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- our schools?

',_ provaded.

Developing a Teacher Performance Evaluation System

As Mandated by SF- 205 (Iowa General Assembly 1976)

'The Iowa General Assembly modified procedures for terminating the. contract of

a ‘teacher in Iowa (Section 279.13, Code of Iowa) by passing H 6559 amending S

' SF 205, May 1, 1976, effective July 1, 1976. The intent’ was to ‘establish fair - " -
'dismissal practices for all certified employees of a. school district (and nurses
_employed by the board) - excluding: superintendents, assistant superintendents,.
‘principals and assistant: principals.

In addition, the General ASSembly passed HF '1582_relating to the 1ssuance, con-'.
tinuance and termination. of school administrator s contracts. --The new “Towa ~ “"_“"“~
laws do not require performance evaluation of principals and . superintendent--but

good -management practices would. strongly advise it - Indeed many far-sighted
_districts have even initiated systematic performance evaluation of - board members
(going beyond the customary election-time review) " S :rj B R 4f*;

A key provasion of SF 205 mandates that;““The board shall establish evaluation mnh
criteria and shall implement evaluation procedures.,_ Moreover;:“If an exclusive

bargaining representative ‘has been certified,: the board shall egotiate 1n good 3;
farth*withrrespect~to evaluation,procedures. '“ 2 . S

This change in: the law makes clear that the management of the
_(the board and "the’ administration) shall have the power (man
to establish the criteria or standards of evaluation.; Thisj
control" of -the school district. _Only procedures for. evalud 3.
“tiated. School management must’ make this important distin”ti vn
and "procedures.

, ent prerogative)
;the "quality

a

The legislative process has been. completed--now it is tim' r ,he'boards .and "
admanistrators of Iowa districts-to develop, redevelop‘ efine’ performance. .
evaluation systems which are valid, reliable and now:dis riminatory‘under the: "
proV131ons of the law. How do you: evaluate performanc »zprofesssionls such L
"as nurses and teachers?- ‘How do you improve performance after- evaluation? -Can. w-;;ff
evaluation be linked to staff development to. raise the quality of education in S

' A team of: Iowa SEate University professors has spent several years working on o
“these questions., Several practical answers' have been*found.wat is- beyond the»,j
‘scope of' this. brief report ‘to ‘explore all of the approaches, instead a terse.
rationale and a. streamlined series of steps for local distric 'use has beenr}W

meationale

_.TW° general approaches have been used--teacher performance evaluation (which
‘we refer to as TPE) ‘ and 1nput-process-output (IPO) Now,IPo is the in ustrial :
“model and ‘is the: dream of .every: school patron ‘who' runs i '

"never been able to "do 1t personally ‘”IPO presents"t le”'t
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..S0 the Isu team, and other ‘knowledgeable persons like ‘Peck and Veldman at the PRI
University of Texas, suggest the use of Teacher Performance Evaluation since

-‘(a) it can measure and observe teacher. performance and (b) it can infer - that
,high teacher performance results.in high student gains. B :

=

’.'.-’Methods ’for‘I‘PE B
"evaluate teachers" bear in mind that ‘some things you can

v ”'When we endeavor to
_"measure and some . things you can .only- "Judge..' Essentially, to: evaluate we

nust answer four questions with our methodology-

..{1). What shall be our criteria of desired teacher performance? -
- (2) How high shall our. 'standards be? - s e T
(3) .How do we want to- measure and report th

 and’ standards? o PR
achers improve afttr the initial evaluation?

e attainment of our. crwteria e :

" (4) How shall we help te

o Recommended Methodology -,j Min'

, A district would be! hard-pressed to develop full—blown a ‘new TPE' ystem before'
L "Maxch 15771977 (the deadline»for«notification of teacher« ' terminationli
L mherefore, school-districts should: continue to:use: their present valuation ;
system during the 1976-1977° school “year: while gearing up - tofsuﬁstiﬁEI*II?“TmprOVe ?
. the existing TPE: machinery or..to: create.a new: system._ If \
‘ed"a _policy covering ‘evaluation it should do* S0 During th improvement process,
-most’. districts use.a three—year developmental cycle, ‘namely O
o prototype; Year two--field test the prototypic model” with B
T and make*necessary~corrections*~¥ear-three--implement_the improvedisystem with L

— ._'_"‘the total facultY-

Get one thing straight--a checklist or a rating-scale is not enough--either to
meet the demands of the Iowa dismissal statute or to improve instruction in your RS
district.- Listen to George Redfern (the father of modern TPE), B

¥

Traditionally, evaluation has been primarily a;~f '
rating process. The teacher is observed and rated,‘
using checklists or rating scales. ‘The. evaluator
is like an umpire calling balls and strikes. It is
essentially a one-way process. . : RS

.Ratings, however, are’ inadequate because the concept of
traditional rating. presumes that the evaluator can make
Vcomplete evaluative judgments even though performance '
data may be incomplete,.performance objectives .ofcen are- R ,
not well defined and what is ‘considered successful T e
. performance can: vary conSiderably betweé%' 'e, valuator - oL T
“ and the teacher. . ;Qﬁg__,,hm c '

The approach presented here is intended to overcome these: hortcomings.af
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1. Launching the TPE Developmental Process . .

Tt is:essentiaiithgt the staff. fully understind.thermxpose and rationale of *

TPE. These many activities and efforts are to determine the level of a teacher

performance, to improve the quality of the educational program and for other
purposes consistent with the administration of the school.district. To assure

‘that evaluations can be used for varied m;hageheht functions, any stated purpose_ff'f
should not restrict the use school management can make of the product of eval-
uation. ' Co S - - ; :

The board of education, administrative team, and the teachers should view this
task as a great opportunity to work together to build a top-quality, instruc-
~ tional delivery system for your district. The understanding and cooperation
‘of the teachers -should be deliberately sought. To overlookthis-important.step - .-
could cost countless hours of valuable time later. ' S T

A district%wide"evalua;ion*cdmnitte§~shouldwbe~formgdugsuthenmeansnofydes;ghihQ,;NQﬂ
_developing and instituting the evaluation program. It is important to make the: -

committee broddly répresentative of all classifications of the faculty. often

~-eeeee—a-board-member-ox..two.and .some_parents or other citizens are included. Students
- have served well in many instances. If“suffiéigntly_;argq,<thgfcqmmittee_may_

_ _ £ the program. Chair-.
persons of the various committees may constitute a’steering committee.- A repre- .’
sentative Qffthé-administration~§nd.a~teacherfdffénf33¥§e”as?COéchdifpersohsyfor '
the total project. ' ' B AL o e

be divided into subgroups to develop the various componénts of:,

A school board, administration, and any committee that is established, must
“ recognize the difference between evaluation criteria, which areinon-negotiable, =~
and evaluation procedures, which are negotiable under ;the'bargaining -law. . PERB .~
- has ruled that the evaluation instrument is not negotiable except insofar as it . .
. sets out evaluation procedures,. and then-ihﬂthatvinQQAncéj%i£;:ﬁ;;'bgfconsistant*f.ﬁ
. with the-procedures negotiated. .. Bettendorf.Community:Schoo District.and = -

Bettendorf Education Association, PERB Case Nos.: 598 and 602.: ERBvstatedzg‘&mmw"'“

"We believe~'evaluation_procedures'{mqsglneQstari;y;bé»#e&d'lessgincluQ.
sively than had Section 9 simply statedrﬁevaluations;ﬁ';;hﬁthg context - -

_of collective bargaiﬁing,'wefmust‘balanbe;the.eleoygr?Sjiﬁherent right

. to evaluate against the employees'Jinterést}inbthé{eya;qatibh'ptpcess.,;ln'} o

L this context, we perceive that management.has sole

S _itsﬂehpl@yeesféndVdeﬁé;miﬁe'thevsnbsﬁance“crfessehqez £ that evaluation.
' ~ In other words, managgmentfhasvthézrightﬁgo:gstab;ié e criteriaor: == - _.
standards upon which its employees shall be. evaluated. ﬁE@plbygéspTiﬁ?bur ;f§5Q:

‘opinion, have the .right to negotiate the procedure or mannet by which
management's ‘evaluation of-them.isfaccomplishgd;¢* EERE o o

Insofar as the school district is under the duty to bargain over evaluation .
procedures, great care must be taken not to bypass a certified“employee organi= “.’

zation's designated bargaining representative, or to .unilaterally establish - .

_evaluation procedures. absent negotiations. ' In some instances, it may fot always’

~ be easy to distinguish bhen“cchersationﬁdfifﬁs*fiomzrc;itéria?mtb1"proéeﬂurés.ﬂ st
~ An awareness ‘of the distinction, hovaer;'nust‘bgfképgfihﬁmiﬁdlﬁd”avoid.pétEﬁtial'
legal problems. '~ . - - o S e T
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For example, the Hearing oOfficer in Iowa Western Commuhity Collc[e Higher

Lducation Association and Iowa Western Communiﬁy College, PERB Qase No. 706,
ruled that a proposal was permissive which dealt with the right of  an employee
- to: review the personnel file, but: that the proposal was mandatory to the extent
it related to ‘access to current or prevxous evaluations. Infthe .same decision,
the contents of the personnel file were held not negotiable injits entirety o
because the public employer must have the exclusive right to determine what types 'g;‘;

e

of information it needs to make informed personnel decisions. o

/ 'V~"~’-7

: Aqain, in the same decision, the. Hearing officer found permissive a proposal v;jpfgf
which would have given the. employee the right to respond -to all materials con-“"""”
. tained:.in-the personnel file and to any materials to be’ placed ‘in-the file in’
‘the future, but the Hearing Officer also’ ruled that ‘insofar as<such responses

might relate. to evaluations in the file, the subject matter of.the proposal :
was mandatory. . _ ’ SRR / B

P

L e e e J— T e e . /

L s

Additionally, in the same case, it was mandatcry to negoti&te‘over a proposal

-that any complaints directed toward an employee placed in/the personnel file LV,'d.F;:

-shall—be-promptly_called_to the -teacher' s atténtion in: writing.u’Likeiwse, pro-f:_‘ 3

: wposals relating to personnel file reproduction and. distribution finformation -
in personnel file to outside parties, were held ‘to be permissiv as”written““**ww~””””
because they encompassed all the‘contents of-the file, but‘the were, mandatory

' subjects of negotxations to the extent they related to current'or previous eval-“
uations."-._ . o o _.H .:-.»/ D n L !

.{;»_

These’ exampIes should be - of assistance as" guidelines to hoards ano management [ g
teams and committees which.are: dealing with evaluation crlteria and procedures,.:f"
and this is an-area where school district counsel and t] e staff. of the Associa=~
tion of School Boards should be consulted - for: agsistance‘in making determinations

as to what is negotiable and what is ‘not. negotiable. Also, ,current knowledge -

of the state ‘of PER Board. decisions.and court. rulings_ will-be essential during the
'time 1t-will take this- law to develop through 1itigation. ,“”

Subcommittees and Their Tasks

It~

a. Philosophy and ObJectives. (Not negotiable) The subgroup on philosophy
and objectives has the responsibility of develeoping a- clear, concise state-
ment outlining the purposes of TPE in the district, a‘ ‘1ist-of- objectives to '
be accomplished and to specify the education. methodology 1nherent in-the . .~
district's philosophy, €ege, individualized . 1nstruction, diécovery/inquiry,
- "back to basics,” etc. This ‘committee should start. first and. its philosophic
Vpremises should be fed back: to all parties’ for" ideas, rebuttal, recommenda- T
tions and change. Once determined,: these premises should- guide . the work of
all subgroups and shape the final prototype of the evaluation system.,
b. Performance Areas and Criteria. (Not negotiable) The second subgroup has as
its major task the’ delineation of broad . performance areas for which perfor-=7“”“
mance criteria must be drawn.» Example of performance areas are . teaching R
techniques and classroom management. Huch more Wlll be said about this sub- '
ugroup s task in a moment. R K




Operational Procedures.. (Negotiable) These must ‘be written by the thirdf L e
suhcommittee"{The'step—by-step process:ought.. to be': 1ndicated'with clear,fai“l
instructions created: regarding who is to! serve'as- evalua”ors engths of °
“the cycle, observation ‘and - conferencing steps and mean ‘o Tproviding for-
improvement of teacher performance; L " Ve

t’d;d Forms and;Records.v (Not negotiable) The evaluation form 1'”;the evaluationf

. nd-try year is’ “it takes seven-toetenfhour
£orms and r cords group should develop.material_:

kept 1nformed, evaluato have be P
tryout is“'rovided ‘sample schools or with
teachers. hExperiences thus: gained may ‘prove valuabl
- or. revisions in.the. evaluation system before. inSt at
gram 1n the’school district as'a whole.gw o

e

Changes 1n the evaluation criteria would not have tobe negotiated (i;e.,
; ; : J ;. the. o] _ures.woull,




v
t .

 be avle to "present: materials in‘a well: .
: evaluate pupii progress or little Wlll be accomplished in th

* what shall Be Our Criteria of Desired Teacher Performance’_

[ . i
s, -t .. e .

Much of the effort involved in develOping a sound TPE system centers on *he
_selection of performance criteria. This. is’ managements rerogative, and criteria
should not be. negobiated.avThis is.not to say they should not be. discussed with
teacher .leaders outside the negotiation process. Typically school districts :
will ‘establish one set of criteria for. each of the. following- lassroom teachers,
ounselors, librarian/media specialists, nurses and. each type of administrator.

processes needed for. criteria specification an .
remarkably ‘similar for each’ classification. What we are dOingli ng
rules of the’ game“ or selecting the “yardstick of- excellence in performancel

Success criteria are interrelated, they are’ ‘not; discrete’entiti .Inother ..
words, a teacher may “show~respeet for his or her Itudenta“ -t ghidegree‘f
-~and-we - would- agree—that-such. behavior~is "; “prized-<but.‘le or he must also’

- and’ discussion.

"l The General Job Descrigtion I o ;k; bﬁ'?'f ”-;3:_‘; » ~1'~l»f:;

R

__expectations might include-‘ understanding of social conditions in which pupils:

Four different approaches to criteria development nave been*tr : y~the»ISU-f_
team, no doubt many more exist._ Each way requires timemfor"'erious thought

1. R Lo o o LT B . . B ‘

This approach is designed to identify the essential elements in: the job, : such
as preparational requirements, technical- skills needed, instructional ‘and non-
instructional duties, ‘supervisory. help provided, criteria to be used in evaluating
~pupil achievement, district-wide objectives, etc.= e

2. standards.of Successful Performance ‘:y;b ,.ij,,':;“fl'“g,f"- "_iffjff?_f4 :

Examples would be: _adequacy‘in subJect taught, ability to translate knowledge

.into learning, skill at varying objectives, content and 1earner activities in
“order to indiVidualize instruction. »

3. Job'Expectancies Which Uniguely Fit a Particular Assignmentf

Consider, for example, the case of a school seiaing all inner-city pupils. -Key -

“1live, recognition of the implications of! learning disabilities‘af'individual o
pupils, tolerance for cultural shock, ability to communicate with.ethnic group sl
parents, ability to gain’ job satisfaction in working with disadvantaged youth.f T

I

4: Characteristics oF the Successful Teacher

.

N . o ,
‘till another way to develop a list of criteria is to concentrate on what a’

- successful teacher . should be. - Representative qualities might include-' develop-'v

ing teacher-learner rapport, identifying leaxner needs, constructing appropriate
objectives and- keeping instruction to these'objectives, monitoring 1earning‘“
progress and adjusting pace and redundancy-a cordingly.; :
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‘geach criterion separates teachers of high and low perforgance.. Research at:

. Iowa State: University has produced a pool of such items.” The 30 items in the
Uﬂfollowing openfaced table are illustrative of that pool. Each of: the items in
““the pool, appears:to fall into:one of five rubrics. descriptive of teacher be-
'}hav;or, -namely, productive teaching techniques, posxtive interpersonal relations;

ic]orgainized/structured class management, intellectual ‘'stimulation ‘and’ desirable

,'iout-of-class behavior. - The performance rating items are placed in order of - .
--discriminatory power under each rubric., These items and rubrics might be used

as a starting place for your committee s deliberations.

r—

L.

. - . . ST ',F' . F—

: 2Richard Manatt, Kenneth Palmer and Everett Hidlebauqh.'
Evaluation with’ Improved Rating’ Scales," The Bulletin,: Nation.
Secondary Schools Principals, Reston, Va., Vol. 60, No;
pp. 21-24. : ‘ , KR -




Discriminating Evaluation Items

Productive Teaching Techniques

l. 7The teacher uses probing questions for understanding of concepts, "_*“f:f'h
‘”elationships and for feedback to the teacher.

2. The teacher uses student ideas 1n 1nstruction.

L e

3. The teacher uses structuring comments such as examples to serve as.
advance organizers., . .

et SRS

4. The teacher uses varied teaching strategies and_materials»which B
e ~ufst1mulate student learning._“v- : T

5. The teacher explains things well, puts 1deas across logically and orderly. _f'“

6. The teacher provxdef oppértunities~for»pupils_to learn.material that they__ﬂgm
will later be tested on. - . . :

PoSitive Interpersonal Relations

1. “The toacher shows respect for his/her pupils._'
2. The teacher is tolerant of students who have ideas different from his/hers.

. 3, The teacher uses supportive criticism rather than blame, shame or sarcasm.

3

[Rpe——

*ax‘ez 4. The teacher is readily available to students.L;

5.  The teacher is fair, impartial, and objective in treatment of pupils.

- 6. The teacher provides opportunities for all pupilS‘to attain success.

Orgam.zed/Structured Class llanagement : » ST

1. The teacher constantly monitors pupils’ progress and adjusts the pace _pxﬁgt.nz
accordingly. AR

2'“~The teacher presents material in a well-organized fashion 1n order to
‘use class time efficiently.

_ 3. The teacher has well defined objectives fo- his/her pupils, and is 'm":,”"
o working toward them.‘ ' \ A

4. The teacher uses pupil assignments which are relevant and 'n sufficient "
: amount foc aepth learning.l : . s _




- Intellectual Stimulation

- . . i~

'ﬁg.luﬁ The teacher 1nsp1res students to seek more: knowledge on the‘subject.

",2.’.The teacher is an exciting, vibrant person. T

.

'3..-The teacher is enthusiastic. ' - ' ‘ N

'4."The teacher sustains pupil attention and response ‘with: activities
' ,appropriete to: the pupils levels..l -

‘-ngfThe teacher makes classwork interesting.~

6.;'The teacher and pupils share in the enjoyment of humorous situation

Desirable Out—Of—Class Behavxor - S MHULLL;Q;:.’

[

" How ngh shall Our Standards Be? 35-

ff* o fUnacceptabie”Performancew“**This»approach~avozdsnthe;nebulousM"sometimes or:

vl.. The teacher‘1S“a~good-team-vorker. - _ o ;;w7~

"2. The teacher strives for improvement throuqh positive participation in
professional growth activities.

3. The teacher assumes responsibilities outside the classroom as they
relate to schnol. :

4.h'The teacher is committed to- the primary goal of assisting pupil growth.
S. The: teacher utilizes community resources in instruc cn. ‘-},

6. The teacher reports pupil pro;ress to parents iu ian erfective manner.

l_

Criteria such as these are ordinarily used after classroom observationseand

conferences with. the appraisee in. the form of .rating items. in a five-poxnt

" scale- (the ‘teacher. being appraised ‘always . behaves this: way/never behaves this,

.way).. Preliminary norming.. experience with. ‘scale 1ndicates that. ‘these 30-items: .

.., are adequate to discriminate betwaen teachers of . high, medium and 1ow. performance. :

- Indeed, ‘the 'six items relating: to: outrof-class behavior could be dropped with - '

© o .little . loss in efficiency, however, many school patrons insist that they are B
'ﬂ“impoitent. s R v e

K

ERepeated empJ.rJ.cal tes:s w:.th the 30-item instrument suggest that an: initial
pilot ‘year :should be used -to. establish a benchmark of teacher, performance.:»
Individualized, ‘departmental,’ ‘building, and ‘district-wide; norms‘should be develop-
_ Zed ‘and studied carefully' by"all parties. Subsequently 7"'levels_of "expected
iﬁperformance" may then be: set 'Legal counsel ingseveralgstates ‘has - re*ommended.
;that a- three-pOint respon .is desirable in- the,event of?'itigation because of ..

teacher dismissal~‘namely S o Superior Performance, 2. ,Meets District X3 Standard
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us

The key person in setting standards "high" is the principal. If he or . she stresses _
_excellence, is. really knowledgeable about _teaching methodology, and vxews :the e
principal's job-as giving: constant coaching for. improvement, standards can and f '
will be hxgh. However,. giving negative feedback ‘to. the evaluatee or.- any feedback
for that matter) is. .often a.new and unpredicatable exper-ence for the prlncipals
and . teachers of many dlStthtS. Often there is an all-too-human- tendency to: over-
rate the teacher® s{perfo*mance, thereby avoiding "heat"- and: limiting any continued
interaction with the teacher’ needing improvement. Such avoidance behavior ‘on ‘the
part of the first-line superV1sor even~has a name, it is called "Ceremoni 1

next cycle and a tacit, agreement by both evaluator and evaluate' -he
boat.": Not. surprisingly, teachers,vboard members and other mor. onscientious *

school administ:ators have only: contempt for such bungling principals and super-an
visors. : B ‘ . »

and school district polic1es.t' dura.
'!superVisory ‘practice. suggest .at the very least. R
Sl. Selfuappraisal for familiarization and preparation for th post fnference

2{ ,Preobservation conferences to discuss instructional objectives, methods and L
' the learners. : : : -

3. Classroom observations--two or three periods per cycle..;-f

ST

4, Postobservation conferences to discuss critical classroom incidents, progress ‘.i
and to exchange questions. : : ‘

5. Agreement-on a plan of action.

6. Time to improve, help to improve and mutual (appraisernappraisee) monitorirg
' of- change. - . L S

7. Report of the summary evaluation to appraisee and to superiors. vrﬁiﬂt;-h;g.
We recommend that the Operational Procedures subcomm;ttee consider and resolve
the following issues. . 3 . : B

1. “Wlll all teachers’ be evaluated in the same manner? Iowa law stipulates a

g wo-year probationary period for beginners (extendable to three years by
mutual consent) - o i o

é.: How frequently should teachers be evaluated, observed, counseled?
B ﬁ;Could a- partial evaluatr n 'be provided each ‘year -(concluding’ arcund
”fWIth a total evaluatio usged each thirdlyear

' Must the timetable,of accompliehmen _be,the,same fo',everV' eacher
, c nd all



sorie informationrﬁgf'ﬁ””““ y ‘vice pr
’Qadministrution,studont ratings,. pcer*foodbuck,
,JCan sone out-o!-district\holp bo obtained, such as AEA _
5. How will evaluations be usod? w111 tha purpoao be to deta ne the'level’ =~ '
of individual performance or will it also be to- auness acadenic excellence =
~in the school: district or other\pu:poses.u Will any effort be: ‘made’ to' con= . .
- solidate evaluations’ 4in order to\plan inservice oducation pxoqramn? (This,f”';;
 may have implications in the negotiated agroemont\tor thé ‘use’which. can'be . .
' made.of the evaluation, &1 _also may influence vhether the. ‘evaluation. w111¢;f'ﬁ«
- pe subject.to the grievasige procaduro). What of. morit pny, .reduction: 1n o
force or dismissal? Remeitber SF 205 dictatos ‘that tho‘individual teacher "’,7?‘
—-will-be-given-access. to.his or. _her _entire pc:sonnol ‘record (in that district)”
in the:event of dismissal p:ococdinqu.‘ It (0 vital thlt\tholc dotorminutionl
. be made at the ontsot. o , ‘ e .
: R
6., How may dillatiltiod teachers or adminiltzatoru "nppcal" unsutiu!actory
evaluations? (w. do not bolicvc ‘the qricvanco machinczy is appxopriato.)

Y I

warshall We Hel Teacherl Im rov

N Ror!ormancc A!tor zvulunlion7.‘

Unless you intend to use TPB as ltrictly a wood-out procoduro Ehil is where "the
. yubber meets the road," Most teacher performance evaluation expérts agtee that
. helping the teacher improve is tiwe key element ngplinq evaluation to improve
~ 4instruction. A potcnt tool for this activity 1 tho "pot!ocm:nuc improvement
) wq.to" . ) . ,’ R ' .
ot
The use of three to six 1mprovcmcnt tnrqotl has pravon tc bo nn t!!ootivo way
to focus a teacher's efforts to raise instructional produotivity following the E
performance svaluation cycle., The rating scale profile. will identify ”qcncrnlizod'
. toachnr-improvamont'qoall, but these are to0 hcoad, c.g, toll th. students
vhat your objoctivol aro. '
To develop thiu into an memovcmont target 1t w111 be nocollury tos
1.' Use the goal to ltatc what it is you. wnnt the tcnehnr to do.

IT

2, Seta time limit in which the tcncho: 1- oxpootod to :onch tho objoctivc, nndﬁ
3. Dccidc the criteria used to measure & teachex's luccoll 1n :oachinq the tarqct

Using these methods the improvement target becomess Du:inq tho n.ut two unitl
taught in this semester, the teacher will pcriodienlly ask the students to para~

. phrase their understanding of the objective(s). At least monthly, the teacher
will include a question or two on & written exam to see how well th. ltudcntl can
verbalize the objoctivol.

' . Regardless of the length of the cycle, the conchlng-nnd-eounlclinq steps (via
improvement targets) includes o
1, Establish specific job targets’ (suggested by observations, conferences,

' evaluation) . : C

i

[ERJ!:‘ 2. “iéroo on a plan of action.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

”:_'3. ,clazity rolos and rc-ponlibilitiec (What will evaluatoe, evaluator and othors

.8 Syltcmatic £ollowup (and cvaluation cycle ntartl again).

N trator's role-~yet to do it well toach.rl and lay porlonl must of nocollity be

: ;12"‘ ‘

Vluch as. curriculum spccialists do to reach the taxgetl?).ﬁu;:_
4.IZCounuxmnnt o£ teacher und evaluator to roach ta:qet:.“ . 'ﬁ 
5, 301£-evaluation by toachor | |

6. A:lolsment report by avaluator. o .;, : ; N

7. COnfercnco.

0v¢rviow SRR ' o , . o f”

The entire process of performance ovaluation is dynamic and, £or thn cuporvilorl ‘
involved, neverending. Appraisal and feedback is the quintostonco of tho adminil-f

involved. Thus every three to five yaarl all pnrtion (ina" roproncntativ. mannorffv
must reconsider district. qoall, values, oxpcctntionl and productiVity.~ Al tholo ‘
change th. evaluation proconlol and . prioritiel mult chnnqo. : R ,

Not all dint:ictl w111 need to dcvolop a new lyltcm to satilty sr 205., It 1- -
a good bet, however, that all Iowa districts can ‘enhance what. exists by conlido:- L
ing the components described herein and by giving skills training for’ tholo doliqnat-';
ed to be evaluators. Board members and superintendents porlonally lhould ‘avail’ FO
themselves of every opportunity to become more knowlodqoablo abdut portornancol - s
first because the new Iowa law places new responsibilities on them) second, and ;-
much more 1mportant, because improved evaluation proccdurll onhancc quality oduca~

tion for Iowa's children.
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