 

the flexibility to choose the assessment best aligned to their goal. More details on the Targeted 

Learning Objective setting process can be found in the Step 3 section.  

 

 
Evaluating Assessments  
As shown above, teachers in the same school often have different types of assessments available 

for Student Learning Objectives. In order to ensure that all assessments used are high quality, 

each assessment must be rigorously reviewed, evaluated, and approved. In some cases, this 

process occurs at the state or corporation level; in others, building level administrators must 

judge the quality of the assessment. Consequently, assessments used for Student Learning 

Objectives are classified as either pre-approved or evaluator-approved. 
 
Pre-Approved Assessments. Assessments provided by the state or available for purchase from 

independent vendors have been carefully created and reviewed by assessment and education 

experts. These assessments have been determined to have the necessary alignment, rigor, and 

format. The quality of these assessments, therefore, is guaranteed to be high, and teachers and 

schools can confidently use them for Student Learning Objectives without further inspection.  

In some situations, especially in larger corporations, common corporation assessments are not 

purchased from independent vendors but are created by the corporation itself. Though these 

assessments are still considered pre-approved for use at the school-level, they should first be 

reviewed and checked for quality. It is up to the corporation to make this determination, but it is 

recommended that teams of corporation curriculum leaders and teachers complete the approval 

process described below. Once evaluated and approved, teachers can use these assessments for 

Student Learning Objectives without further approval.  

 

Evaluator-Approved Assessments.  When no common state or corporation assessment exists for 

a given course or grade level, a school- or classroom-level assessment must be used. In many 

corporations, teachers and curriculum leaders have already created common school assessments, 

and many teachers regularly use end-of-course assessments of their own making. Although many 

of these assessments are thoughtfully created, they must be evaluated and approved before they 

can be used for Student Learning Objectives.  In order to be approved, an evaluator and 

teacher(s) work together to demonstrate that an assessment meets three criteria:  

 Alignment and Stretch: The assessment covers all key subject/grade-level content 

standards (alignment), and partly assesses prerequisite objectives from prior years and 

objectives from the next year/course (stretch).  
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 Rigor and Complexity: The assessment’s items, tasks, and rubrics are appropriately 

challenging for the grade-level/course (rigor), and include items or tasks that require 

critical thinking and deep levels of student understanding (complexity).  

 Format captures true mastery: The assessment is written clearly, is feasible in the 

amount of time allotted, is free from bias, has specific scoring guidelines or rubrics that 

articulate what students are expected to know and do, and differentiates between levels of 

knowledge/mastery.  

 

Before an assessment is submitted to an evaluator for approval, the teacher or group of teachers 

who plan to use the assessment for a Student Learning Objective must complete their portion of 

the Assessment Approval Worksheet that documents the alignment between the assessment 

questions/tasks and core course standards and demonstrates that the assessment includes 

questions at varying levels of rigor and complexity. The teacher(s) then give the assessment to 

the evaluator to review for the three criteria and approve the assessment or provide revision 

feedback to teachers. The appropriate forms for this process can be found in Appendix B.   

 

It is important to note that whenever possible, teachers should collaborate on identifying, 

developing, and pre-approving assessments. This reduces the number of assessments evaluators 

must approve, and encourages common planning. To help in this effort, grade level leaders, 

department heads, secondary evaluators, and coaches should support the process of assessment 

development and approval.  

 

Identifying the Content Mastery Standard  
In addition to reviewing assessments for their quality, approving assessments also requires 

teachers and evaluators to agree on the score a student must demonstrate on the assessment to 

show mastery. Because Class Student Learning Objectives represent a mastery goal based on 

students’ starting points, what mastery looks like for each assessment must be established.  

For pre-approved assessments, content mastery standards will be provided by the Indiana 

Department of Education. This includes all mandatory state tests, such as ISTEP and ECAs, as 

well as other commonly used state and off-the-shelf assessments such as mCLASS and LAS 

Links. Corporations should provide content mastery standards for those pre-approved 

corporation-created assessments.  

 

For evaluator-approved assessments, the content mastery standard must be established by the 

teacher(s) and the evaluator. The content mastery standard falls somewhere between the passing 

score (e.g., 65%) and 100 percent. It represents the score at which a student has mastered the 

necessary content of the course to be successful at the next level. Typically, a passing score on a 

teacher-created assessment represents the minimum necessary to pass on to the next class or 

level, but does not necessarily represent mastery. On the other end, a perfect score represents 

exceptional content knowledge – students have not only mastered the content but demonstrated a 

deep level of understanding that is above and beyond mastery. Content mastery is somewhere in 

between – the exact score depends on the assessment, and teachers and evaluators must use their 

professional judgment to make this determination. The content mastery score will be the same 

for any teacher using the same assessment.  
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Step 2: Determining Students’ Starting Points  
Ensuring that the assessments used for Student Learning Objectives are high quality helps ensure 

that teachers can get an accurate picture of what students know, understand, and can do at the 

end of a course or school year. Yet, in order to assess the extent to which students’ learning 

progressed over the duration of a year or course, teachers must also have an accurate picture of 

where their students began. An important component of the Student Learning Objective process, 

therefore, is collecting evidence on what students already know and understand, and the types of 

skills they already possess – in other words, determining their starting points.  

 

Knowing students’ starting points lets teachers set learning objectives that are both ambitious 

and feasible for the students in their class. Factoring students’ starting points into Student 

Learning Objectives enables teachers and evaluators to determine the amount of progress 

students made during the year so that teachers are rewarded for promoting growth in their 

students’ academic abilities.  

 

In order to simplify the answer to the question, “What are the starting points of my students?” , 

teachers classify students into one of three levels of preparedness:  

• Low level of preparedness: Students who have yet to master prerequisite knowledge or 

skills needed for this course  

• Medium level of preparedness: Students who are appropriately prepared to meet the 

demands of the course  

• High level of preparedness: Students who start the course having already mastered 

some key knowledge or skills  

 

In order to make this determination, teachers should collect multiple forms of evidence. Teachers 

must use their professional judgment when deciding which types of information would be 

helpful in determining students’ starting points. Common sources of evidence are:  

• Results from beginning of course (BOC) diagnostic tests or performance tasks, e.g., a 

department-compiled BOC test, the first interim assessment, etc.  

• Results from prior year tests that assess knowledge and skills that are prerequisites to 

the current subject/grade.  

• Results from tests in other subjects, including both teacher- or school-generated tests, 

and state tests such as ISTEP, as long as the test assessed prerequisite knowledge and 

skills. For example, a physics teacher may want to examine results of students’ prior 

math assessments.  

• Students’ grades in previous classes, though teachers should make sure they understand 

the basis for the grades given by students’ previous teachers.  

 

Teachers should use as much information as needed to help identify student starting points. It is 

rare to find a single assessment or previous grade that provides enough information to determine 

a student’s starting point. Rather, by using multiple sources of evidence, teachers form a more 

comprehensive picture of the students in their class, and are more likely to get close to a 

student’s true starting point. 
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Step 3: Setting Student Learning Objectives  
After a teacher and evaluator have agreed on an assessment on which to base a Student Learning 

Objective, established the score(s) on the assessment needed to demonstrate content mastery, and 

documented the starting points of the students in the class, the next step is to combine this 

information to define the Class and Targeted Objectives. The Class and Targeted Objective 

complement each other: whereas the former focuses on the learning of all students, the latter 

helps teachers support those students who need it most and focus on the type of content they 

most need. Although the Class and Targeted Student Learning Objectives have different 

intentions and formats and the process for setting each differs slightly, teachers discuss both with 

their evaluator in the same initial conference.  

Class Student Learning Objective  
A teacher’s Class Objective is a mastery goal based on students’ starting point for a class or 

classes of students covering all of the Indiana content standards for the course. To write the Class 

Student Learning Objective, a teacher must, after accounting for students’ starting points, 

determine the number of students in his or her class who will achieve mastery in order for the 

teacher to be rated Highly Effective, Effective, Improvement Necessary, and Ineffective on this 

measure.  

 

Both the assessment and content mastery standard are chosen and approved (or pre-approved) 

ahead of time. To set the Class Learning Objective, a teacher must only decide the appropriate 

proportion of students who will achieve mastery for each performance level. These proportions 

are based on students’ starting points. Though teachers and evaluators must use professional 

judgment when determining the appropriate proportions, the following guidelines are suggested:  

 

 To be considered Highly Effective, all students in the high and medium levels of 

preparedness and most of the students in the low level achieve content mastery.  

 To be considered Effective, all students in the high level, almost all students in the 

medium level, and many of the students in the low level achieve content mastery.  

 To be considered Improvement Necessary, most students in the high and medium levels 

of preparedness and few students in the low level achieve content mastery.  

 To be considered Ineffective, few or no students achieve content mastery.  

 

The number of students selected from each level of preparedness is not strictly defined. Instead, 

it is expected that teachers – who know the students the best – use their professional judgment to 

determine how many students from each category most appropriately represent “most”, “many”, 

or “few”. Only a teacher knows the variation of levels of students within any given level of 

preparedness (ex. a student who is medium high vs. medium low). The teacher should use this 

knowledge to help write their objective and discuss this with their evaluator.  

 

For example, a high school World History teacher with a class of 31 students (High-5; Medium-

11; Low-15) having the listed distributions of preparedness and using an end of course 

assessment with an approved content mastery standard of scoring 85 points out of 100 might set 

the following Class Objective: 

 
Figure 9.  Example of Class Learning Objective 
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 Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) 
Improvement 
Necessary (2) 

Ineffective (1) 

Class 
Objective 
Example 

High: 5/5; 
Medium:11/11; Low: 
12/15 
 
At least 90% of 
students will achieve 
an 85/100 or better 
on the end of course 
World History exam. 

High: 5/5; 
Medium:9/11; Low: 

9/15 
 
At least 74% of 
students will achieve an 
85/100 or better on the 
end of course World 
History exam. 

High: 4/5; 
Medium:9/11; Low: 
5/15 
 
At least 55% of 
students will 
achieve an 85/100 
or better on the end 
of course World 
History exam. 

High: 4/5; 
Medium:8/11; 
Low:4/15 
 
Less than 55% of 
students will 
achieve an 85/100 
or better on the end 
of course World 
History exam. 

 

Once the percentage for each performance category is set, any combination of students may be 

used to meet the set goal. For example, if the World History teacher above had 4 highly 

prepared, 9 medium-prepared, and 13 low-prepared students score better than 85/100 on the end 

of course assessment then he or she would be considered Effective because approximately 84% 

of the students achieved content mastery. Even though the numbers of students achieving content 

mastery from each level of preparedness were not the same as when the teacher set the objective, 

only the total percentage of students scoring better than the content mastery standard should be 

considered when assigning a teacher a performance level.  

 

Additional Examples of Class Learning Objectives can be found at www.riseindiana.org. 

 

Setting the Final Class Student Learning Objective  
After teachers have considered students’ starting points, they record their Class Objective on the 

Student Learning Objective Worksheet (found in Appendix D) and in the online teacher 

evaluation system used by Flat Rock-Hawcreek School Corporation. The teacher then meets with 

the evaluator in the initial Student Learning Objective Conference to discuss and finalize the 

Objective. In this conference, the teacher discusses students’ starting points with the evaluator as 

well as the evidence used to make these classifications. The teacher presents and justifies his or 

her Class Objective, and the evaluator either approves the Objective or provides feedback on 

revisions that must be made. 

  

Targeted Student Learning Objective (TLO) 
A teacher’s Targeted Student Learning Objective is a growth and/or achievement goal targeted at 

students beginning the class at a low level of preparedness and that covers all or a sub-set of 

Indiana content standards. The Targeted Objective has two purposes:  

1. It allows teachers to focus on those students who need the most and best instruction. 

By targeting students who begin at a low level of preparedness, teachers, schools, and 

corporations can help these students make the type of learning progress needed so 

that they begin the next course at a satisfactory level of preparedness.  

2. It allows teachers to focus on the subset of content standards and set a goal that best 

meets the specific learning needs of students of the targeted population and provides 

them the flexibility to choose the most appropriate assessment.  

 

http://www.riseindiana.org/
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Unlike the Class Objective, teachers may set their Targeted Objective around any evaluator-

approved assessment well suited to measure the achievement/growth goal for the targeted 

population and subset of content standards. For example, a high school chemistry department 

may have a particular need to improve low-prepared students’ laboratory skills, and thus set a 

Targeted Objective around an approved laboratory-based assessment. Alternatively, a 2nd grade 

teacher may want to use a reading specific assessment to measure improvement in the reading 

abilities of students beginning behind grade level.  

 

In all cases, teachers must answer the following questions before setting the Targeted Objective:  

1. What is the target population? Teachers must target students that begin the course 

inadequately prepared. In most cases, the target population will be all students who begin 

the course at a low level of preparedness. If no student begins the course at this level, 

then the teacher may target a different subset of students (for example, perhaps those 

students starting at the high level of preparedness)  

2. What are the targeted Indiana Content Standards? Teachers may choose to focus on a 

few key content standards or all standards.  

3. Which assessment best assesses the targeted population and/or content standards? The 

teacher may choose any assessment that is approved by the evaluator, which may or may 

not be the same assessment used for the Class Objective.  
 

After answering the above three questions, teachers should draft a single goal for the targeted 

population and content standard(s). This goal is the Targeted Student Learning Objective, and an 

example is shown in Figure 10. 

 
Figure 10.  Example of a Targeted Objective 

 Highly Effective 
 (4) 

Effective     
(3) 

Improvement Necessary  
(2) 

Ineffective 
(1) 

Targeted 
Objective 

Rubric 

The teacher has 
surpassed the 
expectation 

described in the 
Student Learning 
Objective and/or 
demonstrated an 

outstanding impact 
on student 
learning. 

The teacher has met 
the expectation 
described in the 

Student Learning 
Objective and/or 
demonstrated a 

considerable impact 
on student learning. 

The teacher has 
demonstrated an 
impact on student 

learning, but has not 
fully met the 

expectation described 
in the Student 

Learning Objective. 

The teacher has not 
met expectations 

described in the Student 
Learning Objective and 
has not demonstrated a 

sufficient impact on 
student learning. 

Targeted 
Objective 
Example 

Targeted Population: Students who start the course at the lowest level of preparedness as 
identified in Step 2: 12 Students  
 
Targeted IN Content Standards: Standard 6 – English Language Conventions  
 
Approved Assessment: 7th  Grade English Final Assessment  
 
Growth and/or Achievement Goal: All 12 targeted students will achieve a 50% or higher on all 
Indiana Academic Standard 6 assessment questions on the 7th Grade English Final Assessment.  
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The Targeted Objective should be a rigorous, yet feasible goal for targeted students. This goal 

should be appropriate for the incoming level of these students and should be attainable with hard 

work by almost all of the students in question. If it seems like only half or fewer of the targeted 

group is likely to achieve the goal, then this is not an appropriate Targeted Objective. Consider 

setting a more achievable goal OR consider setting a tiered goal (x students will achieve… and y 

students will achieve…). If you have students in the low level of preparedness with greatly 

varying needs, this may be the best type of Targeted Objective. An example of this, as well as 

additional examples of Student Learning Objectives can be found in Appendix C.  

 

Unlike the Class Objective, teachers do not have to define what specific student outcomes are 

necessary to be rated Highly Effective, Effective, Improvement Necessary, and Ineffective. 

Instead, a teacher’s effectiveness on their Targeted Objective is determined by the extent his or 

her stated goal is met or exceeded. 

 

Evaluators decide which performance level best describes the effect the teacher had on his or her 

students learning. This decision requires professional judgment, but by providing a more flexible 

structure in which to set the Targeted Objective, teachers have more freedom to focus on the 

types of goals that best serve their students, even if they don’t fit well into a four-category 

structure.  The TLO is recorded by the teacher in the online teacher evaluation system used by 

Flat Rock-Hawcreek School Corporation.  Once drafted, the teacher meets with his or her 

evaluator to discuss the Targeted Objective. The evaluator either approves the Targeted 

Objective or provides feedback on revisions that must be made.  

Step 4: Tracking Progress and Refining Instruction  
During the middle of the course, the teacher and evaluator may check-in regarding the educator’s 

progress toward their Student Learning Objectives. This conversation may occur during a post-

conference to save time. To facilitate the SLO progress check-in, evaluators may ask teachers to 

complete a Mid-Year Progress Conference Form (found in Appendix G) and submit it to their 

evaluator prior to the conference. This form encourages teachers to gauge the current level of 

student learning by answering the following questions:  

 How are your students progressing toward your Student Learning Objectives? How do 

you know?  

 Which students are struggling/exceeding expectations? What are you doing to support 

them?  

 What additional resources do you need to support you as you work to achieve your 

Student Learning Objectives?  

 

The mid-course check-in is also an opportunity for teachers to submit evidence of current student 

learning to their evaluators. This evidence will typically focus on the formative data teachers 

have collected to monitor students’ progress towards their learning objectives. 

  

Prior to the check-in, the evaluator will review any submitted student learning data as well as 

notes from the approval process earlier in the year. Evaluators will not assign ratings to Student 

Learning Objectives mid-course. The purpose of this check-in is to add context to the teacher’s 

observed performance and enhance discussion of instructional strengths and areas for 
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improvement as they pertain to student learning. The check-in also allows the evaluator to get to 

know the teacher’s methods of monitoring and assessing student progress, and will help 

evaluators support teachers in their efforts to promote student learning.  

 

Step 5: Reviewing Results and Scoring  
At the end of the year, teachers compile the results of the assessment(s) used for the Class and 

Targeted Objectives and discuss these results during the summative conference. Because the 

Class Objective is structured in a way that students’ performance on the end-of-course 

assessment specifies exactly which performance rating a teacher receives, teachers only need to 

compile students’ scores on the Class Objective assessment.  

 

Rating the Targeted Objective requires more professional judgment on the part of the evaluator. 

For example, if the teacher’s targeted students met the expectations set forth in the Targeted 

Objective (thus earning an Effective rating), then the evaluator must decide if students’ 

performance on the assessment provides evidence that the teacher exceeded expectations (thus 

earning a Highly Effective rating); if the teacher’s targeted students did not meet the expectations 

set forth in the Targeted Objective (thus earning an Ineffective), then the evaluator must decide if 

the students’ performance on the assessment provides evidence that the teacher almost met 

expectations (thus earning an Improvement Necessary rating). Consequently, in addition to 

compiling the results of the target population on the designated assessment, teachers should 

compile additional evidence of student learning that will help inform evaluators’ decisions. This 

evidence might consist of additional graded student assessments, classwork, or student work 

products.  

 

After compiling the necessary evidence, the teacher submits it to the evaluator at least 48 hours 

(2 school days) prior to the summative conference. Prior to the conference, evaluators review the 

submitted evidence and come to a tentative final rating on the Targeted Learning Objective. 

During the conference, the evaluator and teacher discuss the results of the assessments used for 

the Learning Objectives as well as the supplemental evidence regarding the Targeted Objectives. 

During this conference, the evaluator should ask any outstanding questions about student 

learning data. By the end of the conference, the evaluator should assign a final rating to the 

Targeted Objective and share the results with the teacher.  

 

At this point, the teacher has received a separate rating for the Class and Targeted Objectives. 

The last step is to combine both ratings into a summative Student Learning Objectives score by 

multiplying each rating by its established weight. Because both Objectives are equally important, 

the weight assigned to each is 50%. After multiplying each Objective rating by its established 

weight, the weighted scores are summed to obtain the final, summative Student Learning 

Objectives score, as shown in the example below. 

 
Figure 11.  Example of Student Learning Objective Rating Calculation 

 Rating (1-4) Weight Weighted Rating 

Class Objective 3 50% 1.50 

Targeted Objective 2 50% 1.00 
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Summative Teacher Evaluation Scoring  

Weighting of Measures  
The primary goal of the weighting method is to treat teachers as fairly and as equally as possible. 

This particular weighting method does this in a few ways:  

 Wherever possible, it aims to take a teacher’s mix of grades and subjects into account  

 It gives the most weight to the measures that are standardized across teachers  

 It includes the same measures (whenever possible) for each teacher  

 

At this point, the evaluator should have calculated or received individual scores for the following 

measures: Teacher Effectiveness Rubric (TER), Individual Growth Model (IGM) (if available), 

School-Wide Learning Measure (SWL), and Student Learning Objectives (SLO). How these 

measures are weighted depends on a teacher’s mix of classes and the availability of growth data. 

Teachers fall into one of three groups, shown below.   

 

Key:  

 TER – Teacher Effectiveness Rubric  

 IGM – Indiana Growth Model Data  

 SWL – School-wide Learning 

Measure  

SLO – Student Learning Objectives 

 
Figure 12.  Chart of Weights Per Category for Summative Teacher Rating 
The following are weights per category as proposed by Indiana Department of Education.  Flat Rock-
Hawcreek School Corporation will use Category 3 for all teachers. 
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These are pilot year percentages. For now, the growth model and rubric data are given more 

weight because educators have more experience with these measures. Student Learning 

Objectives are a new and difficult process for many. This percentage may increase over time, 

once teachers and principals are given sufficient practice and training on writing rigorous 

Student Learning Objectives. Compared across groups, the weighting looks as follows: 

 
 
 
 
Figure 13.  Table of Weights Per Category of Summative Teacher Rating 

Component Group 1 
Half or More IGM 

Classes 

Group 2 
Less Than Half IGM 

Classes 

Group 3 
No IGM Classes  

Teacher Effectiveness 
Rubric 

50% 60% 75% 

Individual Growth 
Model Data 

35% 20% N/A 

Student Learning 
Objectives 

10% 15% 20% 

IGM
35%

SWL
5%

SLO
10%

TER
50%

Category 1:  Has More 
Than Half of Classes w/ 

IGM Data

TER
75%

IGM
0%

SWL
5%

SLO
20%

Category 3:  Has No 
Classes w/ IGM 

Data

IGM
20%

TER
60%

SWL
5%

SLO
15%

Category 2:  Has Less 
Than Half of Classes 

w/ IGM Data
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School-wide Learning 
Measure 

5% 5% 5% 

Once the weights are applied appropriately, an evaluator will have a final decimal number. 

Below is an example from a Group 1 teacher:  
Figure 14.  Example of Calculation of Summative Teacher Rating 

Component Raw Score Weight Weighted Score 

Teacher Effectiveness 
Rubric 

2.6 X 50% = 1.3 

Individual Growth 
Model Data 

3 X 35% = 1.05 

Student Learning 
Objectives 

4 X 10% = 0.4 

School-wide Learning 
Measure 

2 X 5% = 0.1 

Sum of Weighted Scores 2.85 

 

To get the final weighted score, simply sum the weighted scores from each component.  

This final weighted score is then translated into a rating on the following scale.  
 
Figure 15.  Summative Teacher Rating Scale 

  
**Scoring Requirement:  Borderline points always round up.  Also, any teacher who negatively 

affects student growth and achievement, as determined by the IDOE, cannot receive a rating of 

Highly Effective or Effective.   

The score of 2.85 maps to a rating of “Effective”.  Primary evaluators should meet with teachers 

in a summative conference to discuss all the information collected in addition to the final rating.  

Professional Assistance and Growth Plans 
 
Although every teacher is encouraged to set goals around his/her performance, only teachers who 

score an “Ineffective” or “Improvement Necessary” on their summative evaluation the previous 

year are required to have a Professional Assistance Plan monitored by an evaluator. This plan 

will serve as the remediation plan specified in P.L. 90.  

 

•Ineffective

1.0 pts

•Improvement 
Necessary

1.75 pts

•Effective

2.5 pts

•Highly
Effective

3.5 pts

4.0 pts
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Teachers needing a Professional Assistance Plan will work with an administrator to set goals at 

the beginning of the academic year or anytime during the year that evaluators feel serious 

performance concerns exist. These goals are monitored and may be revised as necessary. 

Progress towards goals is formally discussed sometime around the middle of the assistance plan 

at which point the evaluator and teacher discuss the teacher’s performance thus far and adjust 

individual goals as necessary. Professional assistance goals should be directly tied to areas of 

improvement within the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric. Teachers with Professional Assistance 

Plans are required to use license renewal credits for professional development activities.  

 

Teachers in their first few years may be placed on a Professional Assistance Plan with the 

support of their primary evaluator. These teachers will benefit from early and frequent feedback 

on their performance. This helps to support growth and also to set clear expectations on the 

instructional culture of the building and school leadership. 

 

See Appendix F for a copy of the Professional Assistance Plan. 
 
 

Modification of Final Score If Teacher has Negative Impact 
If a teacher scores a 1 (Ineffective) on both of the teacher’s SLO measures (class and targeted), 

then the primary evaluator is to review student learning data for all of the teacher’s students.  If 

50% or more students failed to show achievement standards as defined as 70% or higher on SLO 

assessments or pass rate on major student assessments, e.g. ECA, or other approved assessment, 

then the teacher shall be determined to be having a NEGATIVE IMPACT on student learning.  If 

the teacher’s other summative data scores, TER and SLO scores, together with the SLO 

summative data yields a rating score of Effective or Highly Effective, the summative score will 

be reduced to Improvement Necessary. 

 

Conference with Superintendent 
A teacher who has been rated as Ineffective may request a private conference with the 

superintendent or superintendent’s designee.  The procedure for this request is detailed in IC 20-

28-11.5-6 and requires the teacher to contact the superintendent or superintendent’s designee in 

writing with the request within five school days of receiving written documentation from the 

evaluator at the final summative conference. 

 

Use of the Certificated Employee’s License Renewal Credits 
All license renewal credits completed by a certificated employee who is required to complete a 

remediation plan will be applied to professional development credit in order to assist the 

certificated employee achieve an effective rating on the next performance evaluation as 

stipulated in IC 20-28-11.5-6(b). 
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Process for Delivering Feedback on Evaluations 
Feedback within the evaluation process is ongoing in all evaluations of certificated staff at Flat 

Rock-Hawcreek School Corporation.  The schedule of conferences, observations, review of 

artifacts, notes from evaluators to employees and notes from employees to evaluators using 

online evaluation system serve to enable the employee and the evaluator to review and consider 

feedback making the evaluation process an ongoing system of sharing information about the 

progress of the teaching and learning cycle as demonstrated by professional staff.  Beginning on 

page nine of this manual, the schedule and process for an iterative exchange between employee 

and evaluator is laid out.  This process is utilized for the evaluation of all certificated employees. 

 

 

Process for Tying Evaluation Results to Professional Development 
Professional development is planned for individual teachers and certificated staff using 

evaluation results and specific information from using the evaluation rubric for employees.  

Professional development is identified and planned using areas of lowest growth and areas 

needing improvement for individuals and staff collectively.   

 

Process for Ensuring Students Do Not Receive Instruction from 
Ineffective Teachers Two Years in a Row and Informing Parents 
The following actions will be conducted to avoid a student being instructed by a teacher rated as 

ineffective two consecutive years: 

 Students taught by an ineffective teacher will not be placed in a teacher’s 

classroom rated as ineffective for the second year unless no alternative placement 

or class is available 

 All alternative student placement options will be pursued before placing any 

student with an ineffectively rated teacher for the second year  

 

Flat Rock-Hawcreek School Corporation will maintain a list of all students taught by a teacher 

rated as ineffective and cross reference that list with all teachers rated as ineffective with the 

purpose of avoiding a student being placed for the second year with a teacher rated as 

ineffective.  This list will be maintained by the school principal and will be part of the student 

management system.  Should no alternative be available other than to place a student with an 

ineffectively rated teacher for the second year, a letter will be sent to the parents of the student 

which clearly informs the parents of the student placement in the ineffective teacher’s classroom.   
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Evaluation Plan 

Certificated Employees with 

Non-Teaching Assignments 

 
Flat Rock-Hawcreek School Corporation uses the RISE Indiana model for evaluating principals, 

assistant principals and deans, school counselors, directors, and coordinators who perform 

administration roles within the school corporation.  Each school administrator receives a 

performance rating of Highly Effective, Effective, Improvement Necessary, or Ineffective based on 

the adminstrator’s performance results for achieving objectives and demonstrated competencies.  

The administrator effectiveness rubric is adjusted for differing roles and responsibilities for each 

position.  All administrator final ratings are calculated using the same percentage calculations as 

used for school principals as reflected in RISE. 

 

 

Overview of Components 
The administrator’s role is a highly complex one. RISE relies on multiple sources of information to paint a 
fair, accurate, and comprehensive picture of a administrator’s performance. All administrators will be 
evaluated on two major components: 
1. Professional Practice – Assessment of leadership practices that influence student learning, as 
measured by competencies set forth in the Effectiveness Rubric. All administrators will be evaluated in 
the domains of Teacher Effectiveness and Leadership Actions. 
2. Student Learning – An administrator’s contribution to student academic progress, assessed 
through multiple measures of student academic achievement and growth, including the A-F 
Accountability Model as well as progress towards specific Administrative Student Learning 
Objectives (SLOs) using state-, corporation-, or school-wide assessments. 

 

At the beginning of the year, the administrator and evaluator meet for a beginning-of-year conference. 
This is an opportunity to discuss the administrator’s prior year performance, review the Administrative 
Student Learning Objectives written by the administrator, and map out a plan for the year. Evaluators 
and administrators should leave the conference with clarity on: 

 The Administrative SLOs; 

 The areas of practice that will be the focus for a administrator’s work and an evaluator’s support 
throughout the year; and 

 A plan for regular observation and feedback (with an understanding that the evaluator may visit 
unannounced as well). 

Throughout the school year, the evaluator collects evidence, including two required direct observations 
and, preferably, numerous additional direct and indirect observations. Each of these observations is 
accompanied by feedback to the administrator. 
 
 
A strongly recommended but optional element of RISE is a mid-year conference. Held in the middle of 
the year, this is an opportunity for the evaluator and administrator meet to discuss performance thus 



FRHC SOAR Teacher Evaluation and Development Program 

 
33 

far. Evaluators can prepare for this conference by reviewing observation notes and feedback to date, 
while the administrator can use it as an opportunity to share interim student learning data that 
demonstrate progress toward accomplishment of Administrative SLOs. 
 
In the spring, evaluators and administrators meet for an end-of-year conference. This is an opportunity 
to review the administrator’s performance on all of the competencies of the Effectiveness Rubric and, 
if available, data supporting the accomplishment of Administrative SLOs. 
 
It is important to note that, depending on when all the data necessary for assigning a summative rating 
are available, either the beginning-of-year or end-of-year conference will also serve as a summative 
conference. This is when the evaluator shares his/her summative rating of the administrator reviewing 
the administrator’s areas of strengths and development for the year. 
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APPENDIX A:  TEACHER EVALUATION RUBRIC 

FLAT ROCK-HAWCREEK SCHOOLS 

 

 

  

 
 

Teacher Evaluation and Development System 

 
   

 

Teacher Effectiveness Rubric 

 



Appendix A:  Teacher Effectiveness Rubric; FRHC SOAR Teacher Evaluation and Development Program 

 
35 

DOMAIN 1: PURPOSEFUL PLANNING 
Teachers use Indiana content area standards to develop a rigorous curriculum relevant for all students: building meaningful units of study, continuous assessments and a 
system for tracking student progress as well as plans for accommodations and changes in response to a lack of student progress.  

Indicator Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) Improvement Necessary 
(2) 

Ineffective (1) 

1.1 Knowledge of 
Student 
Development 
and Learning 

At Level 4, a teacher fulfills the criteria 
for Level 3 and additionally: 
-Considers backgrounds, abilities, 
interests, aspirations, and values of 
his/her students 

To plan for student learning, the 
teacher:  
-Draws upon the knowledge of child 
development  

To plan for student 
learning, the teacher:  
-Demonstrates limited 
knowledge of child 
development  

To plan for student learning, the 
teacher:  
-Does not draw upon knowledge of 
child development and does not 
know the backgrounds, abilities, 
interests, aspirations, and values of 
his/her students  

Potential Artifacts:  Lesson Plans, Assessments, Curriculum Maps 
1.2 Set Ambitious 

and 
Measurable 
Achievement 
Goals  
 

At Level 4, a teacher fulfills the criteria 
for Level 3 and additionally: 
-Plans an annual student achievement 
goal that is ambitious for every student, 
considering their individual learning 
differences 
 

The teacher develops annual student 
achievement goals that are: 
- Measurable;  
-Recognize students’ individual learning 
differences; 
- Aligned to content standards;  
AND 
-Include benchmarks to help monitor 
learning and inform interventions 
throughout the year  

Teacher develops annual 
student achievement goals 
that are: 
-Measurable 
 
 
 

Teacher rarely or never develops 
achievement goals for the class OR 
goals are developed, but are 
extremely general and not helpful 
for planning purposes 

Potential Artifacts:  Student Learning Objectives, Benchmarks, Individual Achievement Goals 
1.3 Develop 

Standards-
Based Curricula 

At Level 4, a teacher’s curricula fulfill the 
criteria for Level 3 and additionally: 
-Note prerequisite skills students may 
need to access course content 
-Have indicators written to convey the 
appropriate level of performance students 
should exhibit by the end of the unit 
 

Based on achievement goals, the 
teacher’s curricula: 
- Identify content standards that students 
will master in each unit, including the 
CCSS Content Literacy Standards (if 
appropriate) 
-Emphasize essential content 
standards/power skills through 
appropriate pacing and sequencing of 
units 
-Are revised continuously  
- Allocate an instructionally appropriate 
amount of time for each unit 
-Reflect an understanding of any 
benchmark or end-of-course assessments 
given in the course 

Based on achievement 
goals, the teacher’s 
curricula: 
- Identify content standards 
that students will master in 
each unit 
-Emphasize essential 
content standards/power 
skills  through the 
appropriate pacing and 
sequencing of units 
 
 
 

Teacher rarely or never plans units 
by identifying content standards 
that students will master in each 
unit OR there is little to no evidence 
that teacher uses or revises 
curricula at all 

Potential Artifacts:  Lesson Plans and Curriculum Maps 
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1.4 Create 
Objective-
Driven Lesson 
Plans  

At Level 4, a teacher‘s lesson plan fulfills 
the criteria for Level 3 and additionally: 
-Emphasize learning opportunities that 
promote competency in content, but also 
21st Century skills and themes: 

o One of 21st Century Skills 
literacies 

o Creativity 
o Communication 
o Collaboration 
o Critical thinking 

-Anticipate areas of misunderstanding or 
areas that will need review 
-Make a connection between prior 
learning, other content areas, student 
interest, or current events 
 

Based on curricula, teacher’s lesson 
plans:  
-Are prepared in advance  
-Identify lesson objectives that are 
aligned to state content standards, any 
local or State/national assessments that 
coordinate with the course, and with any 
achievement goals for the course, school, 
or district 
- Allocate an instructionally appropriate 
amount of time for each objective 
-Demonstrate appropriate sequencing, 
pacing, and scaffolding of instruction 
-Incorporate appropriate resources from 
a variety of genres to provide 
background information for students 
-Utilize a variety of instructional 
strategies 

Based on unit plan, 
teacher’s plans:  
- Identify lesson objectives 
that are aligned to state 
content standards, any local 
or State/national 
assessments that coordinate 
with the course, and with 
any achievement goals for 
the course, school, or 
district 
 
 
 

Teacher rarely or never plans daily 
lessons OR daily lessons are 
planned, but are not written with 
appropriate objectives, do not 
include a variety of instructional 
strategies, or do not provide 
sufficient practice 

Potential Artifacts:  Lesson Plans, Assessment Frameworks, Curriculum Maps, Content Standards, Staff Resources (texts, digital curricula, 
supplementary materials), Student Learning Activities 
1.5 
 
 

Create 
Standards-
Based, 
Objective-
Driven 
Assessments  

At Level 4, a teacher‘s assessments fulfill 
the criteria for Level 3 and additionally: 
- Incorporate an  appropriate number of 
checks for understanding spaced 
effectively throughout the lesson to guide 
instruction 
-Include 21st century assessment systems 
that appropriately measure 21st century 
knowledge, skills, performances, and 
dispositions 
 

Based on curricula and lesson plans, 
teacher’s assessments:  
-Are prepared before lesson plans so to 
guide lesson plan development 
-Are aligned to state content standards, 
any local or State/national assessments 
that coordinate with the course, and with 
any achievement goals for the course, 
school, or district 
-Incorporate multiple ways of 
demonstrating understanding within the 
assessment or across a spectrum of 
assessments 
- Include a variety of informal 
assessments/checks for understanding as 
well as summative assessments  
-Are meaningful and relevant to the 
lesson objectives 
-Match the level of performance 
expected of students as referenced in the 
lesson objectives 

Based on curricula and 
lesson plans, teacher’s 
assessments:  
-Are aligned to state content 
standards, any local or 
State/national assessments 
that coordinate with the 
course, and with any 
achievement goals for the 
course, school, or district 
-Are meaningful and 
relevant to the lesson 
objectives 
 
 
 

Teacher’s assessments do not guide 
instruction, may not be tied to 
lesson objectives, and may not be 
aligned to state content standards, 
any local or State/national 
assessments that coordinate with 
the course, and with any 
achievement goals for the course, 
school, or district 
 



Appendix A:  Teacher Effectiveness Rubric; FRHC SOAR Teacher Evaluation and Development Program 

 
37 

Potential Artifacts:  Lesson Plans, Assessments, Assessment Frameworks 

1.6 Track Student 
Data and 
Analyze 
Progress 
 
 

At Level 4, a teacher fulfills the criteria 
for Level 3 and additionally: 
- Uses daily checks for understanding for 
additional data points 
- Updates student assessment/progress 
data more than minimally required by 
administration 
-Uses multiple measures of understanding 
(i.e., Growth Model data, standardized 
test scores, classroom assessments, etc.) 
to analyze student progress to drive 
lesson planning for future lessons 

To evaluate and track student 
performance so that the teacher and 
student understand student’s progress 
toward achievement goals, the teacher:   
- Regularly administers diagnostic, 
formative, and/or summative 
assessments to determine student 
progress 
-Grades student work and records 
student assessment /progress data in a 
timely manner and in a way that helps 
both teacher and student to understand 
their present levels of performance in 
relation to achievement goals 
-Plans future lessons/units based on 
analysis of measures of understanding 
-Uses a grading system(weighted, total 
points, etc.) that produces a final course 
grade reflective of students’ knowledge 
and performance 

To evaluate and track 
student performance so 
that the teacher and 
students understand 
students’ progress toward 
achievement goals, the 
teacher:  
- Records student 
assessment/ progress data 
- Maintains a grading system 
 
 

Teacher rarely or never updates  
student assessment/progress data 
and/or has no discernible grading 
system 

Potential Artifacts:  Lesson Plans, Assessments, Gradebook, Assessment Schedules 
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DOMAIN 2: EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION 
Teachers facilitate student academic practice so that all students are participating and have the opportunity to gain mastery of the objectives in a classroom environment that 

fosters a climate of urgency and expectation around achievement, excellence and respect. 

Indicators Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) Improvement Necessary (2) Ineffective (1) 

 

Competency 2.1: 

 

 

 

Develop student 

understanding and 

mastery of lesson 

objectives 

Teacher is highly effective at 

developing student understanding and 

mastery of lesson objectives 

Teacher is effective at developing student 

understanding and mastery of lesson 

objectives 

Teacher needs improvement at 

developing student understanding and 

mastery of lesson objectives 

Teacher is ineffective at 

developing student 

understanding and 

mastery of lesson 

objectives 

For Level 4, all of the evidence listed 

under Level 3 is present, as well as 

some of the following: 

 

- Students can explain what they are 

learning and why it is important, 

beyond repeating the stated objective 

 

- Teacher effectively engages prior 

knowledge, other content area 

information, student interest, or current 

events to connect students to lesson.  

Students demonstrate through work or 

comments that they understand this 

connection 

-  Lesson objective is specific, 

measurable, and aligned to standards.  It 

conveys what students are learning and 

what they will be able to do by the end of 

the lesson 

 

- Importance of the objective is explained 

or is apparent so that students understand 

why they are learning what they are 

learning 

 

-  Lesson is well-organized to move 

students towards mastery of the objective 

- Lesson objective conveys what students 

are learning and what they will be able to 

do by the end of the lesson, but may not 

be aligned to standards or measurable 

 

-  Teacher attempts explanation of 

importance of objective, but students fail 

to demonstrate understanding 

 

-  Organization of the lesson does not 

align to stated objectives 

- Lesson objective is 

missing one or more 

objective necessary for 

students to demonstrate 

understanding of 

objective. 

 

- Students fail to 

demonstrate a connection 

between the objective 

and the lesson. 

 

- Lesson is disorganized 

and does not align with 

objective.   

Potential Artifacts:  Lesson Plans, Discussions with Students 

Notes: 

1. One way in which an observer could effectively gather information to score this standard is through brief conversations with students (when appropriate). 

2. In some situations, it may not be appropriate to state the objective for the lesson (multiple objectives for various “centers”, early-childhood inquiry-based lesson, etc).  In these situations, 

the observer should assess whether or not students are engaged in activities that will lead them towards mastery of an objective, even if it is not stated. 
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Indicators Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) Improvement Necessary (2) Ineffective (1) 

 

Competency 2.2: 

 

 

 

Demonstrate and 

Clearly 

Communicate 

Content 

Knowledge to 

Students 

Teacher is highly effective at 

demonstrating and clearly 

communicating content knowledge to 

students 

Teacher is effective at demonstrating and 

clearly communicating content 

knowledge to students 

Teacher needs improvement at 

demonstrating and clearly 

communicating content knowledge to 

students 

Teacher is ineffective at 

demonstrating and clearly 

communicating content 

knowledge to students 

For Level 4, all of the evidence listed 

under Level 3 is present, as well as 

some of the following: 

 

- Teacher fully explains concepts in a 

direct and efficient manner, while 

still achieving student understanding 

 

- Teacher effectively connects 

content to other content areas, 

students’ experiences and interests, 

or current events in order to make 

content relevant and build interest 

 

- Explanations spark student 

excitement and interest in the content 

 

 

- Teacher demonstrates content 

knowledge and delivers content that is 

factually correct  

 

- Content is clear, concise and well-

organized 

 

- Teacher restates and rephrases 

instruction in multiple ways to increase 

understanding 

 

- Teacher emphasizes key points or main 

ideas in content 

 

- Teacher uses developmentally 

appropriate language and explanations 

 

- Teacher implements relevant 

instructional strategies  

-Teacher delivers content that is 

factually correct 

 

- Content occasionally lacks clarity 

and organization 

 

- Teacher fails to restate or rephrase 

instruction in multiple ways when 

students demonstrate a lack of 

understanding 

 

- Teacher does not adequately 

emphasize main ideas, and students 

demonstrate inconsistent 

understanding of key points 

 

- Explanations lack developmentally 

appropriate language 

 

- Teacher does not consistently 

implement relevant instructional 

strategies  

- Teacher delivers  content that 

is factually incorrect 

 

- Explanations may be unclear 

and fail to build student 

understanding of key concepts 

 

- Teacher continues with 

planned instruction, even when 

it is obvious that students are 

not understanding content 

 

- Teacher does not adequately 

emphasize main ideas, and 

students demonstrate a lack of 

understanding of key points 

 

- Teacher fails to use 

developmentally appropriate 

language 

 

-Teacher does not implement 

relevant instructional strategies 

Notes:  

1.  Content may be communicated by either direct instruction or guided inquiry depending on the context of the classroom or lesson. 

2.  If the teacher presents information with any mistake that would leave students with a significant misunderstanding at the end of the lesson, the teacher should be scored a Level 1 for this 

competency. 

3. Instructional strategies learned via professional development may include information learned during instructional coaching sessions as well as mandatory or optional school or district-

wide PD sessions. 
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Indicators Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) Improvement Necessary (2) Ineffective (1) 

 

Competency 2.3: 

 

 

Engage students in 

academic content 

Teacher is highly effective at engaging 

students in academic content 

Teacher is effective at engaging 

students in academic content 

Teacher needs improvement at engaging 

students in academic content 

Teacher is ineffective at 

engaging students in 

academic content 

For Level 4, all of the evidence listed 

under Level 3 is present, as well as some 

of the following: 

 

- Teacher provides ways to engage with 

content that significantly promotes 

student mastery of the objective 

 

- Teacher provides differentiated ways 

of engaging with content specific to 

individual student needs 

 

- The lesson progresses at an appropriate 

pace so that students are rarely 

disengaged, and students who finish 

early have something else meaningful to 

do 

 

- Teacher effectively integrates 

technology as a tool to engage students 

in academic content 

-3/4 or more of students are actively 

engaged in content at all times  

 

- Teacher provides multiple ways to 

engage students with content that is 

aligned to the lesson objective 

 

- Ways of engaging students with 

content reflect different learning 

modalities or intelligences 

 

- Teacher adjusts lesson to 

accommodate student prerequisite 

skills and knowledge so that all 

students are engaged 

 

- ELL and IEP students have the 

appropriate accommodations to be 

engaged in content 

 

 

-  Fewer than 3/4 of students are 

engaged in content  

- Though teacher provides multiple 

ways of engaging students, content is 

not aligned to lesson objective 

 

- Ways of engaging students with 

content reflects limited learning 

modalities or intelligences (i.e. 

engagement limited to verbal 

intelligence) 

 

- Some students may not have the 

prerequisite skills necessary to fully 

engage in content and teacher’s attempt 

to modify instruction for these students 

is limited or not always effective 

 

- ELL and IEP students are sometimes 

given appropriate accommodations to 

participate in content 

 

-  

- Fewer than 1/2 of students 

are engaged in content  

 

- Teacher may only provide 

one way of engaging with 

content and content shows no 

alignment to the lesson 

objective or mastery of 

content 

 

- Teacher does not 

differentiate instruction to 

target different learning 

modalities or intelligences 

 

- Most students do not have 

the prerequisite skills 

necessary to fully engage in 

content and teacher makes no 

effort to adjust instruction for 

these students 

 

- ELL and IEP students are 

not given appropriate 

accommodations to engage in 

content 

Notes:  

1. The most important indicator of success here is that students are actively engaged in the content.  For a teacher to receive credit for providing students a way of engaging with content, 

students must be engaged in that part of the lesson. 

2. Some observable evidence of engagement may include (but is not limited to): (a) raising of hands to ask and answer questions as well as to share ideas; (b) active listening (not off-task) 

during lesson; or (c) active participation in hands-on tasks/activities. 

3. Teachers may provide multiple ways of engaging with content via different learning modalities or via multiple intelligences.   
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Indicators Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) Improvement Necessary (2) Ineffective (1) 

 

Competency 

2.4: 

 

Check for 

Understanding  

Teacher is highly effective at checking for 

understanding 

Teacher is effective at checking for 

understanding 

Teacher needs improvement at checking 

for understanding 

Teacher is ineffective at 

checking for understanding 

For Level 4, all of the evidence listed under 

Level 3 is present, as well as some of the 

following: 

 

- Teacher checks for understanding at 

higher levels by asking questions that push 

thinking; accepts only high quality student 

responses (those that reveal understanding 

or lack thereof)  

 

- Teacher uses open-ended questions to 

surface common misunderstandings and 

assess student mastery of material at a 

range of both lower and higher-order 

thinking 

- Teacher checks for understanding at 

almost all key moments (when checking 

is necessary to inform instruction going 

forward) and gets an accurate “pulse” of 

the class’s understanding 

 

- Teacher gains enough information 

during checks for understanding to 

modify the lesson and respond 

accordingly 

 

- Teacher uses wait time effectively both 

after posing a question and before 

helping students think through a 

response 

  

- Teacher doesn’t allow students to “opt-

out” of checks for understanding and 

cycles back to these students 

 

 

- Teacher sometimes checks for 

understanding of content, but misses 

several key moments 

 

- Teacher mostly gets an accurate 

"pulse" of the class's understanding, but 

may not gain enough information to 

modify the lesson accordingly 

 

- Teacher may not use a variety of 

methods to check for understanding, 

when doing so would be helpful 

 

- Teacher may not provide enough wait 

time after posing a question for students 

to think and respond before helping with 

an answer or moving forward with 

content 

 

- Teacher sometimes allows students to 

"opt-out" of checks for understanding 

without cycling back to these students  

 

 

- Teacher rarely or never 

checks for understanding of 

content, or misses nearly all 

key moments  

 

- Teacher frequently moves 

on with content before 

students have a chance to 

respond to questions or 

frequently gives students the 

answer rather than helping 

them think through the 

answer. 

 

- Teacher frequently allows 

students to "opt-out" of 

checks for understanding and 

does not cycle back to these 

students  
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Indicators Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) Improvement Necessary (2) Ineffective (1) 

 

Competency 

2.5: 

 

Modify 

Instruction As 

Needed  

Teacher is highly effective at modifying 

instruction as needed  

Teacher is effective at modifying 

instruction as needed  

Teacher needs improvement at 

modifying instruction as needed  

Teacher is ineffective at 

modifying instruction as 

needed  

For Level 4, all of the evidence listed under 

Level 3 is present, as well as some of the 

following: 

 

- Teacher anticipates student 

misunderstandings and preemptively 

addresses them 

 

- Teacher is able to modify instruction to 

respond to misunderstandings without 

taking away from the flow of the lesson or 

losing engagement 

 

- If misunderstandings persist after multiple 

attempts to remedy, teacher  seeks outside 

resources or makes arrangements for 

more time/help to be given to the topic 

 

 

- Teacher makes adjustments to 

instruction based on checks for 

understanding that lead to increased 

understanding for most students 

 

- Teacher differentiates delivery of 

instruction based on checks for 

understanding  

 

- Teacher responds to 

misunderstandings with effective 

scaffolding techniques, such as 

reviewing prerequisite knowledge, 

chunking, creating visuals, breaking 

down processes into steps, etc. 

 

- Teacher doesn’t give up, but continues 

to try to address misunderstanding with 

different techniques if the first try is not 

successful 

- Teacher may attempt to make 

adjustments to instruction based on 

checks for understanding, but these 

attempts may be misguided and may not 

increase understanding for all students 

 

- Teacher may primarily respond to 

misunderstandings by using teacher-

driven scaffolding techniques (for 

example, re-explaining a concept the 

same way)  

 

- Teacher never attempts to 

adjust instruction based on 

checks for understanding, or 

any attempts at doing so 

frequently fail to increase 

understanding for students 

 

- Teacher does not respond to 

misunderstandings by using 

teacher-driven scaffolding 

techniques 

 

 

Potential Artifacts:  Lesson Plans 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicators Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) Improvement Necessary (2) Ineffective (1) 
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Competency 

2.6: 

 

Develop 

Higher Level 

of 

Understanding 

through 

Rigorous 

Instruction 

and Work  

Teacher is highly effective at developing a 

higher level of understanding through 

rigorous instruction and work 

Teacher is effective at developing a 

higher level of understanding through 

rigorous instruction and work 

Teacher needs improvement at 

developing a higher level of 

understanding through rigorous 

instruction and work 

Teacher is ineffective at 

developing a higher level of 

understanding through 

rigorous instruction and work 

For Level 4, all of the evidence listed under 

Level 3 is present, as well as some of the 

following: 

 

- Lesson is accessible and challenging to all 

students 

 

- Students are able to answer higher-level 

questions with meaningful responses 

 

- Students pose higher-level questions to the 

teacher and to each other 

 

- Teacher highlights examples of recent 

student work that meets high expectations; 

Insists and motivates students to do it again if 

not great 

 

-  Teacher encourages students’ interest in 

learning by providing students with additional 

opportunities to apply and build skills beyond 

expected lesson elements (e.g. extra credit or 

enrichment assignments) 

- Lesson is accessible and challenging to 

almost all students 

 

- Teacher frequently develops higher-

level understanding through effective 

questioning 

 

- Lesson differentiates instruction based 

on each student's level of understanding  

 

- Students have opportunities to 

meaningfully practice, apply, and 

demonstrate that they are learning 

 

-  Teacher shows patience and helps 

students to persist even when faced with 

difficult tasks 

- Lesson is not always accessible or 

challenging for students 

 

 - Some questions used may not be 

effective in developing higher-level 

understanding (too complex or 

confusing) 

 

- Teacher may not always use 

questioning as an effective tool to 

increase understanding 

 

- While students may have some 

opportunity to meaningfully practice 

and apply concepts, instruction is more 

teacher-directed than appropriate 

 

- Teacher may encourage students to 

work hard, but may not persist in 

efforts to have students keep trying 

- Lesson is not aligned with 

developmental level of 

students (may be too 

challenging or too easy) 

 

- Teacher does not use 

questioning as an effective 

tool to increase 

understanding.  Students only 

show a surface understanding 

of concepts. 

 

- Lesson is teacher directed.  

Students have few 

opportunities for 

meaningfully practice or 

apply concepts. 

 

- Teacher gives up on 

students easily and does not 

encourage them to persist 

through difficult tasks 

Potential Artifacts:  Student Activities/Assignments, Student Work, Student Surveys 
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Indicators Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) Improvement Necessary (2) Ineffective (1) 

 

Competency 2.7: 

 

Maximize 

Instructional 

Time 

Teacher is highly effective at 

maximizing instructional time 

Teacher is effective at maximizing 

instructional time 

Teacher needs improvement at 

maximizing instructional time 

Teacher is ineffective at 

maximizing instructional time 

For Level 4, all of the evidence listed 

under Level 3 is present, as well as 

some of the following: 

 

-  Routines, transitions, and procedures 

are well-executed.  Students know what 

they are supposed to be doing without 

prompting from the teacher 

 

- Students are engaged in meaningful 

work while waiting for the teacher (for 

example, during attendance) 

 

- Students share responsibility for 

classroom operations and routines and 

work well together to accomplish these 

tasks (ie, passing out papers, gathering 

and putting away materials) 

 

- All students are on-task and follow 

instructions of teacher with little 

prompting 

 

- Disruptive behaviors and off-task 

conversations are rare; When they 

occur, they are always addressed 

without major interruption to the lesson 

- Class starts on-time 

 

- Classroom routines, transitions, and 

procedures are well-executed.  

Students know what they are supposed 

to be doing with minimal prompting 

from the teacher 

 

- Students are not engaged in 

meaningful work for brief periods of 

time only (for example, during 

attendance) 

 

- Teacher appropriately delegates time 

between parts of the lesson to 

effectively lead students towards 

mastery of objective (ie, pacing and 

differentiation) 

 

- Most students are on-task and follow 

instructions of teacher with minimal 

prompting 

 

- Disruptive behaviors and off-task 

conversations are rare.   When they 

occur, they are usually addressed 

without major interruption to the 

lesson. 

- Class often starts a few minutes late 

 

- Classroom routines, transitions, and 

procedures are in place, but require 

significant teacher direction or 

prompting to be followed 

 

- There is more than a brief period of 

time when students are left without 

meaningful work to keep them 

engaged 

 

- Teacher wastes some lesson time 

between parts of the lesson due to poor 

classroom management 

 

- Much prompting from the teacher is 

necessary for students to follow 

instructions and remain on-task 

 

-  Disruptive behaviors and off-task 

conversations sometimes occur; they 

are addressed ineffectively and teacher 

has to stop the lesson sometimes to 

address the problem 

- Teacher frequently starts class 

late.  

 

- There are few or no evident 

classroom routines or procedures 

in place.  Students are unclear 

about what they should be doing 

and require significant direction 

from the teacher at all times 

 

- There are significant periods of 

time in which students are not 

engaged in meaningful work 

 

- Teacher wastes significant time 

between parts of the lesson due to 

poor classroom management 

 

- Even with extensive prompting, 

students do not follow directions 

and are off-task 

 

- Disruptive behaviors and off-task 

conversations are common and 

frequently cause the teacher to 

have to stop the lesson to address 

the problem 

 

Potential Artifacts:  Student Surveys, Classroom Rules/Policies, Discipline Records 
Notes: 

1. The overall indicator of success here is that operationally, the classroom runs smoothly so that time can be spent on valuable instruction rather than logistics and discipline.  

2. It should be understood that a teacher can have disruptive students no matter how effective he/she may be.  However, an effective teacher should be able to minimize disruptions amongst 

these students and when they do occur, handle them without detriment to the learning of other students. 
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Indicators Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) Improvement Necessary (2) Ineffective (1) 

 

Competency 

2.8: 

 

Create 

Classroom 

Culture of 

Respect and 

Collaboration 

Teacher is highly effective at creating a 

classroom culture of respect and 

collaboration 

Teacher is effective at creating a 

classroom culture of respect and 

collaboration 

Teacher needs improvement at creating a 

classroom culture of respect and 

collaboration 

Teacher is ineffective at 

creating a classroom culture of 

respect and collaboration 

For Level 4, all of the evidence listed under 

Level 3 is present, as well as some of the 

following: 

 

- Students are invested in the academic 

success of their peers as evidenced by 

unprompted collaboration and assistance 

 

- Students reinforce positive character and 

behavior and discourage negative behavior 

amongst themselves 

- Students show respect to the teacher 

and peers 

 

- Students are given opportunities to 

collaborate and support each other in 

the learning process 

 

- Teacher reinforces positive character 

and behavior and uses consequences 

appropriately to discourage negative 

behavior 

 

- Teacher shows genuine interest in 

their thoughts and opinions  

- When students are disrespectful of their 

teacher or peers, there is inconsistent 

enforcement of classroom norms 

 

- Students are given opportunities to 

collaborate, but are not always be 

supportive of each other and are given 

little guidance from the teacher  

 

- Teacher praises positive behavior OR 

enforces consequences for negative 

behavior, with little positive result 

 

- Teacher focuses on poor behavior of 

some students while ignoring poor 

behavior of others 

- Students are frequently 

disrespectful of teacher or 

peers with little or no 

consequences 

 

- Students are not given many 

opportunities to collaborate 

OR during these times do not 

work well together even with 

teacher intervention 

 

- Teacher rarely or never 

praises positive behavior 

 

- Teacher rarely or never 

addresses negative behavior 

Potential Artifacts:  Student Surveys, Positive Cards and Notes, Discipline Records 

Notes: 

1. If there is one or more instances of disrespect by the teacher toward students, the teacher should be scored a Level 1 for this standard. 

2. Elementary school teachers more frequently will, and are sometimes required to have, expectations, rewards, and consequences posted visibly in the classroom.  Whether or not these are 

visibly posted, it should be evident within the culture of the classroom that students understand and abide by a set of established expectations and are aware of the rewards and consequences 

of their actions 
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Indicators Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) Improvement Necessary (2) Ineffective (1) 

 

Competency 

2.9: 

 

Set High 

Expectations 

for Academic 

Success 

Teacher is highly effective at setting high 

expectations for academic success. 

Teacher is effective at setting high 

expectations for academic success. 

Teacher needs improvement at setting 

high expectations for academic success. 

Teacher is ineffective at setting high 

expectations for student success. 

For Level 4, all of the evidence listed under 

Level 3 is present, as well as some of the 

following: 

 

- Students demonstrate high academic 

expectations for themselves 

 

- Student comments and actions 

demonstrate that they are excited about their 

work and understand why it is important 

 

- Teacher sets high expectations 

for students of all levels 

 

- The classroom is a safe place to 

take on challenges and risk failure 

(students do not feel shy about 

asking questions or bad about 

answering incorrectly) 

-Teacher praises academic work or 

good behavior 

- Teacher may set high expectations for 

some, but not others 

 

- Some students may be afraid to take on 

challenges and hesitant to ask for help do 

to discouraging comments from teacher 

or peers 

 

- Teacher rarely praises the academic 

work or good behavior 

 

 

- Teacher rarely or never sets high 

expectations for students 

 

- Students are afraid to take on 

challenges and risk failure due to 

frequently discouraging comments 

from the teacher or peers 

 

- Teacher never praises academic 

work or good behavior 

 

 

Potential Artifacts:  Student Surveys, Student Work 

 

 

Note: 

1. There are several ways for a teacher to demonstrate high expectations - through encouraging comments, higher-level questioning, appropriately rigorous assignments, expectations written  
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DOMAIN 3: TEACHER LEADERSHIP 
Teachers develop and sustain the intense energy and leadership within their school community to ensure the achievement of all students.  

Indicator Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) 
Improvement 
Necessary (2) Ineffective (1) 

3.1 Contribute to School 
Culture 

At Level 4, a teacher fulfills the 
criteria for Level 3 and 
additionally will: 
- Provide positive behavior 
supports to students to 
encourage school-wide 
expectations 
 
In addition,  
-Seek leadership roles in school 
initiatives  
OR 
-Participate in a leadership 
capacity in community 
programs/organizations that 
directly impact the school’s 
students 

Teacher will: 
 
-Regularly participate in or contribute 
to school initiatives  
 
- Regularly enforce school discipline 
policies within the contract day 

Teacher will: 
 
- Inconsistently 
participate in/ 
contribute to 
school initiatives 
 
- Inconsistently 
follow discipline 
policies  

Teacher will:  
-Rarely or never contribute 
to school initiatives 
(committees, sponsorships, 
coaching, healthy 
communities, PBS, etc.) 
- Often disregard   school 
discipline policies and 
his/her responsibility for 
enforcement 

Potential Artifacts:  Committee Work, PBS documentation, SIP Planning, Classroom Rules/Procedures, Discipline Records 
  

3.2 Collaborate with 
Peers 

At Level 4, a teacher fulfills the 
criteria for Level 3 and 
additionally will: 
-Coach/mentor peers, over 
time, through challenging 
teaching and learning issues 
-Create and facilitate 
meaningful opportunities for 
collaboration 
-Take on leadership roles 
within collaborative groups   

Teacher will: 
- Regularly and actively engage in 
opportunities to work with and learn 
from others 
- Seek assistance, when needed, and 
provide assistance to others in need 
 
 

Teacher will : 
- Occasionally 
engage actively in 
opportunities to 
work with and 
learn from others 
- Sometimes seek 
assistance when 
needed 
 
 

Teacher will: 
-Rarely or never engage 
actively in opportunities to 
work with others  
 -Usually works in isolation 
and is often not perceived 
as a team player 

Potential Artifacts:  Emails, Documents/Resources Shared w/ Colleagues for Professional Growth, Committee Work, Mentoring 
Logs/Conference Notes  
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Indicator Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) Improvement Necessary (2) Ineffective (1) 

3.3 Seek Professional 
Skills and 
Knowledge 

At Level 4, a teacher 
fulfills the criteria for 
Level 3 and additionally 
will: 
- Regularly share newly 
learned knowledge and 
practices with others at 
regularly scheduled 
teacher meetings 
(including department, 
committee, or other 
formal groups)  
OR 
- Seek out opportunities 
to lead professional 
development sessions 

Teacher will: 
- Actively pursue 
opportunities to improve 
knowledge and practice 
- Seek out ways to implement 
new practices in instruction, 
where applicable 
 
 

Teacher will: 
- Attend all mandatory professional 
development opportunities 
 
 

Teacher will: 
-Rarely or never 
attend 
professional 
development 
opportunities 
 -Show little or no 
interest in new 
ideas, programs, 
or classes to 
improve teaching 
and learning  

Potential Artifacts:  Teacher Renewal Points, Professional Development Certificates of Participation, Emails, Presentation 
Documents/Evidence, Example Activities Done with Students Gleaned from Professional Development   

3.4 Advocate for 
Student Success 

At Level 4, a teacher 
fulfills the criteria for 
Level 3 and additionally 
will: 
-Advocate for students' 
individualized needs by 
initiating suggestions 
for changes in practices, 
policies, or 
interventions to 
improve student 
achievement, behavior, 
or environment 

Teacher will: 
- Display commitment to the 
education of all his/her 
students by implementing all 
policies, practices, or 
interventions suggested or 
mandated 

-Attempt to remedy obstacles 
around student achievement  
within his/her classroom 
setting  

Teacher will: 
- Display commitment to the education of all 
his/her students by implementing all policies, 
practices, or intervention suggested or 
mandated  
 
Teacher does not: 
-Attempt to remedy obstacles around student 
achievement  within his/her classroom setting 

Teacher will:   
-Rarely or never 
display 
commitment to 
the education of 
his/her students  
 -Accept failure 
as par for the 
course and does 
not advocate for 
students’ needs 

Potential Artifacts:  Surveys, Emails, PBS/SIP/Committee Work 
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Indicator 
Highly Effective 

(4) Effective (3) Improvement Necessary (2) Ineffective (1) 

3.5 Engage Families in 
Student Learning 

At Level 4, a 
teacher fulfills the 
criteria for Level 3 
and additionally 
will: 
- Proactively reach 
out beyond the 
required school 
outreach to engage 
parents in student 
learning 
 
 

Teacher will: 
- Respond promptly to contact from 
parents 
-Initiate contact and interventions 
when necessary  
 

Teacher will: 
- Respond to contact from parents, but 
perhaps not in a timely fashion 
- Inconsistently engage in parent 
outreach required by the school 
 
Teacher does not: 
- Proactively reach out to parents to 
engage them in student learning 

Teacher will: 
-Rarely or never 
reach out to 
parents and/or 
frequently does 
not respond to 
contacts from 
parents 

Potential Artifacts:  Call logs, Emails, Documents 
 
 

Core Professionalism Rubric 
These indicators illustrate the minimum competencies expected in any profession. These are separate from the other sections in the rubric 

because they have little to do with teaching and learning and more to do with basic employment practice.  Teachers are expected to meet these 

standards.  If they do not, it will affect their overall rating negatively.  
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Indicator Does Not Meet Standard  Meets Standard  

1 Attendance 

*Negotiations needs to 

define numbers and 

patterns in these 

criteria 

Individual  demonstrates a pattern of 

unexcused absences (absences that are 

in violation of procedures set forth by 

local school policy and by the relevant 

collective bargaining agreement) 

Individual has not demonstrated a 

pattern of unexcused absences 

(absences that are in violation of 

procedures set forth by local school 

policy and by the relevant collective 

bargaining agreement) 

2 On-Time Arrival Individual demonstrates a pattern of 

unexcused late arrivals (late arrivals 

that are in violation of procedures set 

forth by local school policy and by the 

relevant collective bargaining 

agreement) 

Individual has not demonstrated a 

pattern of unexcused late arrivals 

(late arrivals that are in violation of 

procedures set forth by local school 

policy and by the relevant collective 

bargaining agreement) 

3 Policies and 

Procedures* 

Individual demonstrates a pattern of 

failing to follow state, corporation, 

and school policies and procedures 

(e.g. procedures for submitting 

discipline referrals, policies for 

appropriate attire, etc) 

Individual demonstrates a pattern of 

following state, corporation, and 

school policies and procedures (e.g. 

procedures for submitting discipline 

referrals, policies for appropriate 

attire, etc) 

4 Professionalism Individual demonstrates a pattern of 

failing to interact with students, 

colleagues, parents/guardians, and 

community members in a professional 

manner 

Individual demonstrates a pattern of 

interacting with students, colleagues, 

parents/guardians, and community 

members in a professional manner 
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Flat Rock-Hawcreek Schools 
ASSESSMENT APPROVAL WORKSHEET 

The purpose of evaluation is to improve instructional practice so that, ultimately, 

student achievement may be enhanced. 

This worksheet is provided to help teachers plan information to be completed in the online teacher evaluation 

system used by Flat Rock-Hawcreek School Corporation 

Name:       Date:       

Grade Level/ Subject 

Area(s):       Primary Evaluator:       

Assessment:       Mastery Score:       

*Note :  Prior to the conference to discuss assessment approval, the teacher should fill out Sections I and II and should 

submit this document along with a copy of any accompanying rubrics and the assessment itself (if available) to his/her 

evaluator. 

SECTION I:  ITEM TYPE BREAKDOWN 
Mark the question numbers that apply to each item type.  If your assessment is a performance task, skip to the next section. 

Definitions: 

Multiple Choice—Items with a stem and at least four distractors as response options. 

Alternative Response—i.e., true/false, always/sometimes/never, etc. 

Fill-in-the-Blank—one word or a short phrase/sentence response given within or at the end of a statement.  Simple math computation problems 

would fall here. 

Matching—System which asks respondents to match premises to responses. 

Short Answer—Supply type answer that requires at least 2 sentences to answer sufficiently.  Multi-step math problems would happen here. 

Essay—Constructed response item that requires at least a paragraph to answer sufficiently.  Mathematical proofs would happen here. 

Multiple Choice 
Alternative 

Response 
Fill-in-the-Blank Matching Short Answer Essay 

      

Points available:      

Comments:      

SECTION II:  COGNITIVE LEVEL BREAKDOWN 
Fill in the standards this assessment will measure by writing the number of the indicator and a brief phrase to describe the standard or part of the 

standard being addressed in the  Standard column below.  For each standard, write the question number under the cognitive level it addresses below.  

Next, for each standard, sum the total points the assessment will assign to questions measuring that indicator.  Finally, for each cognitive performance 

level, sum the total points the assessment will assign to questions of that level. 

Definitions: 

Recall—Requires simple recall of facts, definitions, terms, or basic procedures.  May include directions such as list, tell, define, label, identify, name, state, 

write, locate, find, match, measure, or repeat. 

 

Skill/Concept—Involves some mental skills, concepts, or processing beyond rote response; students must make some decisions about how to approach a 

problem or activity.  May include directions such as estimate, compare, organize, interpret, modify, predict, cause/effect, summarize, graph, classify. 

 

Strategic Thinking—Requires reasoning, planning, using evidence, and thinking at a higher level.  May include directions such as critique, formulate, 

hypothesize, construct, revise, investigate, differentiate, or compare. 

 

Extended Thinking—Requires complex reasoning, planning, developing, and thinking, most likely over an extended time.  Cognitive demands are high, and 

students are required to make connections both within and among subject domains.  May include directions such as design, connect, synthesize, apply, 

critique, analyze, create, or prove. 

Standard Recall Skill/Concept 
Strategic 

Thinking 

Extended 

Thinking 

Points 

Available 

      
      
      
      

      
Points Available:      
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Comments:       

 

SECTION III:  ASSESSMENT APPROVAL CHECKLIST 
Check the appropriate box next to each indicator.   

 N/A Meets Expectation 
Does Not Meet 

Expectation 

1. Items/tasks cover key subject/grade level content standards    
2. More complex and important items/tasks are given more weight    
3. Overall, the items/tasks are appropriately challenging for the grade 

level/course (i.e., Bloom’s levels, reading level, etc.) 
   

4. Items/tasks are written clearly    
5. Important standards are assessed across multiple items/tasks    
6. Important standards are assessed by items/tasks that require 

critical thinking and/or application 
   

7. Length of assessment is appropriate for subject/grade level    
8. Performance tasks and essay questions include rubrics that 

articulate what students are expected to know and do  
   

9. Performance tasks and essay questions include rubrics that 

differentiate between levels of knowledge/mastery  
   

10. The content mastery score represents a rigorous, yet realistic target 

for student achievement based on the assessment 
   

 

Comments:        

ASSESSMENT APPROVAL RECOMMENDATION 

 I approve this assessment/task and any accompanying rubrics without further change. 

  

 Please make changes suggested in feedback above and resubmit the assessment/tasks and rubrics. 

  

The signatures below denote that the two parties below have met and discussed this document and that a copy 

of the document was given to the teacher. 

Signature of Employee:  Date:  

 

Signature of Employee:  Date:  
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Flat Rock-Hawcreek Schools 
ANNUAL SUMMATIVE RATING FORM 

The purpose of evaluation is to improve instructional practice so that, ultimately, 

student achievement may be enhanced. 

Name:       Date:       

Grade Level/ Subject Area(s):       Date(s) of Walk-Throughs:       

Date(s) of Observations:       Primary Evaluator:       

*Note :  Prior to the end-of-year summative conference, evaluators should complete this form based on information 

collected and assessed throughout the year. A copy should be given to the teacher for discussion during the end-of-year 

summative conference.  

TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS RUBRIC SCORING 
Domain 1:  Purposeful Planning 

 Highly 

Effective 
Effective 

Improvement 

Necessary 
Ineffective N/A 

1.1 Knowledge of Student Development 

and Learning 

     

1.2  Set Ambitious and Measurable   

       Achievement Goals 

     

1.3  Develop Standards-Based Curricula      

1.4  Create Objective-Driven Lesson Plans      

1.5  Create Standards-Based, Objective-   
       Driven Assessments 

     

1.6  Track Student Data and Analyze  
       Progress 

     

Final Rating:      

Comments:      

 

 
Domain 2:  Instruction 

 Highly 

Effective 
Effective 

Improvement 

Necessary 
Ineffective N/A 

2.1 Develop Student Understanding and 

Mastery of Lesson Objectives 
     

2.2 Demonstrate and Clearly Communicate 

Content Knowledge To Students 
     

2.3 Engage Students in Academic Content      
2.4 Check for Understanding      
2.5  Modify Instruction As Needed      

2.5 Develop Higher Level of  
Understanding Through Rigorous 

Instruction and Work 

     

2.7  Maximize Instructional Time      

2.8  Create Classroom Culture of Respect  
       and Collaboration 

     

2.9  Set High Expectations for Academic  
       Success 

     

Final Rating:      
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Comments:       

 

 
Domain 3:  Professional Leadership 

 Highly 

Effective 
Effective 

Improvement 

Necessary 
Ineffective N/A 

3.1 Contribute to School Culture      
3.2  Collaborate with Peers      
3.3  Seek Professional Skills and  
       Knowledge 

     

3.4  Advocate for Student Success      
3.5  Engage Families in Student Learning      

Final Rating:      
 

Comments:        

 
Domain 4: Professionalism 

 Meets 

Expectation 

Does Not Meet 

Expectation 

4.1  Attendance   

4.2  On-Time Arrival   

4.3  Policies and Procedures   

4.4  Professionalism   

Final Rating:   
 

Comments:       

 

TER Summative Scoring 

Domain Rating Weight Weighted Rating 

1  15%  

2  75%  

3  10%  

4  “0” or -0.25/Standard  

Final Rating:  

 

STUDENT LEARNING OBJECTIVE SCORING 
Primary Objective 
 

Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) 
Improvement Necessary  

(2) 

Ineffective 

(1) 

Primary Learning 

Objective  
    

   

Content Mastery Standards 
Number of Students Who 

Achieved Mastery 

Number of Students in 

Course 

Percentage Who Achieved 

Mastery 

    

Comments: 

 

Final Primary Objective Rating:  Highly Effective 

(4) 
 Effective 

(3) 
 Improvement 

Necessary (2) 
 Ineffective 

(1) 
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Secondary Objective 

Secondary Learning 

Objective 

 

 

Final Secondary Objective Rating:  Highly Effective 

(4) 
 Effective 

(3) 
 Improvement 

Necessary (2) 
 Ineffective 

(1) 

Evidence: 

Student Learning Objective Summative Rating 

Objective Rating Weight Weighted Rating 

Primary  50%  

Secondary  50%  

Final Rating:  
 

FINAL SUMMATIVE RATING 
 

**Check the group to which the teacher belongs below, then use the appropriate weights in the table to 

calculate his/her final rating. 
 Group 1 (More than ½ IGM courses)  Group 2 (Less than ½ IGM classes)  Group 3 (No IGM classes) 

 

Measure Rating (1-4) Group 1 Weights Group 2 Weights Group 3 Weights Weighted Rating 

Teacher Effectiveness 

Rubric 
 

50% 60% 75%  

 

Indiana Growth Model   35% 20% n/a  

Student Learning 

Objectives 
 

10% 15% 20% 
 

School-Wide Learning 

Measure 
 

5% 5% 5% 
 

Final Summative Score:  

 

Ineffective 
Improvement 

Necessary 
Effective Highly Effective 

1.0 Pts 1.75 Pts 2.5 Pts 
3.5 Pts                        4.0 

Pts 

**Scoring Note:  Borderline points always round up. 

Final Summative Rating 

 Highly Effective  Effective  Improvement Necessary  Ineffective 

RECOMMENDATION FOR REHIRE 

 I recommend this employee for rehire. 

 

I recommend this employee for rehire under the condition that he/she participates in and 

successfully completes the professional assistance program currently underway or the one which 

will be created upon recommendation of this evaluator. 

 I do not recommend this employee for rehire. 

  

The signatures below denote that the two parties below have met and discussed this document and that a copy 

of the document was given to the teacher. 

Signature of Employee:  Date:  

 

Signature of Employee:  Date:  
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Flat Rock-Hawcreek Schools 

STUDENT LEARNING OBJECTIVE WORKSHEET 
The purpose of evaluation is to improve instructional practice so that, ultimately, 

student achievement may be enhanced. 

 

    

Name:       Designated Course:       

Primary Evaluator:         

 

Identification and Approval of Student Starting Points 
 

Attach a spreadsheet that identifies students in designated course(s) as Low, Medium, and High Levels of Preparedness 

along with the corresponding evidence from the assessment measure used to determine.   
Provide the summary information below. 

 
Assessment Measure Used to Determine Preparedness:       

       
Cut Scores:   High:        Medium:       Low:       

       
Number of Students in Each Level:   High:       Medium:       Low:       

 

 
Setting Class Objective 

 

Approved Assessment:        Approved Mastery Score:       
 
 

Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) 
Improvement 

Necessary  

(2) 

Ineffective 

(1) 

Class Objective 

Rubric 

Based on students’ starting 

points, the teacher moved an 

exceptional number of students 
to achieve content mastery. 

Based on students’ starting 

points, the teacher moved a 

significant number of students to 
achieve content mastery. 

Based on students’ starting 

points, the teacher moved a 
less than significant number 

of students to achieve 

content mastery. 

Based on students’ starting 

points, the teacher moved few 

students to achieve content 
mastery. 

Class Objective 

Guidelines 

High and Medium—All 

 

Low—Most Student 

High and Medium—All 

 

Low—Many 

High and Medium—Most 

 

Low—Few or None 

Some, Few or None from 

any Category 

Class Objective 

Example 

High: 5; Medium:11; Low: 12 

 

At least 90% of students 

will achieve an 85/100 or 

better on the end of course 

World History exam. 

High: 5; Medium:11; Low: 7 

 

At least 74% of students will 

achieve an 85/100 or better 

on the end of course World 

History exam. 

High: 4; Medium:9; Low: 4 

 

At least 54% of students 

will achieve an 85/100 or 

better on the end of 

course World History 

exam. 

High: 5; Medium:11; Low:10 

 

Less than 54% of students 

will achieve an 85/100 or 

better on the end of course 

World History exam. 

     

Class Objective                         
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Setting Targeted Objective 

 

Approved Assessment:        Growth and/or Achievement Goal       
  
Targeted IN Content Standard(s):        Achievement  Growth  Both 

 
Highly Effective (4) Effective (3) 

Improvement 

Necessary  

(2) 

Ineffective 

(1) 

Targeted 

Objective 

Rubric 

The teacher has surpassed the 

expectation described in the 

Student Learning Objective 
and/or demonstrated an 

outstanding impact on student 

learning. 

The teacher has met the 

expectation described in the 

Student Learning Objective 
and/or demonstrated a 

considerable impact on student 

learning. 

The teacher has 

demonstrated an impact on 

student learning, but has not 
fully met the expectation 

described in the Student 

Learning Objective. 

The teacher has not met 

expectations described in the 

Student Learning Objective 
and has not demonstrated a 

sufficient impact on student 

learning. 

Targeted 

Objective 

Example 

Targeted Population: Students who start the course at the lowest level of preparedness as identified in Step 2: 12 

Students  

 

Targeted IN Content Standards: Standard 6 – English Language Conventions  

 

Approved Assessment: 7th
  Grade English Final Assessment  

 

Growth and/or Achievement Goal: All 12 targeted students will achieve a 50% or higher on all Indiana 

Academic Standard 6 assessment questions on the 7th Grade English Final Assessment.  
 

     

Targeted 

Objective 
                        

 

 

 
Evaluator Approval 

 

  Teacher has appropriately assessed students’ starting points. 

 Comments: 

  

  Teacher has developed an appropriate Primary Student Learning Objective. 

 Comments: 

  

  Teacher has developed an appropriate Secondary Student Learning Objective. 

 Comments: 

  

Signature of Evaluator:  Date:  

  

Signature of Teacher:  Date:  
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Appendix E:  Pre-Observation Planning Sheet 

 
58 

Flat Rock-Hawcreek Schools 

PRE-OBSERVATION PLANNING SHEET 
 

The purpose of evaluation is to improve instructional practice so that, ultimately, 

student achievement may be enhanced. 

 

Name:       
Pre-Observation 

Conference Date/Time:       

Grade Level/Subject 

Area(s) To Be Observed:       
Date/Time of 

Observations:       

Evaluator:       
Date/Time of Post-

Observation Conference:       

 

Please complete the following information and return it to the above listed evaluator 

by: 

      

 

1. What are the objectives of the lesson to be observed?  (Please write objectives in the context of what 

actions or performances students will be expected to do within or at the conclusion of this lesson.  Also, 

try to use verbs that specify at which cognitive level the students will be expected to perform.  See the 

attached sheet, Classifying the Cognitive Process, for examples.) 

In this lesson, students are/will be expected to: 

A.       

 

2.  Describe the lesson you will be teaching.  Is the lesson an introduction to a unit/theme, part of the 

informative phase of the unit/theme, an opportunity for students to practice a previously introduced 

skill/concept, an opportunity for students to experiment with a skill/concept, or a culmination of a 

unit/theme?  What instructional strategies and learning tasks will be implemented? 

      

 

3.  Please list the number(s) of and then describe the sub-standards being addressed in this lesson.  By 

the end of this lesson, will students be expected to show proficiency with these sub-standards, will 

more practice be given with these sub-standards later or on an on-going basis so to develop 

proficiency, or was the lesson simply to expose students to a sub-standard for which proficiency will 

not be a goal?        

 

4.  What will you use in this lesson to measure if these objectives in relation to the standards are met 

and that students have learned?  
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5.  Are there any group or individual characteristics or circumstances of which the evaluator should 

be aware?  (Unusual behavior, grouping interactions, students leaving class during the period, lab 

work, etc.)   

      

 

 

6.  Are there any areas in which you feel you would like to receive additional professional 

development or are in need of professional support? 

      

 

7.  Please submit the following artifacts by _     ________ 
 Lesson Plan (s) for       Units Annual Student Achievement Goals Updated copy of curricula 

 

Summative Assessments for       Units Formative Assessments for       

Units 
Examples of Incorporation of 21st  

     Century Learning Skills and Themes 

Progress Monitoring on Student   

     Achievement Goal 
Examples of Technology Integration Evidence of 3.1 Contribute to  

      School Culture 

Evidence of 3.2 Collaborate w/ Peers Evidence of 3.3 Seek Professional  

    Knowledge 

Evidence of 3.4 Advocate for  

    Student Success 

Evidence for 3.5 Engage Families   
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Flat Rock-Hawcreek Schools 

PROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

 

Name:       Date/:       

Grade Level/ Subject 

Area(s):       

Administrator:       

Date for re-evaluation 

of program placement       
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By signing below, I consent to participate in the professional assistance program.  However, my 

signature may not represent my agreement with the findings in my evaluation that have led to the 

recommendation for my participation in this program.  I realize that failure to participate in and/or to 

meet the expectations for improvement placed upon me as described in the following pages may 

endanger my future employment with Flat Rock-Hawcreek Schools.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Signature of Employee:                                                               Date:                                   . 

 

 

Signature of Administrator:      _______________                      Date:                  __              . 
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Description of Assistance Program 

As identified in the formal evaluation process, there are areas in your professional performance that are 

deficient.  In an effort to remediate these areas and raise professional performance to an acceptable level, 

you are being recommended for participation in the Professional Assistance Program.  The main focus of 

this program is to provide a teacher in need with goal-setting training, needed supports and resources, 

constant feedback, and continual monitoring.  Within this program, you will be asked to create SMART 

goals and Goal Action Plans in conjunction with your administrator.  Additionally, you may be paired with 

a mentor, asked to observe other teachers, requested to attend various professional development 

opportunities, or asked to submit documentation of instruction, planning, behavior management, and/or 

assessment at different times.  Finally, an administrator may decide to require additional interventions 

depending upon the needs of the teacher. 

This program is NOT punitive.  It is designed to help the teacher in need reach his or her potential.  

However, it should be noted that failure to participate in this program or to meet its expectations may 

endanger his or her continued employment with Flat Rock-Hawcreek Schools.   

 

Areas of Growth Identification 

 

This form should serve as a plan sheet for you as you begin formulating a personal growth plan.  Your 

administrator will highlight those areas that are areas of growth for you.  For each area, you and your 

administrator will choose specific performance goals for which you will write a goal action plan.  Please 

note that you may or may not have areas of deficiency in all the performance areas below or your 

administrator may choose to only address specific areas in the interest of time and payoff. 

Performance Areas: 

 

Proficiency with Curriculum/Professional Knowledge:        

 

Organization/Time Management:        

 

Classroom Management:        

 

Instructional Performance:        

 

Assessment/Evaluation:       

 

Interactions/Climate:      

 

Miscellaneous:        
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Writing Professional Growth Goals 
Once you and your administrator have determined your areas of growth, you then need to write a 

performance goal to clarify your purpose and expected outcome.  To accomplish this task, you are to write a 

SMART goal.  A SMART goal is one that is: 

 Strategic—It fits into our overall school/district goals 

 Measurable—It can be measured quantitatively or qualitatively 

 Attainable—It is reasonable and can be achieved with available resources 

 Results-Oriented—It has as its goal the enhancement of student achievement or school 

improvement 

 Time Bound—It will happen within a specified period of time. (Maximum of two year 

commitment.) 

 

Two examples of SMART goals are listed below. 

 

I will honor at least 4 multiple intelligences in the course of a unit.  

 
I will have lesson plans completed at least one week in advance of beginning any unit. 

 

For each of your identified areas of growth, write a SMART goal.  

SMART Goal(s):  

      

 

 

CONFERENCES 

Twice every nine weeks, you are to meet with your mentor. 

1. At the first meeting (which needs to happen      ), I want you to go over the following with your 

mentor: 

a. The lesson plans for the next two units of each course you teach where you will discuss 

content coverage, emphasis, instructional strategies to be used, questioning techniques, the 

type and number of assessments used, and the types of materials/resources used). 

b. Classroom rules and policies. 

c. A sketch of the content coverage of the year for each class--just a rough outline of topics 

you'll be covering and when you'll approximately be covering them. 

2. For each subsequent meeting, I want you to: 

a. Submit two more unit plans for each course/subject, 

b. Discuss any problems or areas of concern, and  

c. Discuss classroom management issues. 

 

Mentor Conference Dates: 

 

1st 9 weeks:  Date #1:            Time:       
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           Date #2:       Time:        

 

2nd 9 weeks: Date #1:           Time:         

 

                        Date #2:      Time:         

 

3rd 9 weeks:  Date #1:          Time:         

                        

          Date #2:       Time:         

 

4th 9 weeks:  Date #1:          Time:         

                        

           Date #2:       Time:        

 

I also want to meet with you once a nine weeks on our own and once with you and your mentor during one 

of your scheduled meeting times.  I also want to receive a copy of all documents you submit to your mentor, 

including lesson plans, classroom rules, etc. 

Administrator Conference Dates: 

                 w/ out mentor:                          w/ mentor: 

 1st 9 Weeks :  Date:        Time:                  Date:         Time:       

 

2nd 9 Weeks:  Date:        Time:                  Date:          Time:      

 

3rd 9 Weeks:   Date:        Time:                  Date:          Time:      

 

4th 9 Weeks:  Date:        Time:                  Date:          Time:      

 

**All dates should be established by      .  Please make sure your mentor and I have copies. 

 

 

TEACHER OBSERVATIONS/INTERVIEWS 
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You are to observe at least three teachers during the first semester.  No more than one of these should be in 

your discipline.  The teachers will be selected based upon your chosen performance goals.  Observations 

during one class period may sometimes not give the amount of information you need, so also feel free to 

take advantage of setting up interviews with the teacher to ask them more specifically about their 

techniques.  For each observation/interview, make a copy of this completed form and submit a copy to your 

mentor and one to me. 

 

 

Performance Goal Being Focused Upon:        

 

 

Teacher Observations:        

 

Teacher:              Class:        

 

Date:         Period:        

 

Technique Learned:       

 

 

 

Other Observations:       

 

 

Interview Questions:       

 

 

Ideas for Improvement:      

 

 

 

 

 

Flat Rock-Hawcreek Schools 
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GOAL ACTION PLAN 
 

For each professional growth goal your administrator and you set for yourself, you are to complete one 

of these forms. 

Performance Goal:      

 

 

 

Excellence in this area looks like:      

 

 

 

 

 

 

Currently, my strengths 

in this area are:       
Currently, my 

deficiencies in this 

area are:       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THE PLAN OF ACTION 

The steps I will take to get 

there include: 

The time by 

which these steps 

will occur: 

Obstacles I will 

encounter or 

resources I will 

need: 

How success in this area will 

be measured: (can you count 

it or see it?) 

                        

                        

                        

                                  

The steps I will take to get 

there include: 

The time by 

which these steps 

will occur: 

Obstacles I will 

encounter or 

resources I will 

need: 

How success in this area will 

be measured: (can you count 

it or see it?) 
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Final Assessment (How do I know if this performance goal was actually reached?)       
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Flat Rock-Hawcreek Schools 

MID-YEAR PROGRESS WORKSHEET 
The purpose of evaluation is to improve instructional practice so that, ultimately, 

student achievement may be enhanced. 

 

Name:       Check-In Date/Time:       

Grade Level/Subject Area(s) To 

Be Observed:       
Date(s) of Walk-

Throughs To Date:       

Date(s) of 

Observations To Date:       Primary Evaluator:       

*Note:  Mid-year check-in conferences are optional except for teachers with a professional assistance plan, 

teachers with three years experience or less, or teachers who received Improvement Necessary or Ineffective 

ratings the previous year.  It should be understood that the mid-year rating is only an assessment of the first 

part of the year and does not necessarily correspond to the end-of-year rating. If there has not yet been 

enough information to give a mid-year rating, Not Enough Evidence is checked. 

 

Domain 1:  Purposeful Planning 

 Highly 

Effective 
Effective 

Improvement 

Necessary 
Ineffective N/A 

Not Enough 

Evidence 

1.3 Knowledge of Student 

Development and Learning 

      

1.4  Set Ambitious and Measurable   

       Achievement Goals 

      

1.3  Develop Standards-Based Curricula       

1.4  Create Objective-Driven Lesson Plans       

1.5  Create Standards-Based, Objective-   
       Driven Assessments 

      

1.6  Track Student Data and Analyze  
       Progress 

      

Comments:      
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Domain 2:  Instruction 

 Highly 

Effective 
Effective 

Improvement 

Necessary 
Ineffective N/A 

Not Enough 

Evidence 

2.6 Develop Student Understanding and 

Mastery of Lesson Objectives 
      

2.7 Demonstrate and Clearly Communicate 

Content Knowledge To Studens 
      

2.8 Engage Students in Academic Content       
2.9 Check for Understanding       
2.5  Modify Instruction As Needed       
2.10 Develop Higher Level of  

Understanding Through Rigorous 

Instruction and Work 

      

2.7  Maximize Instructional Time       

2.8  Create Classroom Culture of Respect  
       and Collaboration 

      

2.9  Set High Expectations for Academic  
       Success 

      

 

Comments:       

 

 
Domain 3:  Professional Leadership 

 Highly 

Effective 
Effective 

Improvement 

Necessary 
Ineffective N/A 

Not Enough 

Evidence 

3.2 Contribute to School Culture       
3.2  Collaborate with Peers       
3.3  Seek Professional Skills and  
       Knowledge 

      

3.4  Advocate for Student Success       
3.5  Engage Families in Student Learning       

 

Comments:        

 
Domain 4: Professionalism 

 Meets 

Expectation 

Does Not Meet 

Expectation 

4.1  Attendance   

4.2  On-Time Arrival   

4.3  Policies and Procedures   

4.4  Professionalism   
 

Comments:       

5.  Class Objective Progress: 

A.  What is your Primary SLO?   

      

B.  Where are your students in meeting your goal?   

      

C.  How do you know? (What data have you collected?  How did you collect that data?) 
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6.  Targeted Objective Progress: 

A.  What is your Secondary SLO? 

      

B.  Where are your students in meeting your goal?   

      

C.  How do you know? (What data have you collected?  How did you collect that data?) 

      

7.  Please submit the following artifacts by _     ________ 
 Lesson Plan (s) for       Units Annual Student Achievement Goals Updated copy of curricula 

 

Summative Assessments for       Units Formative Assessments for       Units Examples of Incorporation of 21st  

     Century Learning Skills and Themes 

Progress Monitoring on Student   

     Achievement Goal 
Examples of Technology Integration Evidence of 3.1 Contribute to  

      School Culture 

Evidence of 3.2 Collaborate w/ Peers Evidence of 3.3 Seek Professional  

    Knowledge 

Evidence of 3.4 Advocate for  

    Student Success 

Evidence for 3.5 Engage Families  Other (specify): 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 


