


























unlike several other second round nalists, the state
remains tied to seniority — forgoing one opportunity to
make effectiveness the centerpiece of equitable distribu-
tion strategies.

PENNSYLVARPA
Status: Red ‘

RTT Request: $400 million ‘

When it comes to the Great Teachers and

Leaders section of Race to the Top, we admit

we do not really understand why Pennsylvania’s proposal
has done so well. First round reviewers gave the state a
perfect score on the development of performance-based
evaluations and use of those evaluations in key decisions.
But, in our opinion, the proposal pales in comparison to
other nalists.

Pennsylvania presents in its application a list of more than
20 draft criteria for evaluating teachers and just one of
those two dozen or so elements relates to student perfor -
mance. The state promises to work with educators, aca-
demic leaders and experts to craft a model for evaluating
teachers where it anticipates that “somewhere between
15-35 percent” of a teacher’s rating may be based on stu-
dent achievement growth — making it no wonder that the
state can boast that the two largest unions at the state
level and 122 local union af liates have signed on to the
reform. Even the titles of the overall performance rating
categories suggested for Pennsylvania’s model system
raise red ags — Entry, Emerging, Achieving, Highly Ef-
fective | and Highly Effective Il — none of them denotes a
level of poor performance. Down the road Pennsylvania
intends to come up with a model career ladder to help
districts develop their own compensation plans.

The state reports that 191 of the state’s 500 districts
signed on to Pennsylvania’s application — which the state
touts as representing about half of the state’s low-income
students. Less than full participation wouldn’t be a grave
issue for Pennsylvania if its reforms were truly ground-
breaking and the participation level re ected an interest
in preventing a watering down of reform efforts.

But we don’t see anything groundbreaking here. With-

out student performance as a preponderant criterion in
teacher evaluations; without changes in rules and regula-
tions that demand rather than allow compensation, ad-
vancement and dismissal to be based on performance;
and with all model policies designed by Pennsylvania
ultimately up to districts to voluntarily adopt subject to

local collective bargaining agreements, what is once in a

SOUTH &
CAROLINA o

Status: Red ‘

RTT Request: $175 million

South Carolina, like other nalists, has a number of
strong program elements when it comes to improv-
ing its teacher workforce. All districts in the state are
on board with the RTT plan. South Carolina already has
a state mandated annual evaluation system — ADEPT —
and it has its strengths. Districts must annually report
the employment status and evaluation results for every
teacher via the state’s web-based ADEPT Data System.
But while the system attempts to be comprehensive by
developing and assisting teachers with feedback from
trained and certi ed evaluators and tailored professional
development, the system does not include explicit mea-
sures of student performance in educator evaluations.

Now South Carolina promises to move in the direction

of factoring in student performance by expanding its

ADEPT system to include: (1) a value-added component
based on standardized assessment data, (2) a value-
added component based on project-based learning and
assessments and (3) whole—school or identied group

value—added data for areas without standardized tests.
The state will explore and pilot new growth models

and will develop its teacher effectiveness de nition

and rating.

This all sounds interesting, but that is about as
much detail as we get. To be found “effective,” teachers

will be evaluated in signi cant part on whether their

students achieve acceptable rates of student academic
growth. But what is signi cant? The state’s example

of a conceptual framework for a teacher effectiveness
rating includes no information about how various
student performance—based criteria might be weighted—
across multiple measures or within the overall teacher
evaluation protocol.

The state is also not particularly committal on whether
any changes are required to the state’s employment
and promotion decisions, except to say that the new
evaluations will replace the current ones in helping
to inform all of those decisions, serve as “supporting
documentation” for dismissal decisions, and that lessons
learned from various value-added models will lead to the
development of performance-based salary incentives.
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