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Mid Atlantic Comprehensive Mid-Atlantic Comprehensive 
Center at WestEd

1 of 15 Federally-funded Centers supporting
St d d  d t• Standards and assessments

• Educator and leader effectiveness
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• Early childhood education
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• Effective use of data to improve education
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Statewide Average Effective Points 
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Student Growth and Overall By Level of 
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Statewide Average Effective Points 
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Components and SLOs
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Correlation of Professional Practice 
Components and SLOs to Total RatingComponents and SLOs to Total Rating
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Districts with Similar Evaluation Plans But 
Varied Distributions of Teacher RatingsVaried Distributions of Teacher Ratings
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Districts with Similar Evaluation Plans But 
Varied Distributions of Teacher RatingsVaried Distributions of Teacher Ratings
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ConclusionsConclusions

Districts placed different emphasis on 
Professional Practice and Student GrowthProfessional Practice and Student Growth,

Schools within Districts also differed in their 
emphasis on these factorsemphasis on these factors

In many districts overall teacher ratings 
(Ineffective  Effective  Highly Effective) (Ineffective, Effective, Highly Effective) 
cannot be predicted with Professional 
Practice and Growth scores alone
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RecommendationsRecommendations

Focus on quality and consistency of the Focus on quality and consistency of the 
process of conducting SLOs and Teacher 
Observations

Make transparent all factors that influence 
the overall teacher ratings (Ineffective, g (
Effective, Highly Effective)
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