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Executive Summary

Educator performance evaluation systems are a potential tool for improving student achievement
by increasing the effectiveness of the educator workforce.! For example, recent research suggests
that giving more frequent, specific feedback on classroom practice may lead to improvements in

teacher performance and student achievement.?

This report is based on a study that the U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education
Sciences conducted on the implementation of teacher and principal performance measures that
are highlighted by recent research, as well as the impact of providing feedback based on these
measures.> As part of the study, eight districts were provided resources and support to implement
the following three performance measures in a selected sample of schools in 2012—13 and
2013-14:

* Classroom practice measure: A measure of teacher classroom practice with subsequent
feedback sessions conducted four times per year based on a classroom observation rubric.

» Student growth measure: A measure of teacher contributions to student achievement
growth (i.e., value-added scores) provided to teachers and their principals once per year.

* Principal leadership measure: A measure of principal leadership with subsequent
feedback sessions conducted twice per year.

Within each district, schools were randomly assigned to implement the performance measures
(the treatment group) or not (the control group). No formal “stakes” were attached to the
measures—for example, they were not used by the study districts for staffing decisions such as
tenure or continued employment.* Instead, the measures were used to provide educators and their
supervisors with information regarding performance. Such information might identify educators
who need support and indicate areas for improvement, leading to improved classroom practice
and leadership and boosting student achievement.

This is the second of two reports on the study. The first focused on the first year of
implementation, describing the characteristics of the educator performance measures and
teachers’ and principals’ experiences with feedback.’ This report examines the impact of the
two-year intervention, as well as implementation in both years. The main findings are:

* The study’s measures were generally implemented as planned. For instance, teachers
in treatment schools received an average of 3.7 and 3.9 observations with feedback
sessions in Years 1 and 2, respectively. Almost all (98 percent) treatment teachers with

I'See Stecher et al. (2016); Weisburg et al. (2009).

2 See Steinberg and Sartain (2015); Taylor and Tyler (2012).

3 For recent research on performance measures, see, for example, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation (2012, 2013).
4 There were exceptions in three districts. In these districts, the observations conducted by principals as part of the
study counted in their official rating system if the teacher was due to be observed that year under the district’s

existing evaluation system.
5> See Wayne et al. (2016).
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value-added scores received printed student growth reports in Year 2, although less than
half (39 percent) accessed their reports in Year 1, when disseminated online only.

The study’s measures provided some information to identify educators who needed
support, but provided limited information to indicate the areas of practice educators
most needed to improve. For example, although a large majority of teachers (more than
85 percent) had overall classroom observation scores in the top two performance levels,
scores averaged over the year provided some reliable information to distinguish teacher
performance (with Year 2 reliabilities of .53 to .61 and .70 to .77 for the two observation
rubrics used). Differences in teachers’ observation ratings across dimensions, however,
had limited reliability to identify areas for improvement, even when averaged over the
year (with Year 2 reliabilities of .35 to .43 and .18 to .30 for the two observation rubrics).
Observation score reliabilities were similar in Year 1.

As intended, teachers and principals in treatment schools received more frequent
feedback with ratings than teachers and principals in control schools. Treatment
teachers reported receiving more feedback sessions on their classroom practice with
ratings and a written narrative justification than control teachers (3.0 versus 0.7 sessions,
based on responses to a teacher survey in the spring of Year 1, and 3.0 versus 0.2 sessions
in Year 2). Treatment principals received more instances of oral feedback with ratings on
their leadership than control principals (1.0 versus 0.4 sessions based on responses to a
principal survey in the spring of Year 1, and 2.0 versus 1.0 sessions reported at the end of
Year 2).

The intervention had some positive impacts on teachers’ classroom practice,
principal leadership, and student achievement. To assess the impact on classroom
practice, the study team video-recorded lessons in both treatment and control schools and
coded them with the two observation rubrics used to provide feedback. The intervention
had a positive impact on teachers’ classroom practice on one of the two observation
rubrics, moving teachers from the 50th to the 57th percentile, but it had no impact on
practice as measured by the other rubric. The intervention also had a positive impact on
the two measures of principal leadership examined—instructional leadership and teacher-
principal trust—moving teachers from the 50th to the 60th percentile on teacher-principal
trust in Year 1, for example. In Year 1, the intervention had a positive impact on
students’ achievement in mathematics, amounting to about four weeks of learning. In
Year 2, the impact on mathematics achievement was similar in magnitude but not
statistically significant. The intervention did not have a statistically significant impact on
reading/English language arts achievement in either year.

Study Overview

The study addressed five research questions:

1.
2.

To what extent were the performance measures and feedback implemented as planned?

To what extent did the performance measures identify more and less effective educators
and signal dimensions of practice that most needed improvement?

To what extent did educators’ experiences with performance feedback differ for
treatment and control schools?
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4. Did the intervention have an impact on teacher classroom practice and principal
leadership?

5. Did the intervention have an impact on student achievement?

Study Design

The study used an experimental design in eight purposefully selected districts. We recruited
districts that met the following criteria: (1) had at least 20 elementary and middle schools,

(2) had data systems that were sufficient to support value-added analysis, and (3) had current
performance measures and feedback that were less intensive than that implemented as part of the
study. The recruited districts required fewer than four observations of teachers per year and did
not require the inclusion of student achievement information in teacher ratings as part of their
evaluation systems. None of the recruited districts used a principal leadership measure similar to
that used by the study.

The study used two different classroom observation measures to provide feedback, to make the
findings more broadly relevant than they would be if only one measure was used. Four of the
eight districts used the Classroom Assessment and Scoring System (CLASS) and the other four
used Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching (FFT). The observation rubrics were not
randomly assigned; districts chose based on preference. Thus, differences in the results in the
CLASS and FFT districts cannot necessarily be attributed to the observation systems; differences
could occur due to other district characteristics.

Each study district identified a set of regular elementary and middle schools willing to
participate. In these schools, the study focused on the teachers of reading/English language arts
and mathematics in grades 4-8, as well as the principals.® Both the treatment and the control
schools continued to implement their district’s existing performance evaluations and measures,
and the treatment schools additionally implemented the study’s performance measures with
feedback. In total, 63 treatment schools and 64 control schools participated in the study.

Consistent with the recruitment criteria, the study districts were larger and more likely to be
urban than the average U.S. district. The study schools were similar to schools in the national
population in terms of enrollment and Title I status, but on average had a higher percentage of
students who were minorities.

Data Sources

The study collected the following data on the performance feedback provided to teachers and
principals in the treatment schools:

Implementation of the measures. We documented attendance at orientation and training
events related to the study’s performance measures. We also gathered data from the online
systems maintained by the vendors on the frequency of classroom observations and feedback

¢ Teachers of kindergarten through grade 3 also participated in the study. This was done mainly to promote
schoolwide engagement in the implementation of the classroom practice and principal leadership performance
measures. These teachers were not included in the main study analyses, however, because student assessment data
were not available for kindergarten through grade 3.
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sessions, and teachers’ and principals’ access of student growth reports. Finally, surveys of
teachers and principals administered in the spring of Year 2 included items for treatment group
members that asked about their perceptions of the intervention. Principals and teachers in
treatment schools reported on their perceptions of the performance information they received
from the study’s classroom observation and principal leadership practices measures compared to
that received from the districts’ official performance system.

Information provided to teachers and principals. We also collected the ratings generated
by the teacher classroom practice, student growth, and principal leadership performance
measures.

In addition, data were collected on the following teacher and principal experiences and initial
outcomes in both treatment and control schools:

* Educators’ experiences with performance feedback. In the spring of each study year,
we surveyed the teachers and principals in treatment and control schools to collect
information on the performance information educators received.

* Educators’ interest in improving. The spring surveys also asked about initial outcomes,
including whether teachers and principals wished to improve or sought professional
development in areas covered by the feedback.

Finally, we collected data on three types of main outcomes in treatment and control schools:

* Teachers’ classroom practice. In the spring of Year 2, to provide a common outcome
measure, we video-recorded one lesson per teacher and then selected a random sample of
half of the respondents for a second round of recording.” We coded each of the videos
using the CLASS and FFT.® This allowed us to examine impacts on a measure of practice
aligned with the measure used for feedback in the district’s treatment group and a
measure that was similar, but not completely aligned with that used for feedback in the
district.

* Principal leadership. We relied on teacher responses on survey items designed to
capture principal instructional leadership and teacher-principal trust, based on scales
developed by the Chicago Consortium on School Research (CCSR 2012).

* Student achievement. We collected students’ scores on state standardized tests in
reading/English language arts and mathematics in each study year.

In addition to the information described above, we collected data on the characteristics of
principals, teachers, and students in study schools from district administrative records.

7 We video recorded two lessons for some teachers and one for others to achieve the desired precision while
minimizing cost and burden.

8 To the extent possible, video-recording was scheduled to take place when a teacher was teaching either
reading/English language arts or mathematics. Overall, 45 percent of the video-recorded lessons were in
reading/English language arts, 50 percent in mathematics, and 5 percent in other subjects.
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Analyses

To examine the implementation of the teacher and principal performance measures, we analyzed
the extent to which participants received the intended training on the measures, carried out the
anticipated performance measurement activities, and received performance information and
feedback as planned. We also examined the ratings teachers and principals received, including
whether the ratings distinguished between lower and higher performers.

To assess whether the intervention led to differences between treatment and control schools in
educators’ experiences with performance measurement and feedback, and whether it led to
changes in educator practice, we compared responses of teachers and principals in the treatment
and control schools on the survey and ratings of teachers’ practice based on video-recordings of
their instruction. We also compared student achievement in reading/English language arts and
mathematics in treatment and control schools. Finally, to supplement the impact analyses, we
examined the association of classroom practice and principal leadership with student
achievement.

Implementation of the Intervention

The intervention provided teachers and principals with information based on three performance
measures: the first focused on teacher classroom practice, the second on student growth, and the
third on principal leadership. The intervention was intended to provide teachers and principals
frequent, systematic feedback to identify educators who need support and to signal specific areas
of practice for improvement.

How well was the classroom practice measure implemented and what
information did the measure provide?

The classroom practice component was designed to provide information on multiple dimensions
of practice, based on observations conducted during four “windows” each year. One observation
a year was to be conducted by a school administrator and three by observers hired by the study.’
After each observation, the observer was to prepare a standard report with both ratings and
narrative justification and to discuss the report with the teacher during a feedback session. The
CLASS reports described classroom practice on 12 dimensions. Each dimension was scored on a
7-point scale and assigned a performance level (ineffective, developing effectiveness, effective, or
highly effective). The CLASS also provided an overall score. The FFT described practice on up
to 10 dimensions. Each dimension was scored on a 4-point scale (unsatisfactory, basic,
proficient, or distinguished).

On average, teachers received nearly the four intended feedback sessions each
year. The average number of feedback sessions per teacher was 3.7 in Year 1 and 3.9 in Year 2.

° To the extent possible given the constraints of scheduling, the principal and study-hired observers were asked to
conduct the four observations for each teacher when the teacher was teaching the same subject (either
reading/English language arts or mathematics) and during the same class period. Conducting observations during the
same subject and class period was intended to make it easier for teachers and principals to interpret the observation
ratings. In addition, within each school, the study-hired observers were encouraged to balance the number of
teachers who were observed during reading/English language arts and mathematics, if feasible.
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Teachers present in the spring of Year 2 received an average of 6.8 feedback sessions across the
two years, instead of the intended eight sessions, primarily due to teacher mobility.

Nearly all teachers had classroom observation overall scores in the top two
performance levels, limiting the potential of the information to signal a need for
teachers to improve. For CLASS, in Year 2, for example, 98 percent or more of the teacher
ratings within an observation window were in the top two of the four CLASS performance
levels. For FFT, more than 87 percent of the teachers within an observation window had an
overall score of 2.50 or higher, which corresponds to the top two of four study-defined
performance levels.!® (The Year 1 results were similar.)

The overall observation score averaged across four windows provided some
reliable information to identify teachers who needed support, but single
observations provided limited information on teachers’ persistent performance. In
Year 2, for example, depending on the assumptions used, reliability estimates for the four-
window average overall scores were between .53 and .61 for the CLASS. This implies that 53 to
61 percent of the variation was due to persistent variation in the quality of teacher practice, and
the rest (39 to 47 percent) was due to measurement error. Reliability estimates were between .70
and .77 for the FFT. Overall scores based on a single observation had limited reliability as a
measure of a teacher’s persistent classroom practice over each year because of variation in a
teacher’s overall scores across the four observation windows. In Year 2, the reliability of overall
scores based on a single observation was .33 for CLASS and .51 for FFT.!!

The observations provided limited information to signal specific areas of practice
for improvement. While most teachers received ratings that differed across dimensions, the
differences were not sufficiently reliable to identify dimensions for improvement, even when
averaged over the year (.35 to .43 for the CLASS and .18 to .30 for the FFT in Year 2).

A majority of treatment teachers said the study’s feedback on classroom practice
was more useful and specific than the district’s existing feedback. For example,
about 65 percent of teachers reported that the study’s feedback was more useful than their
district’s, and 79 percent reported that the study’s feedback was more specific about what
constitutes high-quality teaching.

How well was the student growth measure implemented and what
information did the measure provide?

The student growth measure produced information on each teacher’s contribution to student
achievement using value-added methods. Value-added methods involve predicting the test score

10 Teachers observed using the FFT instrument did not receive an overall score or overall performance level. For
analytic purposes, the study’s evaluation team created an overall score for the FFT by averaging the 10 FFT
dimension scores and assigning this overall score to one of four study-defined performance levels.

! Classroom practice ratings from a single observation could also inform feedback about a teacher’s instruction
during a particular lesson, even if that performance were not indicative of a teacher’s general instruction over the
year. We do not have the necessary data to estimate the reliability of using single observations for feedback about
instruction specific to a given lesson.
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each student would have received, accounting for prior achievement and other characteristics, if
the student had been taught by the average teacher in the district. A teacher’s value-added score
is obtained by comparing the average actual performance of the teacher’s students to the average
of the students’ predicted scores.

Each year, value-added scores were generated for teachers of students in grades 4—8
reading/English language arts and mathematics classrooms in each district, using the
achievement data for the students that each teacher had taught in the previous two years.
Each treatment teacher was given access to a “student growth” report that included the teacher’s
value-added scores along with an 80 percent confidence interval, which could be used to
determine whether the scores were “measurably” different from the district’s average.'*
Treatment principals were also given access to a report with their teachers’ value-added scores
and the school’s average scores.

12,13

Fewer than half of teachers and principals accessed their growth reports in Year
1. In Year 2, almost all teachers received printed reports, and reports were viewed
by all principals. In Year 1, despite good attendance at webinars encouraging educators to
access their reports through an online portal (85 percent and 81 percent for teachers and
principals, respectively), access rates were low—39 percent of the teachers with value-added
scores and 40 percent of the principals.'® To address this, in Year 2, each principal was given a
printed school-level report and a packet for each teacher containing the teacher’s most recent
student growth report and classroom observation report; reports were viewed by all principals
and were received by 98 percent of teachers.

Many teachers with a student growth report had value-added scores that
measurably differed from the district average, particularly in mathematics, and
the growth reports had the potential to signal which subject to focus on for
improvement. In reading/English language arts, 23 percent of teachers in Year 1 and 21
percent in Year 2 had value-added scores that differed from the district average; in mathematics,
52 percent of teachers in Year 1 and 47 percent in Year 2 had value-added scores that differed
from average.'® Among teachers with value-added scores in both reading/English language arts

12 A value-added score for a given subject was produced for a teacher only if the teacher had at least 10 students who
had the necessary achievement data.

13 In addition, student growth reports were prepared for teachers in Year 3, after the study was over, based on data in
Years 1 and 2.

14 The student growth reports used an 80 percent confidence interval (i.e., the range of scores that have an 80 percent
chance of including the teacher’s “true” score) to identify scores that were “measurably” below or above average.
This benchmark was selected in order to appropriately balance the risk of misclassifying a teacher who was actually
average as above or below average, against the risk of misclassifying a teacher who was actually above or below
average as average. One consideration in striking this balance was that the study districts agreed that the value-
added scores would not be used for decisions with consequences for employment. This reduced the potential
downside associated with misidentifying an average teacher as below average.

15 The analysis of teacher access rates was based on teachers with value-added scores. The analysis of principal
access rates was based on all treatment schools in which at least one teacher had a value-added score. This included
all but one school in the sample.

16 The reliability estimates for teachers’ value-added scores were 0.44 for reading/English language arts and 0.68 for
mathematics in Year 1, and 0.46 and 0.67, respectively, in Year 2.
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and mathematics, about half had student growth reports that suggested the teacher performed
better in one subject area than the other, potentially identifying an area for improvement.

How well was the principal leadership measure implemented and what
information did the measure provide?

The third component of the intervention was intended to provide feedback on multiple
dimensions of the principal’s effectiveness as a leader. This feedback was based on the
Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED), a 360-degree survey assessment
administered twice a year to principals, principal supervisors, and teachers. A report for each
principal was generated after each administration of the VAL-ED, which the principal was to
discuss with his or her supervisor in a feedback session. The report included ratings on
dimensions of leadership, as well as an overall score and performance levels (below basic, basic,
proficient, distinguished).

Principal feedback sessions generally occurred as planned. After each VAL-ED
administration, nearly all principals met with their supervisors to discuss their reports.!” In
Year 1, principals’ supervisors reported that the feedback sessions lasted 52 minutes on average
in the fall and 46 minutes in the spring. In Year 2, the sessions lasted 36 minutes in the fall and
34 minutes in the spring.

In all four administrations, principals’ scores were distributed across all four
VAL-ED performance levels, and thus many principals received scores indicating
a need for improvement. In the fall of Year 1, 70 percent of principals were in the bottom
two performance levels. In the spring of Year 2, 41 percent were in the bottom two levels.

The VAL-ED ratings provided by principals, their supervisors, and the teachers in
their schools were often too different from each other to form a reliable measure
in the fall administrations, but the spring ratings were consistent enough to
identify principals who needed support. Based on the literature on 360-degree surveys,
we would expect correlations of 0.25 to 0.35 between respondent group scores.'® In the fall
administrations, however, agreement among the three groups’ overall scores was low, with two
of the three correlations below 0.10. In the spring, correlations were higher (0.23 to 0.38),
providing a more reliable message about a principal’s effectiveness. Almost all reports showed
dimension scores that spanned multiple performance levels, but these scores did not reliably
indicate which dimension a principal most needed to work on.

Nearly three-quarters of treatment principals reported that the study’s feedback
on their leadership was more objective and actionable than previous feedback
from their district. For example, 73 percent of treatment principals reported that the VAL-ED
feedback was more objective than feedback they had previously received from their districts, and

17 In each of the two study years, each principal in a treatment school participated in at least one feedback session.
In Year 2, a small number of principals did not participate in a second feedback session.

18 For the VAL-ED correlations, see Porter et al. (2010). For the literature on 360-degree surveys, see Conway and
Huffeutt (1997).
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75 percent reported that the VAL-ED feedback provided “clearer ideas about how to improve my
leadership.”

Contrast in Educators’ Experience of Feedback

The study’s performance feedback was provided in addition to the districts’ established teacher
and principal evaluation systems. It was intended to increase the frequency of feedback and to
incorporate numerical ratings and, for teachers, a written narrative justification.

Did the intervention increase feedback for teachers?

As expected, treatment teachers reported receiving more feedback than control
teachers. Each year, more than 80 percent of treatment teachers reported receiving feedback
that included numerical ratings, compared with fewer than half of the control teachers.'® Each
year, treatment teachers also reported more than four times as many feedback sessions with
ratings and a written narrative on their classroom practice as control teachers did. In both years,
the average treatment teacher reported 3.0 feedback sessions that included ratings and a written
narrative, compared with 0.7 for the average control teacher in Year 1 and 0.2 instances in

Year 2. (See exhibit ES.1.) The total length of all feedback sessions was also substantially larger
for treatment than control teachers—for example, 100 minutes in Year 2 for the average
treatment teacher, compared with 25 minutes for the average control teacher.

19 The data on feedback are based on a survey administered in the spring of each year, which asked teachers to report
on every instance in which they were observed and later received feedback that year, including evaluation-related
observations as well as walkthroughs and informal observations (e.g., peer-to-peer observations).
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Exhibit ES.1. Number of feedback sessions with ratings and written narrative and
duration of oral feedback that an average teacher reported receiving, by treatment status

and year
Feedback sessions with Total length
ratings and wriften narrative of oral feedback
40 _ 100 _ 100*
90 _|
3.5 _
80 _| _8o*
30 | 30 3.0°
17 70 _|
] $
§ 25 _ 2
o £ 60 _|
5 k]
g 20 g 50 |
c E
3
=3 =
c c 40 _|
s 15 ©
-_a =
o @
= = 30 _|
1.0 | 25
0.7 20 4 18
0.5 _
10 ]
0.2
0.0 _| 0 _|
Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 Year 2
B Treatment Control

EXHIBIT READS: The average treatment teacher in Year 1 reported 3.0 feedback sessions with ratings and written narrative,
compared with 0.7 for control teachers.

NOTES: Year 1 sample size = 63 schools and 523 teachers for the treatment group; 64 schools and 549 teachers for the control
group. Year 2 sample size = 63 schools and 495 teachers for the treatment group; 63 schools and 521 teachers for the control
group.

The analyses were based on an aligned rank sum test with randomization inference about median difference between treatment and
control groups (see appendix H for technical details).

* Difference between the treatment and control groups is statistically significant at the .05 level (two-tailed).

SOURCES: Spring 2013 and Spring 2014 Teacher Surveys.

Treatment teachers were also more likely than control teachers to report
receiving value-added scores. In Year 1, 45 percent of treatment teachers reported
receiving value-added scores, compared with 24 percent of control teachers; in Year 2, the
numbers were 81 and 34 percent, respectively.?’

Did the intervention increase feedback for principals?

In both years, treatment principals reported receiving more feedback with ratings
than control principals. Treatment principals reported receiving more instances of oral

20 The survey items asking teachers whether they received value-added information differed in Years 1 and 2. In
Year 1, the item was included in a broader question asking about different types of achievement information. In
Year 2, the survey included a separate question asking whether teachers viewed a value-added score representing the
classes they taught.
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feedback with ratings than control principals (1.0 versus 0.4 instances in Year 1, and 2.0 versus
1.0 instances in Year 2).2! (See exhibit ES.2.) In addition, as expected, in both years, the average
treatment principal reported receiving a larger amount of oral feedback than did the average
control principal (60 versus 41 minutes in Year 1, and 60 versus 33 minutes in Year 2).

Exhibit ES.2. Number of feedback instances and duration of oral feedback that principals
reported receiving, by treatment status and year

Feedback sessions with ratings Total length of oral feedback
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EXHIBIT READS: The average treatment principal in Year 1 reported receiving 1.0 feedback sessions with ratings, compared with
0.4 for control teachers.

NOTES: Year 1 sample size = 61 treatment and 61 control principals. Year 2 sample size = 61 treatment and 59 control principals.
The analyses were based on an aligned rank sum test with randomization inference about median difference between treatment and
control groups (see appendix H for technical details).

* Difference between the treatment and control groups is statistically significant at the .05 level (two-tailed).

SOURCES: Spring 2013 and Spring 2014 Principal Surveys.

Impact on Classroom Practice, Principal Leadership, and Student
Achievement

The main premise behind providing performance feedback is that it would improve teachers’
classroom practice and principals’ leadership, and ultimately student achievement. Impacts on
these outcomes could occur in at least two ways. First, feedback could influence whether more-
effective teachers and principals remained in their schools, and whether less-effective staff left
and were replaced by more-effective staff. Second, feedback could improve the practice of

2l The principal survey was administered later in the spring in Year 2 than in Year 1, permitting the principals to
include feedback that occurred later in the school year. This may explain why both treatment and control principals
reported more instances of feedback in Year 2 than in Year 1.
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teachers and principals who stayed. The analyses we conducted focused on all teachers and
principals present in the study schools in the spring of Years 1 and 2, and thus the sample
included some educators who stayed and some who were new to their schools. Any impacts
observed thus reflect a mix of effects on educator mobility and on improvement of those who
stayed.

Did the intervention have an impact on classroom practice?

To provide a common outcome measure to use in assessing the impact on teacher classroom
practice, we video-recorded one lesson for each treatment and control teacher in the spring of
Year 2 and a second lesson for a random sample of half the teachers. Each lesson was coded by
trained observers using both the CLASS and the FFT instruments. We used both instruments so
we could assess whether the feedback had an impact on the practices measured by the instrument
on which the feedback was based, and also on an instrument that measured practices that were
similar but not exactly those used as a basis for the feedback.

The intervention had a positive impact on teachers’ classroom practice based on
video-recorded lessons coded using the CLASS, but not on practice coded using
the FFT. On average, treatment teachers received a score of 4.50 on the CLASS (on the 7-point
CLASS scale), compared with 4.39 for control teachers. (See exhibit ES.3.) The 0.11-point
difference corresponds to an improvement index of 7 percentile points, implying that the
percentile rank of the average control teacher would increase from the 50th percentile to the 57th
percentile if the teacher received the intervention. There was no statistically significant
difference between the treatment and control teachers when classroom practice was coded using
the FFT.

We also estimated the impact on classroom practice as measured by video-recorded lessons
separately for the four districts that used CLASS for feedback and the four that used FFT,
anticipating that, at a minimum, there might be an impact on the aligned practice measures (i.e.,
an impact on CLASS scores in districts that used the CLASS for feedback, and an impact on FFT
scores in districts that used the FFT for feedback). We found a 0.31-point impact on CLASS
scores in the four CLASS districts (corresponding to an improvement index of 18 percentile
points). There was no statistically significant impact on CLASS scores in the FFT districts,
however, and there was no impact on FFT scores in either CLASS or FFT districts. Because
study districts chose to use the CLASS or the FFT as part of the intervention, we cannot draw
definitive conclusions about why an impact on classroom practice was found in CLASS but not
in FFT districts.
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Exhibit ES.3. Average CLASS and FFT scores, based on coding of video-recorded
lessons by study team, by treatment status, Year 2
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EXHIBIT READS: The average CLASS overall score was 4.50 for treatment teachers, compared with 4.39 for control teachers.
NOTES: Sample size = 63 schools, 434 teachers, and 668 videos for the treatment group; 63 schools, 517 teachers, and 793
videos for the control group. The analyses were based on a three-level regression (lessons within teachers within schools) controlling
for random assignment blocks and teacher background characteristics.

* Difference between the treatment and control groups is statistically significant at the .05 level (two-tailed).

SOURCE: Spring 2014 Classroom Videos.

Did the intervention have an impact on principal leadership?

The goal of the principal feedback was to improve their leadership skills. We measured two
aspects of leadership: instructional leadership and teacher-principal trust.

The intervention had a positive impact on teacher-principal trust in Year 1 and on
both instructional leadership and teacher-principal trust in Year 2. In Year 1,
treatment principals, on average, received a score of 3.18 on the 5-point teacher-principal trust
scale, compared with 2.96 for control principals. (See exhibit ES.4.) The 0.22-point difference
corresponds to an improvement index of 10 percentile points, implying that the trust score for the
average control principal would increase from the 50th percentile to the 60th percentile if the
school received the intervention. In Year 2, there were positive impacts on both instructional
leadership (0.14 points) and teacher-principal trust (0.15 points). Although there were
statistically significant impacts on both leadership measures in Year 2, and only one in Year 1,
the magnitudes of the impacts did not statistically differ in the two years, and thus there is little
evidence for an increase in impact over the two years.
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Exhibit ES.4. Average rating of principal instructional leadership and teacher-principal
trust, by treatment status and year
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EXHIBIT READS: The average rating of principals’ instructional leadership in treatment schools in Year 1 was 3.3, compared to 3.2
for principals in control schools.

NOTES: Year 1 sample size = 63 principals and 524 or 525 teachers for the treatment group; 64 principals and 557 teachers for the
control group. Year 2 sample size = 63 principals and 499 teachers for the treatment group; 63 principals and 522 or 523 teachers
for the control group. The analyses were based on a two-level regression (teachers nested in schools) controlling for random
assignment blocks and teacher background characteristics.

* Difference between the treatment and control groups is statistically significant at the .05 level (two-tailed).

SOURCES: Spring 2013 and 2014 Teacher Surveys.

Did the intervention have an impact on student achievement?

The ultimate goal of the intervention was to boost students’ achievement in reading/English
language arts and mathematics. We examined the impact on achievement by comparing students’
scores on the state achievement test for all students enrolled in treatment and control teachers’
classes in the spring of Year 1 and in the spring of Year 2. The Year 1 estimates controlled for
student achievement in the spring of the year before the intervention was implemented (i.e., the
baseline year), and thus the estimates represent the effect of the first year of implementation of
the intervention. The Year 2 estimates also controlled for student achievement from the baseline
year, and thus they represent the cumulative impact of the intervention over two years.

The intervention had a positive impact on students’ mathematics achievement in
Year 1, and had a cumulative impact similar in magnitude but not statistically
significant (p = 0.055) in Year 2. The intervention did not have an impact on
students’ reading/English language arts achievement in either year. In Year 1, in
mathematics, students in treatment schools scored at the 51.8th percentile in their district,
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compared to the 49.7th percentile for control students. (See exhibit ES.5.) The 2.1-point
difference corresponds to about one month of learning.?? In Year 2, in mathematics, students in
treatment schools scored at the 51.2nd percentile, compared to the 48.9th percentile for control
students, a 2.3-point difference, similar in magnitude to the impact in Year 1 but not statistically
significant (p = 0.055). The impacts for reading/English language arts (0.4 points in Year 1 and
1.0 in Year 2) were smaller than the impacts for mathematics and were not statistically
significant. There is no evidence that the cumulative impact on achievement increased from the
first to the second year of implementation.

Exhibit ES.5. Average reading/English language arts and mathematics achievement, by
treatment status and year
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EXHIBIT READS: In Year 1, students in treatment schools received an average reading/English language arts score at the 49.9th
percentile in their district, compared to the 49.5th percentile for students in control schools.

NOTES: Sample size for Year 1 reading/English language arts = 63 schools, 384 teachers, and 13,134 students for the treatment
group; 64 schools, 421 teachers, and 15,358 students for the control group. Sample size for Year 1 mathematics = 63 schools, 411
teachers, and 13,967 students for the treatment group; 64 schools, 439 teachers, and 15,907 students for the control group. Sample
size for Year 2 reading/English language arts = 63 schools, 374 teachers, and 13,962 students for the treatment group; 63 schools,
394 teachers, and 15,423 students for the control group. Sample size for Year 2 mathematics = 63 schools, 389 teachers, and
14,186 students for the treatment group; 63 schools, 396 teachers, and 15,809 students for the control group. The analyses were
based on a three-level regression (students nested within teachers within schools) controlling for random assignment blocks and
student background characteristics.

* Difference between the treatment and control groups is statistically significant at the .05 level (two-tailed).

SOURCE: District Administrative Records.

22 According to Hill et al. (2008), the average annual gain in mathematics is about 0.42 standard deviations for
students in grades 4—8. The impact of 2.10 percentile points is about 0.05 standard deviations. This translates into
about 0.05/0.42 = 0.11 of a year’s achievement gain. Assuming a 36-week school year, this implies that the impact
corresponds to four weeks of learning.
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Association Among Classroom Practice, Leadership, and
Achievement

The study’s theory of action assumed that performance feedback for educators would improve
student achievement by improving teachers’ practice and principals’ leadership. The study was
not designed to provide a rigorous causal test of this assumption. However, exploratory analyses
indicate that classroom practice, using the study’s outcome measure based on video-recorded
lessons coded with the CLASS and the FFT, was positively associated with student achievement
in mathematics and reading, suggesting that improved classroom practice may have been one
way feedback boosted achievement.?* Similar exploratory analyses found no association between
the study measures of leadership and achievement.

23 We examined whether teachers’ classroom practice based on video-recorded lessons was associated with their
students’ reading and mathematics achievement, controlling for students’ prior achievement and other student and
teacher background characteristics. We found an association with students’ mathematics achievement of 0.06 for
classroom practice as measured by the CLASS and 0.07 as measured by the FFT. We found an association with
students’ reading achievement of 0.03 for classroom practice as measured by the CLASS and also as measured by
the FFT.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Educator performance evaluation systems are a potential tool for improving student achievement
by increasing the effectiveness of the educator workforce.?* For example, recent research
suggests that providing more frequent, specific feedback on classroom practice may lead to
improvements in teacher performance and student achievement.?

This report is based on a study that the U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education
Sciences conducted on the implementation of teacher and principal performance measures
highlighted in recent research, as well as the impact of providing feedback based on these
measures.?® As part of the study, eight districts were provided resources and support to
implement the following three performance measures in a sample of schools in 2012—13 and
2013-14:

* Classroom practice measure: A measure of teacher classroom practice with subsequent
feedback sessions conducted four times per year, based on a classroom observation
rubric.

* Student growth measure: A measure of teacher contributions to student achievement
growth (i.e., value-added scores), provided to teachers and their principals once per year.

* Principal leadership measure: A measure of principal leadership with subsequent
feedback sessions conducted twice per year.

The study has two main goals. The first goal is to examine the implementation of the
intervention, including how fully it was implemented and the characteristics of the performance
measures. These topics were the primary focus of the study’s first report, which used data from
the first year only.?” The report shows that the educator performance measures were fully
implemented, except many teachers and principals did not read the reports on teachers’
contributions to student achievement growth. It also shows that the performance measures
provided information with some but not all of the intended characteristics. For example, the
ratings of classroom practice varied but were clustered in the top half of the scale, limiting their
potential to signal a need for improvement. In addition, although the average of four classroom
observations provided some information to identify teachers who needed support, individual
observations had limited reliability to do so.

The study’s second goal is to examine whether the intervention affected educator outcomes (e.g.,
teacher classroom practice)—and, ultimately, student achievement—when implemented in
districts with evaluation system practices that are less objective and intensive than the
intervention.

This report addresses both goals, examining the impact of the two-year intervention, as well as
implementation in both years. This chapter describes the intervention, research questions, and

24 See Stecher et al. (2016); Weisburg et al. (2009).

25 See Steinberg and Sartain (2015); Taylor and Tyler (2012).

26 For recent research on performance measures, see, for example, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation (2012, 2013).
27 See Wayne et al. (2016).
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design. Chapter 2 discusses the intervention’s three performance measures. It presents
information about how fully they were implemented, the performance ratings each measure
generated, and educators’ perceptions of the measures. Chapter 3 presents analyses of the impact
of the intervention on the main outcome measures: teacher classroom practice, principal
leadership, and student achievement. In addition, the chapter discusses whether the study design
produced the intended contrast in performance feedback experiences and the intended impact on
educators’ initial outcomes (e.g., educators’ perceptions of their own performance).

Overview of the Intervention

The intervention consisted of three types of performance measures that were implemented in
tandem, providing feedback to those being evaluated and their supervisors. The intervention was
intended to have many of the features promoted by research, specifically:

* Multiple measures of teacher and principal performance, including classroom
observations and student growth.

* Measures that provide meaningful information about differences in educator performance
(i.e., measures that vary across individuals and are reliable).

* Measures that provide clear and useful feedback at multiple times during each year.?®

In each of the eight participating districts, the intervention was implemented in a group of
elementary and middle schools. A group of control schools in each district participated in the
normal district evaluation processes only. To assist with implementation of the intervention, an
American Institutes for Research (AIR) team separate from the evaluation team monitored
implementation and provided support when needed to keep the activities on track (e.g., to ensure
that most teachers were observed approximately four times per year).

The intervention specified how educators would receive the feedback (e.g., in feedback sessions
after each observation). Other uses of the performance information were left to the discretion of
the participating school and central office staffs. The study’s implementation team held meetings
in each district to ask a group of school and central office educators to consider ways in which
the performance information might be used—for example, to identify educators for praise or
support, plan professional development, or guide coaching.

Districts were also given the option of using the information for staffing decisions (for example,
decisions relating to tenure or continued employment). However, the study team anticipated that
using the feedback for high-stakes purposes might be difficult, as it could require changes to
contracts or other agreements that could not be made quickly. The districts decided not to use the
information in this way, for the most part; in three districts, the observations conducted by
principals as part of this study counted in their official rating system if the teacher was due to be

28 Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation (2012, 2013); Whitehurst, Chingos, and Lindquist (2014).
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observed that year. The study therefore tests the impact of providing feedback as an add-on to
existing performance feedback, with no expected consequences (such as tenure or dismissal).?

Below we describe each of the three intervention performance measures.
1. The Teacher Classroom Practice Measure and Feedback

This performance measure used classroom observations conducted four times during the course
of each year, with a feedback session after each observation.*? The intention was for one of the
four observations to be conducted by an administrator from the teacher’s school, and for the
other three to be conducted by study-hired observers (i.e., local professionals hired and trained
by the study).’!

After each observation, the observer was expected to prepare a report that included both ratings
and narrative feedback on teacher classroom practice. The observer was also expected to hold an
in-person feedback session within one to two weeks, lasting approximately 45 minutes, to review
the report with the teacher.

Two different classroom observation systems were used to provide feedback. Districts were
asked to choose between the Classroom Assessment and Scoring System (CLASS) and Charlotte
Danielson’s Framework for Teaching (FFT). The treatment schools in four of the eight study
districts used the CLASS, and the treatment schools in the other four study districts used the
FFT.*2 The use of two different observation systems was intended to make the study findings

2 The available research evidence is mixed on whether stakes increase the effectiveness of feedback or attenuate it.
Some researchers hypothesize, on the one hand, that employees may be more motivated to change their practices if
they view their evaluation system as being used for the purpose of professional development rather than for
dismissal (e.g., Atwater, Brett, and Charles 2007; Smither, London, and Reilly 2005). On the other hand, two recent
studies in districts that provided feedback similar to that provided by this study’s intervention found that attaching
stakes to the feedback had a positive effect. Chiang et al. (2015) found that attaching compensation to the evaluation
system performance measures had an impact on student achievement in reading but not mathematics. Dee and
Wycoff (2013) examined the impact of attaching the threat of dismissal for low performance, and, separately, the
impact of attaching the prospect of a large financial bonus for sustained high performance. Using a regression
discontinuity design, it found that both affected teachers’ performance ratings. These two studies were done in
districts that provided feedback to all teachers similar to that provided by this study’s intervention and focused on
the stakes attached to that feedback.

30 In addition to four observations per year for the teachers who were the focus of the study (i.e., teachers of grades
4-8 who were responsible for reading/English language arts and mathematics instruction), the performance measure
was used to provide two observations per year for teachers of kindergarten through grade 3—one by the principal
and one by a study-hired observer. These additional observations were intended to foster a sense of collective
participation in the implementation of the classroom practice performance measure in the participating elementary
schools, as there is some evidence that collective participation in professional development initiatives may enhance
their chances for success (see Garet et al. 2001). In the middle schools, no additional observations were conducted,
as departmentalized teachers may already have a sense of collective participation through the participation of others
in their department. The appendixes contain supplemental tables with results for grades K—3 teachers.

31 This distribution of effort was intended to engage principals in the implementation of the performance measure
without overburdening them. Using multiple observers to rate the same teacher also produces a more reliable end-of-
year average, compared with using a single observer for each teacher (see Ho and Kane 2013).

32 Several districts recruited for the study indicated that they had no particular preference for CLASS or FFT. These
districts were assigned as needed to achieve the intended balance. We did not collect information on the reasons for
the districts’ preferences.
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more broadly relevant. However, the districts were not randomly assigned to the two systems, so
the study design does not allow us to draw conclusions about their relative effectiveness.

The CLASS and FFT share many features that make them suitable for this study. First, they
focus on similar dimensions of instruction, and the rating levels on each dimension are defined
using specific, observable behaviors of teachers and students. Second, there is evidence of
validity and an association with student achievement for both instruments (Allen et al. 2011; Bill
& Melinda Gates Foundation 2012; Goe, Bell, and Little 2008; Mashburn et al. 2010). Third,
both instruments are applicable across subjects and grades. Finally, support for implementation
was available from national vendors for both instruments. The study contracted with these
vendors, who provided the standard observer training to the observers (i.e., the principals and
study-hired observers). Each trained observer had to demonstrate sufficient skill in rating on a
video-based assessment. The vendors also provided related trainings and materials, web-based
platforms for managing and reporting the performance information, and online video libraries
with examples of teaching that exemplify particular levels of performance on each measured
dimension.*

2. The Student Growth Performance Measure and Feedback

This performance measure used student test results from multiple years to provide information
about each teacher’s contribution (the “value-added”) to student academic growth. A value-
added score is an estimate (based on a statistical model) of how a teacher’s students performed
during the year, on average, compared with similar students in the district (i.e., those in the same
grade with similar prior performance and other characteristics). It has been demonstrated that
teacher value-added scores relate positively to teacher instructional practices (Grossman et al.
2013; Hill, Kapitula, and Umland 2011). In addition, there is some evidence that a teacher’s
value-added score is a valid predictor of student academic achievement (Chetty, Friedman, and
Rockoff 2014a; Kane et al. 2013; Kane and Staiger 2008) and longer-term student outcomes
(Chetty, Friedman, and Rockoff 2014b).

During the two years of the study, AIR prepared three waves of student growth reports, each
focusing on a different period of instruction. The first wave of reports was released between
February and April of the first study year. The second and third waves were released in the fall
of the second study year and the fall of the year after the study.** Computing value-added scores
requires that students have at least one pretest score, so the student growth performance measure
focused on grades 4-8 teachers who were responsible for instruction in reading/English language
arts (ELA) and mathematics. All of the study districts had sufficient data to compute value-added
scores in these grades.

An AIR team separate from the evaluation team designed and conducted the value-added
analysis, drawing on AIR’s experience doing similar work for states, as well as input from

33 Two organizations provided support for the CLASS version of the classroom practice performance measure:
Teachstone and the University of Virginia. Two organizations provided support for the FFT version of the classroom
practice performance measure: Danielson Group and Teachscape.

34 Treatment teachers were told during the study that they would be provided the third wave of value-added scores,
based on the premise that the expectation that their contribution to student growth in the second year was being
assessed might motivate improvement.
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members of the study’s technical working group. Value-added scores were generated for each
teacher using a covariate adjustment model—an approach widely used in states and districts that
measure value-added (see Collins and Amrein-Beardsley 2014). The model used for each district
incorporated student test scores from the two prior years as predictors (where available), along
with a set of measures of student characteristics selected by the districts. This choice of model
and other design decisions was based on three design criteria: (1) the statistical model should
produce technically defensible scores; (2) the approach should minimize data requirements to
include as many teachers and their students as possible, while maintaining its technical rigor; and
(3) the approach should allow some district-specific adjustments to align with district context
and policy. (See appendix E for technical details about the estimation of value-added scores for
the intervention.)

3. The Principal Leadership Performance Measure and Feedback

The principal leadership performance measure was designed to provide principals and principal
supervisors with feedback on principal leadership, which was measured twice a year (fall and
spring) using the Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED). The VAL-ED is
a 360-degree survey that assesses principal leadership from the perspectives of the principal, the
principal’s supervisor, and teachers. It was selected for this study because it is aligned with
national standards for principal leadership (Goldring et al. 2009) and because it has demonstrated
validity and reliability (Condon and Clifford 2010).%*> After each survey administration, the
VAL-ED vendor, Discovery Education, generated a report on each principal with detailed survey
results. The principal and the principal’s supervisor were then expected to hold a one-on-one
feedback session to discuss the results.

To prepare for implementation of all three performance measures, teachers, principals, and
principal supervisors received trainings from the vendors. In addition, teachers received an
orientation just prior to the beginning of the first study year. The orientation day included three
hours on the intervention’s measures of classroom practice, one hour on the measure of student
growth, and one hour on the measure of principal leadership. Just prior to the second study year,
teachers and principals who were new to the study received the orientation, and continuing
teachers received a half-day refresher on the intervention’s measures of classroom practice.

Theory of Action and Research Questions

This study is guided by a theory of action based on hypotheses about how performance measures
and feedback affect the outcomes of educators—teachers and principals—and students. While
there is some evidence that feedback on teachers’ performance can have an impact on student
achievement (e.g., Steinberg and Sartain 2015; Taylor and Tyler 2012), there is little evidence on
the intermediate mechanisms that lead to improved outcomes. The study’s theory of action
begins with potentially important aspects of the implementation of the intervention (see shaded
boxes on the left of exhibit 1.1) and continues with the experiences and outcomes that the
intervention is expected to affect (see all other solid-line boxes on exhibit 1.1).

35 The researchers who developed VAL-ED have published its psychometric properties in peer-reviewed journals
and on their website (http://www.valed.com/research.html). See, for example, Porter et al. (2010).
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According to the theory, frequent and systematic performance measurement and feedback may
generate ratings that distinguish between lower- and higher-performing educators and between
different dimensions of an individual educator’s performance. This information could help
identify educators in need of support, as well as the practices an educator should improve (see
e.g., Donaldson and Papay 2014; Papay 2012). Providing this information to educators through
feedback multiple times during the year could lead to ongoing improvement in their practices.

If educators experience feedback many times using the intervention’s measures, the intervention
may affect initial outcomes, including:

* Discussions of the measured dimensions. It may shift the focus of the feedback educators
receive toward the measured aspects of classroom practice or leadership, causing
increased discussion about those areas with supervisors and others who give feedback.

* Educators’ perceptions of their own performance. It may lower some educators’
perceptions of their effectiveness. The value-added scores provided by the intervention
are expected to spread teachers across percentile ranks. That may lead some to think that
they are less effective than they had thought. Research on teacher evaluation has noted
that traditionally most teachers receive high ratings (Weisberg et al. 2009).

* Interest in improving on the measured dimensions. It may lead educators to want to
become more effective in the measured areas of classroom practice or leadership because
they perceive their performance as weaker than desired, because the feedback highlighted
specific areas of practice as needing improvement, or because the feedback made them
focus their attention on the measured practices.

* Participation in professional development on the measured dimensions. If they want to
become more effective, they may seek out or be encouraged to participate in professional
development on the measured dimensions.

In addition, the intervention may lead teachers to identify and try out new classroom practices
independently or to reach out to colleagues informally for support.

If educators engage in these activities, it might affect teacher classroom practice and principal
leadership through two mechanisms. First, it might cause increased knowledge, skills, and effort
among teachers and principals who remain in their positions during the intervention. Second,
positive feedback could lead higher-performing teachers and principals to remain in their
schools, while negative feedback could lead lower-performing staff to leave, opening their
positions to be filled by more-effective staff. Thus, the intervention could cause a differential
impact on mobility, resulting in a more effective workforce.*® Although the mechanisms provide
an important link in the theory of action, the study design does not support inferences about the
relative contribution of each mechanism.

Through those mechanisms, the intervention may have an impact on educator practices.
According to the theory of action, the intervention may lead teachers to improve the specific
classroom practices that are the focus of the intervention’s classroom observation tool, as well as

36 For literature discussing these mechanisms, see footnote 25 in chapter 1.
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on other practices not as specifically targeted. In addition, the intervention may affect principal
instructional leadership and teacher-principal trust, which are aspects of principal leadership that
are associated with quality of instruction and student achievement (Sebastian and Allensworth
2012). By giving increased attention to teaching and learning (the focus of the VAL-ED
performance measure) and by spending time observing and discussing classroom practices with
teachers (the focus of the CLASS/FFT performance measures), the principal may become
perceived by the teachers as a trusted instructional leader.

These improvements in classroom practice and principal leadership may lead to improved
student achievement. The CLASS and FFT measures, like the leadership measure, have been
shown to be related to improvements in student achievement (Allen et al. 2013; Kane and Staiger
2012). Thus, changes in classroom practice and principal leadership may lead to improved
student achievement, as shown in the far right of the theory-of-action diagram. (See exhibit 1.1.)

This multiyear study is designed to examine the implementation of an intervention that is guided
by this theory of action, and to estimate its impact on educator and student outcomes. It
addresses five research questions:

1. To what extent were the performance measures and feedback implemented as planned?

2. To what extent did the performance measures identify more and less effective educators
and signal the specific dimensions of practice that most needed improvement?

3. To what extent did educators’ experiences with performance feedback differ for
treatment and control schools?

4. Did the intervention have an impact on teacher classroom practice and principal leadership?
5. Did the intervention have an impact on student achievement?

This report will address all five questions, spanning both study years.

Overview of Study Design

To answer the research questions, we recruited a sample of eight districts and conducted the
study in a group of schools in each district. The participating schools were assigned by lottery to
implement the study’s intervention (the treatment group) or not (the control group). The treatment
group implemented the study’s intervention. Both the treatment and control groups continued to
implement the districts’ existing educator evaluation systems. In participating schools, the study
focused on the principals and teachers of reading/ELA and mathematics in grades 4-8.37

37 Teachers of kindergarten through grade 3 also participated in the study. This was done mainly to promote
schoolwide engagement in the implementation of the teacher classroom practice and principal leadership
performance measures. These teachers are not included in the main study analyses, however, because student
assessment data needed for the feedback on student growth (i.e., needed to calculate value-added scores) are not
available in kindergarten through grade 3. In addition, the assessment data required to analyze the impact of the
intervention on student achievement are not available in kindergarten through grade 2.
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This section describes how we selected suitable districts and schools, how we randomly assigned
schools to treatment and control groups, the data we collected, and the analytic methods we used.

Districts and Schools

The study was conducted in a sample of districts and schools. This sample was selected
purposefully, based on criteria established by the study team. This subsection describes how we
selected districts, the districts’ characteristics, and the districts’ performance feedback practices for
their existing educator evaluation systems. It also describes how we selected schools, as well as the
schools’ characteristics.

District Selection. The district selection process took place between October 2011 and May
2012, and it resulted in a final study sample of eight districts where existing policies for the
evaluation of teachers and principals contrasted with the study’s intervention. The process began
with an analysis of state policies for the evaluation of teachers and principals. (See exhibit 1.2.)
Several states (e.g., many of the states with Race to the Top grants) had begun to implement
practices that were similar to the study’s intervention or planned to implement such practices
before the end of the study’s two-year implementation period (fall 2012 to spring 2014). The
study team excluded districts from those states. Although many other states intended for their
districts to implement such practices because of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
Flexibility Waivers, full implementation was not required until fall 2014 at the earliest. For this
reason, districts in many states were eligible for the study despite the state’s participation in the
waiver program.

Within the 29 states that were eligible to participate, 457 districts met the study size criteria of at
least 20 elementary and middle schools, based on information from the 2009—-10 Common Core of
Data. Attempted e-mail, telephone, and mail communications with the 457 districts led to initial
conversations with 100 districts, 49 of which expressed interest in a follow-up conversation
about participating. The study team assessed district eligibility and determined that some were
not eligible, either because they did not have data systems that made the student growth
performance measure feasible or because they had policies for evaluating teachers and principals
that did not contrast with the intervention’s performance measures. Of the 36 districts that were
eligible, 18 were interested in an in-person meeting.

AIR visited all 18 remaining districts and held a recruitment conference in Washington, D.C., for
districts that continued to be interested in participation. Thirteen districts were sufficiently
interested to attend the recruitment conference. Of these, five eventually declined participation,
for a combination of reasons that differed by district (such as likely objection by the teachers’
organization or the aggressive schedule to begin implementation in summer 2012).
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Exhibit 1.2. District selection and recruitment process

U.S. population of school districts
Initial Sample: all districts in 50 states (N = 14,653)

N

Step 1: Analysis of state policies
Removal of states with practices similar to the study’s intervention
Remaining Sample: all districts in 29 states (N = 9,438)

<

Step 2: Analysis of data on districts
Removal of districts with too few schools
Remaining Sample: 457 districts

<

Step 3: E-mail, telephone, and mail communications
Removal of districts that decided not to participate or were not eligible
Remaining Sample: 18 districts

N

Step 4: In-person communications
Removal of districts that decided not to participate
Remaining Sample: 8 districts

~

Participation in the study
Final Sample: 8 districts

District Characteristics. At the conclusion of the recruitment process, the sample included
eight districts that spanned all geographic regions except the Northeast, with two or three
districts in each region. (See the right-hand column of exhibit 1.3.) Many states in the Northeast
were deemed ineligible because they had accepted federal or foundation grants to reform their
evaluation systems during or before the study’s implementation period.

The sample was also decidedly urban (75 percent versus 7 percent nationally), including only
one suburban and one rural district. This was primarily due to the removal of districts that did not
have the required number of schools to participate.
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Exhibit 1.3. Characteristics of all districts in the United States and districts that
participated in the study

District characteristics Al districés i ] par[t’ilzit;::tfdt?: tthe
tates study
Geographic region (percentage of districts)
Midwest 36.1 375
Northeast 21.0 0.0
South 23.0 375
West 20.0 25.0
Urbanicity (percentage of districts)
Urban 6.7 75.0
Suburban 19.9 12.5
Town 17.3 0.0
Rural 56.1 12.5
Number of schools 6.5 39.3
Number of full-time equivalent teachers 202.7 1,255.7
Total enroliment 3,470.3 19,9954
Title | eligible (district average percent of schools) 72.3 58.5
Free or reduced-price lunch (district average percent of
students) 34.1 31.2
Race/ethnicity (district average percent of students)
Asian 2.0 2.6
African American 7.3 3.5
Hispanic 13.0 414
White 72.4 48.4
Other 53 4.2
cSjitsattr?czs)quires collective bargaining (percentage of 67.7 375
Number of districts 14,653 8

NOTE: Percentages for characteristics with multiple categories may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCES: 2011-12 Common Core of Data; National Council on Teacher Quality Teacher Contract Database (retrieved in May

2015).
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The sample also included districts with different state policies with respect to collective
bargaining. Three of the eight districts (37.5 percent) were in states where collective bargaining
is required. (To provide a point of comparison, 67.7 percent of districts across the United States
are in states where collective bargaining is required.) Two were in states where collective
bargaining is permissible, and three were in states where it is illegal. During the final step of the
recruitment process, some districts in states requiring collective bargaining decided not to
participate. Although it is not possible to know districts’ reasons for choosing not to participate,
it was common for districts with collective bargaining agreements to consider teacher union
support as a factor in their decision making.

Performance Feedback Typically Provided in the Districts. By design, the performance
feedback provided as part of the intervention was to be given in addition to the feedback
typically provided by districts. We conducted interviews with each district to determine what
type of feedback they typically provide. (The interviews are described further in the section titled
“Data Collection” and in appendix B.) The districts’ feedback to teachers and principals on
classroom practice, student growth, and principal leadership differed from the feedback planned
as part of the intervention.

Districts’ feedback on classroom practice. All eight study districts required less frequent
observations of teachers than the intervention’s four observations per year. Most districts
required observations of nonprobationary teachers—the majority of the teacher sample—Iess
frequently than once a year. Across the study districts, requirements for observations of
nonprobationary teachers ranged from once a year to once every five years, averaging about once
every two years. (See exhibit 1.4.)

District policies also differed from the study intervention in terms of who conducted the
observations. Under the districts’ evaluation systems, school administrators conducted the
observations. In contrast, the intervention used study-hired observers for three of the four
observations each year. District policies also differed from the intervention in terms of the
training requirements for observers. The districts required an average of 13.5 hours of training—
a little over half of the duration of the study’s training.>® In two of the eight districts, no observer
training was required. Only three districts required observers to pass an assessment of rating
skill, which was required for the study’s intervention.

District policies were somewhat similar to the intervention in one respect: Each of the study
districts used a classroom observation instrument that, like the study’s observation instruments
(CLASS and FFT), measured classroom practice on several dimensions and defined multiple
performance levels for each dimension. In five of the districts, the instrument was an adaptation
of the FFT. (For instance, the names of the performance levels may have been changed or the
text that defines the performance levels for each dimension may have been altered.)

Districts’ feedback on student growth. In contrast to the intervention, none of the districts
provided value-added scores to teachers, nor did their state education agencies. (See exhibit 1.4.)

38 The required observer training for the study’s intervention was 20 hours for observers in the CLASS districts and
26 hours in the FFT districts.
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Exhibit 1.4. Policies and practices for performance feedback to teachers, by district

Districts’ feedback on teacher classroom practice

Districts’ feedback on
student growth

District ID and Use of staff Use of rating instrument Value- Information on
assigned not based that differentiates at least added changes in
classroom Frequency of observation with at the Features of observer 3 performance levels and scores achievement
observation feedback® school as training provides ratings for provided to provided to
system for observers multiple dimensions of teachers teachers®
intervention performance
Probationary Nonprobationary Drueraﬂiorgdof asf{s?suslrrnegnt
teachers® teachers® qu ; ;
training of rating skill
1 CLASS 1 per year 1 ev;égrtshree No 9 hours No Yes, adapted FFT No No
2 CLASS 1 peryear 1 every five years No 40 hours Yes Yes No Yes
3 CLASS 1 peryear 1 every two years No 24 hours Yes Yes No Yes
4 CLASS 3 per year 1 per year No None No Yes, adapted FFT No Yes
5 FFT 2 per year 1 evyeer;/rtshree No 4 hours No Yes, adapted FFT No Yes
6 FFT 2 peryear 1 everytwo years No 7 hours No Yes, adapted FFT No Yes
7 FFT 2 per year 1 per year No None No Yes, adapted FFT No Missing
8 FFT 1 peryear 1 every four years No 24 hours Yes Yes No Yes
Overall average 1.6 per year 0.5 per year 13.5 hours

NOTES: ®Number of observations shown is the minimum required under each district’s evaluation system. Administrators could observe more frequently at their discretion.
bEach of the eight study districts categorized teachers as probationary or nonprobationary in part on the basis of service in the district. In most of the districts, probationary teachers
were eligible to become nonprobationary after three years of service; in the other districts, they were eligible after one year of service. Across the sample, 15 percent of grades 4-8

teachers had three or fewer years of experience as teachers in their district.

°The six districts indicated that this information was provided to teachers routinely for informational purposes rather than performance measurement. One district reported that such

information was not provided, and one district did not respond.
SOURCE: District Interviews.
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Although six districts provided teachers with information on changes in their students’
achievement to monitor individual student progress (e.g., changes during the year based on
quarterly diagnostic tests), this did not include information that would necessarily provide
teachers with a sense of their teaching performance.

Districts’ feedback on principal leadership. In all eight study districts, feedback on
principal performance was required once a year, in contrast to the intervention’s plan of twice a
year. (See exhibit 1.5.) District policies for principal evaluation also differed from the
intervention in terms of the nature of the information used for feedback: None of the districts
used the VAL-ED instrument (the study’s principal performance measure), and only two districts
systematically collected teacher input on principal performance through a survey, which is a key
feature of the VAL-ED. District policies were similar to the intervention in one respect: Each of
the study districts measured principal performance on multiple dimensions, and at least six of the
districts rated principals on three or more performance levels.

Exhibit 1.5. Policies and practices for performance feedback to principals, by district

Districts’ feedback on principal leadership
Performance on each

District ID and

assigned classroom Use of teacher Rating instrument dimension rated
observation system Frequency survey as input in with multiple .

for intervention principal evaluation dimensions LI G D G IR0

performance levels?

1 CLASS 1 per year No Yes Yes

2 CLASS 1 per year No Yes Yes

3 CLASS 1 per year No Yes Missing

4 CLASS 1 per year Yes Yes Missing

5 FFT 1 per year No Yes Yes

6 FFT 1 per year No Yes Yes

7 FFT 1 per year Yes Yes Yes

8 FFT 1 per year No Yes Yes

NOTE: 2Data for two districts are missing because the districts did not provide the rating instruments.
SOURCE: District Interviews.

School Selection and Characteristics. Each of the eight districts identified a set of schools
that met the study’s eligibility criteria and agreed to participate. The study’s focus on teachers of
reading/ELA and mathematics in grades 4—8 meant that only elementary and middle schools
were eligible to participate. To reduce heterogeneity, the school sample was also restricted to
regular schools, operated by the school district (i.e., noncharter schools).

Consistent with the characteristics of the study districts, the participating schools were similar to
schools in the national population in terms of enrollment and Title I status, but they differed in
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other characteristics. Compared with the national population, for example, schools in the study
sample were more likely to be urban and had a higher percentage of students who were
minorities on average. (See appendix exhibits A.1 and 2; for the characteristics of schools in the
districts that used CLASS and FFT, see appendix exhibit A.3.)

Random Assignment of the Schools

The participating schools were assigned by lottery to implement the intervention (the treatment
group) or not (the control group). Both groups continued to implement their district’s existing
educator evaluation systems, but the treatment group also implemented the intervention.

To maximize the precision with which the study could compare outcomes in the treatment and
control groups, random assignment was conducted separately within 37 blocks. The blocks were
defined by district and school level (elementary schools or middle schools), so that half of each
district’s elementary schools were treatment schools and half were control schools, and half of
each district’s middle schools were treatment schools and half were control schools. Blocks also
took into account school size and/or the percentage of students eligible to receive free or
reduced-price lunch.

In total, 63 treatment schools and 64 control schools participated in the study. (See exhibit 1.6.)
The resulting two study groups were similar in all but one of the 18 measures of school,
principal, teacher, and student background characteristics we examined: the percentage of
principals with 4—-10 years of experience. This percentage was lower for treatment principals
than for control principals by a statistically significant amount (17 versus 33 percent). (See
appendix exhibits A.4a—j.)>’

One control school from the first study year did not continue to participate in the second year
because the school was restructured.

Exhibit 1.6. Random assignment results, fall 2012

Treatment Number of schools Number of teachers

status Total Elementary schools Middle schools Elementary schools  Middle schools
Treatment 63 49 14 370 205
Control 64 48 16 366 228
Total 127 97 30 736 433

39 Appendix A also includes baseline equivalence results for the CLASS districts and the FFT districts separately.
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Data Collection

The study collected the following data on the implementation of the intervention and the
information provided to teachers and principals in the treatment schools:

Implementation of the measures. We documented attendance at orientation and training events
related to the study’s performance measures. Online system records maintained by the vendors
provided information on observer certification test pass rates, the frequency and timing of
teacher observations and feedback sessions, and teachers’ and principals’ accessing of student
growth reports. Surveys of observers hired by the study and interviews with district officials
provided further information regarding implementation of the observations and the district
context, respectively. Finally, surveys of teachers and principals administered in the spring of
Year 2 asked about perceptions of the performance information received from the study’s
classroom observation and principal leadership practices measures compared to that received
from the districts’ official performance system. Both groups also reported on their perceptions of
the information from the student growth measure (e.g., whether it was easy to understand and a
good measure of how well students had learned).

Information provided to teachers and principals. The data generated by the measures of
teacher classroom practice, student growth, and principal leadership were collected through the
vendors’ online systems.

In addition, data were collected on the following teacher and principal experiences and initial
outcomes in both treatment and control schools:

Educators’ experiences with performance feedback. In the spring of each study year, we
surveyed the teachers and principals in treatment and control schools to collect information on
the nature and frequency of the performance information educators received, as well as their
perceptions of that information.

Initial outcomes. The spring surveys also asked about initial outcomes, including whether
teachers and principals wished to improve or sought professional development in areas covered
by the feedback. The surveys also asked teachers and principals for perceptions of their own
performance.

Finally, we collected data on three main outcomes:

Teacher classroom practice. To provide a common measure of classroom practice in treatment
and control schools, we video-recorded each teacher’s instruction in the spring of Year 2. We
video-recorded one lesson per teacher and then selected a random sample of half of the
respondents for a second round of recording.*® We coded each of the videos using the CLASS

40 We video-recorded two lessons for some teachers and one for others to achieve the desired precision while
minimizing cost and burden.
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and FFT.* This allowed us to examine the impact on a measure of practice aligned with the
measure selected for feedback and on a measure that was similar, but not completely aligned.

Principal leadership. To provide a common measure of principal leadership in treatment and
control schools, we relied on teachers’ responses to survey items designed to assess principals’
instructional leadership and teacher-principal trust, based on measures developed by the Chicago
Consortium on School Research (CCSR, 2012).4?

Student achievement. To measure student achievement, we collected students’ scores on state
standardized tests in reading/ELA and mathematics.

In addition to the collections described above, we collected data on the characteristics of
principals, teachers, and students in study schools from district administrative records in the
summer and fall of 2012, fall 2013, and fall 2014.

Response rates for the data collections were high. The response rate for the videotapes of
classroom practice was 91.6 percent. Every other data collection achieved a response rate of
nearly 100 percent. In the second study year, for example, the overall response rate was 98.6
percent for the teacher survey and 96.0 percent for the principal survey. (Additional details on
data collection and response rates appear in appendix B.)

Analytic Approaches

This section discusses the analytical methods used to examine implementation and outcomes.
We refer to the first study year (2012—13) as Year 1 and the second year (2013—14) as Year 2.

Implementation of the Intervention. To examine implementation of the intervention, we
conducted descriptive analyses of the extent to which study participants in the treatment group
received the intended training on the performance measures, carried out the anticipated
measurement activities, and received the performance information and feedback as planned.

To describe the characteristics of the performance information that teachers and principals
received, we examined the distributions of scores (e.g., percentage of principals with an overall
rating of distinguished) and the correlations among different performance measures. In addition,
we used a generalizability theory framework (Shavelson and Webb 1991) to estimate the
reliability of the performance scores educators received. Within this framework, reliability is
defined as the proportion of variation in a measure’s scores that reflect “true” differences

41 To the extent possible, video-recording was scheduled to take place when a teacher was teaching either
reading/ELA or mathematics. Overall, 45 percent of the video-recorded lessons were in reading/ELA, 50 percent in
mathematics, and 5 percent in other subjects.

42 It was not feasible to use the VAL-ED itself as an outcome measure. By the time of the Year 2 spring surveys, a
large majority of treatment teachers had already completed the VAL-ED four times, making it likely that they would
respond to the survey with a disposition or framework different from that used by control teachers, who had never
before completed a VAL-ED survey.
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between individuals rather than measurement error. The approach we used to define true versus
error variation differed across the three measures, based on the data available:

* For the teacher classroom practice ratings, we estimated reliability as a measure of the
quality of stable classroom practice over a year, based on variation in ratings across the
four observation windows in that year.

* For teacher value-added scores, we estimated reliability as a measure of stable teacher
performance over the two years, based on the year-to-year variation in the value-added
scores used to calculate the measure.

* For the principal leadership ratings, we estimated reliability as a measure of leadership
quality within each assessment window (i.e., fall and spring of each study year), based on
variation in ratings across the three respondent groups.

(See appendix C for details about the reliability estimation methods.)

Impact of the Intervention. For analyses of the impact of the intervention in Year 1 and Year
2, we focused on the principals, teachers, and students present near the end of each school year
(i.e., the “impact sample”). Any statistically significant differences in values between the
treatment and control participants in the impact sample can be interpreted as impacts.

As expected, some members of the impact sample joined during the two-year period of
implementation, replacing principals and teachers who had left. Among those present in the Year
2 impact sample, 17 percent of principals and 25 percent of teachers were not present in the Year
1 impact sample.*’ These movements do not affect the internal validity of the study’s inferences
about the impact of the intervention because the movements are one mechanism through which
the intervention may have an impact, as shown in the theory of action. (See exhibit 1.1; for
detailed charts showing principal, teacher, and student movements during the study, see
appendix exhibits A.5-8.)

Based on the impact samples, we assessed the impacts of the study’s intervention on different
types of outcomes using different statistical models, as summarized below.

* To assess the impact on educators’ experiences with performance feedback, we compared
the means for the treatment and control groups using a two-level linear probability model
for binary measures (e.g., whether a teacher received feedback based on observations).
For continuous measures of educators’ experiences (e.g., the number of instances of
feedback received), we compared the median rather than the mean for the treatment and
control groups. We did so because many of the survey-based continuous measures were
not normally distributed.**

43 These rates did differ by treatment condition. The percentages of treatment and control principals in the Year 2
impact sample who were not present in the Year 1 impact sample were 21 percent and 14 percent, respectively. For
teachers, the percentage in the Year 2 impact sample who were not present in the Year 1 impact sample were

22 percent and 28 percent, respectively. (For further details, see appendix exhibits A.5 and 6.)

4 The reported means and medians for the treatment group are unadjusted, and the means and medians for the
control group were computed by subtracting the estimated group differences from the unadjusted treatment group
means or medians.
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* To assess the impact on teachers’ initial outcomes, we used survey data (e.g., their self-
ratings and their interest in improving specific areas of practice) to estimate a two-level
linear model (with teachers nested within schools).

* To assess the impact on teacher classroom practice, we used observation data to estimate
a three-level model (with lessons nested within teachers—one or two lessons per teacher
depending on the number of lessons sampled—and teachers nested within schools).

* To assess the impact on principals’ initial outcomes, we conducted a principal-level
linear regression using principal survey data (e.g., their self-ratings and their interest in
improving specific areas of practice).

* To assess the impact on principal leadership, we used teacher survey data to estimate a
two-level model (with teachers nested within schools).

* To assess the impact on student achievement, we used a three-level model (where
students are nested within teachers and teachers nested within schools) with data pooled
across grades 4-8.

For all impact analyses, the models accounted for random assignment blocks and, where
applicable, the nesting of students within teachers and teachers within schools. In addition,
analyses of impacts on educators’ initial outcomes, teacher classroom practice, principal
leadership, and student achievement incorporated a set of covariates (e.g., student and teacher
background characteristics) to improve the precision of the impact estimates and adjust for any
baseline differences between the study groups. Detailed descriptions of each model are provided
in appendix H. Appendix H also includes descriptions of additional analyses that we conducted
to determine the sensitivity of the main impact results to alternative model specifications.

In addition to the analyses described above, we checked whether the impact results differed
across subgroups of principals and teachers. Specifically, we tested whether the effects differed
for probationary and nonprobationary teachers, teachers in elementary and middle schools, and
teachers with lower and higher value-added scores. (See appendix H for details.)

Finally, to supplement the impact analyses, we examined the association between classroom
practice and principal leadership with student achievement. These relationships were estimated
by adding each measure of classroom practice or principal leadership as a predictor to the main
student achievement impact model. (See appendix H for details.)
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Chapter 2. Implementation of the Performance
Measures and Feedback

This chapter discusses the design and implementation of the intervention’s three performance
measures. For each, it describes the measure’s design, how fully it was implemented, and how
well it differentiated educator performance, all of which may affect the usefulness of the
measure. The chapter also examines teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of the feedback they
received, including whether they reported that it provided clear ideas about how to improve. All
findings in this chapter pertain to teachers and principals in the treatment schools only.

Key Findings About Implementation

Measures of Classroom Practice

Measure of Student Growth

Measure of Principal Leadership

Teachers received nearly all the intended feedback sessions each year.

Nearly all teachers had overall classroom observation scores in the top two performance levels,
limiting the potential of the information to signal a need for teachers to improve.

Teachers’ overall classroom observation scores—averaged across all four windows in a year—
provided some reliable information for identifying teachers who needed support, but single
observations did not. In addition, the observations did not reliably indicate areas for improvement.

Three-quarters of treatment teachers said that the study’s feedback on classroom practice was
better than previous feedback from the district, averaging over six characteristics (e.g., more
useful, more specific).

In the first year, less than half of the treatment teachers and principals viewed their student growth
reports, which were available through a secure web portal. In the second year, hard copies of the
reports were disseminated, and almost all treatment teachers and principals received their reports.

For just under a quarter of teachers with value-added scores in reading/ELA, and about half with
value-added scores in mathematics, the scores measurably differed from the district average, thus
providing some reliable information to signal whether a teacher needed to improve.

Only about half of the teachers reported positive perceptions of the reports they received.

Nearly all treatment principals received two VAL-ED feedback sessions each year.

Principals were spread across the full range of performance levels, consistent with the VAL-ED
norms.

VAL-ED ratings provided by principals, supervisors, and teachers in the two fall administrations
were often too different to form a reliable measure, but the spring ratings were consistent enough
to indicate whether a principal needed to improve.

On four of five items, nearly three-quarters of principals said the study’s feedback on leadership
was better than previous feedback from the district (i.e., easier to understand, more objective, more
specific about what high quality is, and provided clearer ideas about improving leadership);
however, over half of the principals (55 percent) reported that the study’s feedback was less
comprehensive.
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Supplemental tables for the chapter appear in appendixes D, F, and G, which each focus on one
of the intervention’s three performance measures.*> Samples of the reports on teachers’ and
principals’ performance appear in appendix K. This chapter is based on analyses of
implementation in both study years. It builds on the findings outlined in the first report (Wayne
et al. 2016), which explored implementation in Year 1 in detail. The implementation findings
were similar across years, with a few exceptions. The chapter shows all results for both Year 1
and Year 2, except where noted.

The Intervention’s Measures of Teacher Classroom Practice

Overview of the Measures

Districts were given the opportunity to choose between two rating systems for measuring
classroom practice, as described in chapter 1. Four districts chose CLASS and four chose FFT. In
this section, we present implementation results for the eight districts together, as well as for the
CLASS and FFT districts separately.*® The study did not randomly assign districts to use CLASS
or FFT, which means that differences in results between the CLASS and FFT districts cannot
necessarily be attributed to the observation systems; such differences could occur due to other
district characteristics.

The CLASS and FFT versions of the intervention’s teacher classroom practice measures were
designed to provide information on multiple dimensions repeatedly throughout each year.
Specifically, they were designed to include the following features:

* Four observations during each school year, one conducted by the principal or another
school administrator, and three conducted by study-hired observers, scheduled such that
teachers knew the week when they would be observed, but not the day or time.*”-*®

4 Appendixes D, F, and G contain several additional results, for reference. Appendix D contains all results
disaggregated according to whether the district used the CLASS or FFT version of the study’s feedback on
classroom practice, when not shown in the chapter. Analyses of the implementation of the measures of classroom
practice in the report are based on teachers of grades 4-8, which were the main focus of the intervention. Results for
teachers in grades K—3 corresponding to exhibits 2.2 and 2.3 appear in appendix D. Teachers of kindergarten
through grade 3 in treatment schools participated in some aspects of the intervention to promote schoolwide
engagement (see chapter 1). These teachers are not included in the main study analyses, however, because by design
they received limited feedback on classroom practice. They also received no feedback on student growth because
student assessment data were not available in kindergarten through grade 3.

46 Findings on the implementation of the feedback on student growth and principal leadership are presented for
CLASS and FFT districts separately in appendixes F and G.

47 In each treatment school, the classroom observations conducted by the principal or another school administrator
were expected to be spread across the four observation windows. To the extent possible, each teacher was observed
by the same study-hired observer over the school year, to build rapport with the teacher, which might improve the
teacher’s receptivity to the feedback. This was not always feasible, however, due to scheduling. Assigning these
observations to different observers would have increased the reliability of the 4-window average scores. However,
we concluded that the potential benefits of rapport would outweigh the improved reliability.

48 To the extent possible given the constraints of scheduling, the principal and study-hired observers were asked to
conduct the four observations for each teacher when the teacher was teaching the same subject (either reading/ELA
or mathematics) and during the same class period. Conducting observations during the same subject and class period
was intended to make it easier for teachers and principals to interpret the observation ratings. In addition, within
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* A report prepared by the observer after each observation, including ratings and narrative
feedback.

* An in-person feedback session after each observation, during which the observer reviews
the report with the teacher.

The two systems capture similar dimensions of classroom practice and involve similar feedback
sessions. However, they differ in terms of the amount and kind of information on teacher
performance provided in the reports.

The CLASS districts used the upper-elementary version of CLASS, which covers 12 dimensions
of classroom practice grouped into four domains. (See exhibit 2.1.)* All scores are on a 7-point
scale. The FFT is designed for use in grades K—12. The FFT has four domains, two of which can
be scored based on classroom observations. The FFT districts used only those two domains,
which together include 10 dimensions of classroom practice. (See exhibit 2.1.) All scores are on
a 4-point scale.

Exhibit 2.1. Domains and dimensions of classroom practice for CLASS and FFT

Classroom Assessment and Scoring System

i a
(CLASS—Upper Elementary) Framework for Teaching (FFT)

Domain 1: Emotional Support Domain 2: Classroom Environment

» Positive climate *  Creating an environment of respect and

»  Teacher sensitivity rapport

* Regard for student perspectives »  Establishing a culture for learning

. L *  Managing classroom procedures

Domain 2: Classroom Organization . Managing student behavior

*  Behavior management »  Organizing physical space

*  Productivity

* Negative climate Domain 3: Instruction

¢ Communicating with students

Using questioning and discussion techniques
Engaging students in learning

Using assessment in instruction
Demonstrating flexibility and responsiveness

Domain 3: Instructional Support .
. Content development .
*  Quality of feedback .
* Analysis and inquiry .
* Instructional dialogue
* Instructional learning formats

Domain 4: Student Engagement
»  Student engagement
NOTES: 2The full FFT instrument includes two additional domains (Domain 1. Planning and Preparation, and Domain 4.

Professional Responsibilities), which were not included as part of the intervention as they are not readily amenable to classroom
observation.

During the feedback sessions, the observers were expected to focus on two or three dimensions,
including at least one strong and one weak dimension. For each dimension, the observers were
expected to talk about the behavioral indicators associated with the teacher’s score, as well as

each school, the study-hired observers were encouraged to balance the number of teachers who were observed
during reading/ELA and mathematics, if feasible.

4 The different aspects of classroom practice are officially referred to as “dimensions” in the CLASS system and
“components” in the FFT system. For simplicity, we use the term “dimensions” for both systems.
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those associated with a higher score. Observers would then discuss actions the teacher could take
to earn a higher score.

The CLASS and FFT online platforms were designed to provide each teacher with a report for
each observation, which the observer would review with the teacher during the in-person
feedback session.*® The reports generated by the online platforms differed in content. CLASS
reports provided separate scores for individual dimensions, as well as the teacher’s overall score
and a sense of how his or her performance compared with others. The FFT reports only provided
separate scores for individual dimensions. (For sample CLASS and FFT reports, see

appendix K.)

Implementation of the Measures of Classroom Practice

The implementation team worked with each district to identify and hire observers to conduct the
observations and feedback sessions consistent with the study design. Observers received the
standard training offered by the CLASS and FFT vendors to learn how to reliably score
instruction, enter scores and narrative text for the reports, and conduct feedback sessions with
teachers. All observers passed the certification test, demonstrating that they could score
reliably.>! In spring of Year 2, almost all principals reported that they felt prepared to rate
instruction and provide feedback using the study’s measure of classroom practice. For example,
100 percent reported that they had a clear idea of what the study’s rating system for classroom
practice defines as good instruction.>? (For additional results, see appendix exhibit D.1.)

Each teacher was to be observed and provided feedback throughout the year, once during each of
the four calendar windows defined by each district. Although the goal was four rounds of
observation and feedback per year, a teacher who was observed in the first windows of the
school year could leave in the winter and be replaced. In that scenario, the replacement teacher
would receive feedback only for the remaining windows for the year. A replacement teacher who
joined in the summer between Year 1 and Year 2 would receive four observations at most, all
occurring during Year 2.

Teachers received nearly all the intended feedback sessions each year. The
average number of feedback sessions received each year by teachers present in the spring was
3.7 sessions in Year 1 and 3.9 sessions in Year 2. This means that teachers received close to the
intended dosage of four feedback sessions each year. Teacher mobility and other implementation
challenges did not lessen the dosage by much in either year. (See exhibit 2.2.)

Each feedback session may spur additional improvements in classroom practice. For this reason,
it is also important to assess the cumulative dosage received by those present at the end of
Year 2. The cumulative dosage was close to what was intended. The teachers present in spring of

30 The CLASS and FFT online platforms were also equipped to provide each principal with reports on all of the
teachers he or she supervises.

31 See chapter 2 of Wayne et al. (2016) for more details on the characteristics of observers, their training, and
experiences with the certification test.

52 This finding is based on survey items that appeared in the Year 2 survey only, so the appendix does not contain
parallel results for Year 1.
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Year 2 received an average of 6.8 feedback sessions, instead of the intended eight sessions.
These results are close to what would be expected, given the mobility rates of treatment teachers:
23 percent of teachers present in spring of Year 2 were not present at the beginning of Year 1.
Almost all of these teachers transitioned in during the summer between the two study years and
therefore received four observations in the second year.>

Exhibit 2.2. Mean number of feedback sessions treatment teachers received in each
study year and in total

7
6 _
5 _|
4 _|
3.7 3.9

3

2 _
1

o _

Mean number of feedback sessions received

CLASS FFT All CLASS FFT All CLASS FFT All
Year 1 feedback sessions Year 2 feedback sessions Year 1 and 2 feedback sessions
(Year 1 Impact Sample) (Year 2 Impact Sample) (Year 2 Impact Sample)

EXHIBIT READS: On average, treatment teachers in the Year 1 impact sample in CLASS districts received 3.5 feedback sessions
in Year 1.

NOTES: Sample size for Year 1 = 527 teachers (308 CLASS and 219 FFT). Sample size for Year 2 = 504 teachers (305 CLASS
and 199 FFT). See appendix exhibit D.2 for results for grade K-3 teachers.

SOURCES: Teachstone Online System and Teachscape Online System.

The feedback sessions were supposed to engage teachers and help them understand the feedback,
identify practices to improve, and think about what improved practice would look like. During
the sessions, observers could show video clips—drawn from the CLASS or FFT provider’s
online video library—to illustrate strong performance on a specific dimension of practice.
CLASS observers were expected to show the teacher one or two clips relevant to the dimensions
that were a focus in the feedback and recommend additional videos for the teacher to view on his
or her own. FFT observers were not told to show videos in the feedback sessions; instead, they
were told to recommend videos and other resources on the Teachscape website. Teachers could
then review these after the feedback session to help them think about how to improve their

53 A total of 3 percent of the teachers present in the spring of Year 1 were not present at the beginning of Year 1;
likewise, 5 percent of teachers present in spring Year 2 were not present at the beginning of Year 2.
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instruction. Recognizing that viewing video clips could increase teacher engagement in the
feedback sessions and make the sessions more useful, we asked study-hired observers if they
typically showed video clips, where typically is defined as using the tools in two-thirds or more
of the feedback sessions they conducted.’* In both years, about 60 percent of study-hired
observers in CLASS districts and less than 10 percent in FFT districts reported that they typically
showed video clips in their feedback sessions. (For detailed results, see appendix exhibit D.3.)
We did not obtain information from teachers about the use of video clips in feedback sessions.

A large majority of study-hired observers reported that teachers typically
appeared engaged and interested during the feedback sessions. A large majority of
study-hired observers in both groups of districts reported that it was typical for teachers to be
actively engaged in discussions during feedback sessions: across all districts, 80 percent reported
this in Year 1 and 92 percent did so in Year 2. (For detailed results, see appendix exhibit D.4.)
The teacher survey did not include items about teachers’ engagement level during the feedback
sessions.

Performance Information on Classroom Practice

As described earlier in the chapter, the classroom practice measure included detailed information
for teachers about their teaching. The CLASS reports included scores and corresponding
performance levels at the dimension level, domain level, and overall. The FFT reports included
scores at the dimension level only. For analytic purposes, the study’s evaluation team created an
overall score for each FFT observation by averaging the 10 FFT dimension scores, each of which
was on a 1-4 scale. These overall scores were rounded to the nearest whole number to create
four study-defined performance levels aligned with the FFT dimension scores and the
corresponding performance levels (e.g., 1 corresponds to unsatisfactory).

In this subsection, we begin by examining whether the overall scores identified teachers as
needing support: We first describe the variation in overall scores within each observation
window and in average scores across the four observation windows;>> we then examine whether
the classroom practice scores distinguished among teachers whose persistent performance during
the year was better or worse. The subsection also presents findings on how well the teachers’
reports identified the dimensions of practice they most needed to improve.

Nearly all teachers had overall classroom observation scores in the top two
performance levels, limiting the potential of the information to signal a need for
teachers to improve. For CLASS observations, nearly all of the teachers (98 percent or more)
received an overall score that placed them in the top two performance levels within each
observation window in Year 2, labeling them effective or highly effective. The distributions of

34 The study-hired observer surveys, administered in the spring of each year, included items on how frequently the
observer used these tools. The survey items reported here focused on the feedback sessions conducted between
January 1 and the survey completion date. For a given approach, the study-hired observers could respond “One or
two,” “Some (more than two, up to one-third),” “Many (between one-third and two-thirds),” “Nearly all (more than
two-thirds),” or “AllL.”

55 The “4-window average” overall score represents the average overall score a teacher received during the year. For
most teachers, this average score is based on overall scores from each of the four observation windows. For teachers
who had fewer than four observations, the average score is based on the number of observations they had during the
year.
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teachers across performance levels for windows 1 and 4 appear alongside the distribution for the
four-window average score. (See exhibit 2.3.) For FFT (depicted on the right side of the exhibit),
more than 87 percent of the teachers within an observation window had an overall score of 2.50
or higher, which corresponds to the top two study-defined performance levels. These
distributions are very similar to the distributions for Year 1.

Exhibit 2.3. Distribution of teachers across CLASS and FFT performance levels for
Windows 1 and 4 and for the 4-Window average, Year 2

CLASS Instrument FFT Instrument
Highly Effective (5.00 to 7.00) Score of 3.50 to 4.00
m Effective (3.50 to 4.99) B Score of 2.50 to 3.49
Developing Effectiveness (2.50 to 3.49) Score of 1.50 to 2.49
Ineffective® (1.00 to 2.49) Score of 1.00 to1.49°
100% _
70% 90% 85%
19%
10%
80% |
60% _|
b
@
-
é 40% _|
ko]
R
20% |
0% _
1%
Window 1 Window 4 4-Window Window 1 Window 4 4-Window
20% _ Average Average

EXHIBIT READS: Of treatment teachers in CLASS districts observed in Year 2 window 1, 70 percent had a CLASS overall score at
the highly effective performance level, 28 percent at the effective performance level, and 1 percent at the developing effectiveness
performance level. Less than 1 percent of teachers had an overall score at the ineffective performance level.

NOTES: Sample size for CLASS districts = 297 teachers in Window 1, 302 teachers in Window 4, 303 teachers for the 4-Window
average. Sample size for FFT districts = 191 teachers in Window 1, 198 teachers in Window 4, 199 teachers for the 4-Window
average. Percentages for each window and for the 4-Window average may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. See appendix
exhibits D.6a and 6b for results for grade K-3 teachers.

aWithin a window, in the CLASS as well as the FFT districts, less than 1 percent of teachers had an overall score at the lowest of the
four possible score bands (i.e., the CLASS band from 1.00 to 2.49, and the FFT band from 1.00 to 1.49).

SOURCES: Teachstone Online System and Teachscape Online System

Although overall classroom observation scores were concentrated toward the high end of the
rating scale, they still varied across teachers. Even among teachers with the same performance-
level designation, the overall score distributions indicate that there were differences in teachers’
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overall scores.*® In addition, scores rose between the first and fourth window each year, but fell
between years, such that on average a teacher’s scores for the fourth window of the first and
second year were similar.””->8

The overall score averaged across four windows provided some reliable
information to identify teachers who needed support. However, differences in a
teacher’s ratings across observations limited how much one could learn about
persistent performance from a single observation. To distinguish between lower- and
higher-performing teachers, the CLASS and FFT overall scores need to measure average
performance over the course of each year reliably. If reliable, a teacher’s overall scores reflect
persistent classroom practice rather than idiosyncratic factors introduced by the observer or the
particular days or lessons observed.>® Educators should have more confidence in decisions and
actions based on more reliable measures, although what constitutes “sufficient” reliability
depends on the measure’s intended use. %

We estimated the degree to which a teacher’s 4-window average score was a reliable measure of
the teacher’s persistent classroom practice over each year, based on the variation in the 4-
window average scores across teachers (between-teacher variance) and the variation in a
teacher’s scores across the windows (within-teacher variance). (See appendix C for details on the

% For each year, the distributions of CLASS and FFT overall scores in each window and the averaged scores across
the four windows are presented in appendix exhibits D.7a and b, respectively.

57 For mean overall scores by window, see Exhibit D.7¢. The means are based on ratings from both principals and
SHOs. There was no consistent difference between the scores of principals and study-hired observers. For CLASS,
the average score from study-hired observers was higher than those from administrators in Year 1, but not in Year 2.
For FFT, the average score from study-hired observers was higher than those from administrators in Year 2, but not
in Year 1. For detailed results about differences in ratings between the two types of observers, see appendix exhibit
D.8.

8 As described in chapter 1, we also used the FFT and CLASS to code video-recordings of a sample of lessons for
both treatment and control teachers in the spring of Year 2, to assess the impact of the intervention. The distribution
of ratings based on the video-recordings for treatment teachers, shown in appendix exhibit D.7d, can be compared
graphically with the distributions based on the intervention observers for Year 2, shown in exhibits D.7a and b.
Appendix exhibits D.9a and b present statistical tests of the difference in means for the video and intervention score.
The mean based on the video-recorded lessons is lower than the intervention ratings (4.63 for CLASS, compared to
5.54 for the Year 2 intervention ratings; 2.61 for FFT, compared to 3.08 for the Year 2 intervention ratings). The fact
that the video scores were lower might be a result of the differing methods (live observation versus video-based
coding), or the differing intended uses for the ratings (feedback versus analysis by the study team), or other factors
such as the methods for supervising and supporting the raters.

3 Classroom practice ratings from a single observation could also inform feedback about a teacher’s instruction
during a particular lesson, even if that performance were not indicative of a teacher’s general instruction over the
year. We do not have the necessary data to estimate the reliability of using single observations for feedback about
instruction specific to a 