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I.
Overview
Maryland’s multi-decade commitment to education reform aims to ensure that all students are
prepared for college and career. Attainment of this goal requires teachers and principals who can
effectively prepare students to perform at competitive levels. As part of Maryland’s third wave of
School Reform and aligned to Race to the Top (RTTT) grant application guidance (Section D),
Maryland identifies “Great Teachers and Leaders” as a centerpiece of this agenda. Maryland’s
Teacher Principal Evaluation (TPE) initiative is a professional development strategy with the
explicit aim to enhance and support the cadre of educators in the State who make college and
career readiness a reality for Maryland students.
TPE builds upon existing qualitative and quantitative accountability systems and melds the two.
This integration introduces objectivity and consistency into the evaluative process, thereby
strengthening existing observational practice and informing professional development to
continually elevate the caliber of classroom instruction and school administration.
II.
How to Use this Document
This guide aims for brevity and practicality. Whenever there is a reference to posted external
documents or to complex material for which more detailed information is available, the hypertext
link is provided in lieu of replicating information within the guide.
III.
Brief Background of the Project
Maryland’s passage of the Education Reform Act of 2010 was concurrent with the State’s RTTT
grant application. The Reform Act established legislative guidelines that would be central to those
RTTT assurances addressing educator evaluation. Concurrently, the governor convened the
Governor’s Council for Educator Effectiveness, charged to guide the design of the new evaluation
systems and pilot experiences, and to explore emerging issues. The President of the Maryland
State Education Association and the State Superintendent of Schools have served as co-chairs of
the Council, stressing the collaborative nature of the work. The Council has continued to exercise
an advisory role.
To date work has largely focused on developing and piloting TPE models. Milestones include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

School year 2011-12: 7 Local Education Agencies (LEAs) participate in exploratory pilot
School year 2012-2013: 22 LEAs (those that signed on to the State’s RTTT program)
participate in TPE field test
December 2012: preliminary submission of qualifying TPE plans for school year 2013-14
May 2013: submission of educator ratings for those teachers and principals that
participated in the field test from 19 LEAs,
June 2013: submission of detail data for the three additional LEAs that piloted the State
Model during the field test period
June 2013: submission of qualifying plans from all RTTT LEAs for school year 2013-14

In fall 2012, the State Superintendent of Schools formed the TPE Action Team dedicated to the
service of the LEAs as they worked through the intricacies of the new evaluation process. The
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Team elevated communication, provided intensive staff development, and conducted stress testing
of statistical models using LEA data.
As the fourth and final year of the State’s RTTT program begins, Maryland has a fully developed
the State Teacher and Principal Evaluation Model. Moreover, the LEAs have submitted local
plans which are approvable and which are not much dissimilar from the State Model.
IV.
Source Documents
TPE falls under the guidance of four mandates: the Education Reform Act of 2010 , the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Flexibility Waiver, COMAR Title 13A.07.09,
and the Maryland Race to the Top Grant Application. The first three documents apply to all 24
Maryland LEAs. The RTTT grant application applies only to the 22 LEAs that were cosignatories
on the application. The complete text of these documents can be accessed by following the above
links. The following are high-level summaries of each directive.
A. The Education Reform Act of 2010
• Extends the probationary period for tenure to three years, with tenure as a portable status;
• Requires performance evaluations to include observation, clear standards, rigor, and
evidence of instruction;
• Requires Model Performance Evaluation Criteria mutually agreed upon by the LEA and
the exclusive employee representative;
• Requires data on student growth as a significant component of the evaluation and one of
multiple measures;
• Defines student growth as progress assessed from a clearly articulated baseline to one or
more points in time, using multiple measures, and not based solely on an existing or newly
created single exam or assessment; and
• Does not allow any single criterion to count for more than 35 percent of the total
performance score.
B. ESEA Flexibility Waiver – Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and
Leadership
• Requires the Maryland School Assessment (MSA) to account for 20 percent of the
evaluation for attributable elementary and middle school teachers and principals;
• Requires each high school teacher (in tested areas) and principal to include one Student
Learning Objective (SLO) with a data point from statewide High School Assessments
(HSAs) in the evaluation; and
• Requires ratings of highly effective, effective, and ineffective for school year 2013-14.
C.
•
•
•

COMAR Title 13A.07.09
Identifies those educators who fall under the new evaluation system;
Provides definitions and standards affirming the specifics of the Reform Act;
Requires observations of teachers’ practice be conducted by certificated individuals
(COMAR 13A.12.04.04/.05) who have completed training that includes identification of
teaching behaviors that result in student growth.
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•

•
•

Specifies Model State Performance Criteria for teachers providing instruction in Stateassessed grades and content areas, aggregate class growth scores for State-assessed content
areas being taught, SLOs in content areas being taught, and the school wide index;
Provides parallel guidance for teachers in non-assessed areas; and
Clarifies the evaluation cycle and appeal process.

D. Race to the Top
• Requires annual evaluation of tenured and effective or highly effective teachers on a threeyear cycle;
• Requires annual evaluation of principals and non-tenured or ineffective teachers on a
yearly cycle;
• Requires an approved evaluation model of a local or State design;
• Requires the LEA to default to the State Model if the local model is not approved or not
agreed upon by the exclusive employee representative;
• Requires the evaluation rating reflect professional practice as 50 percent of the value and
student growth as 50 percent of the value;
• Requires ratings of highly effective, effective, and ineffective; and
• Provides for an appeals process and reporting of results.
V.
Description of the Teacher Principal Evaluation Models
The State Teacher and Principal Evaluation Models reflect the mandatory 50/50 split between
qualitative professional practice measures and quantitative student growth measures. For teachers,
four practice domains are required: 1) planning and preparation; 2) instructional delivery; 3)
classroom management and environment; and 4) professional responsibilities. These domains are
related to the Charlotte Danielson Framework for Teaching which is divided into 22 components
and 76 smaller elements. In the State Model, performance in each domain is worth 12.5
percentage points of the 50 point total awarded to professional practice.
Professional practice for principals is based on the Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework
which is comprised of eight domains: 1) school vision; 2) school culture; 3) curriculum,
instruction, and assessment; 4) observation/evaluation of teachers; 5) integration of appropriate
assessments; 6) use of technology and data; 7) professional development; and 8) stakeholder
engagement. To these are added four further domains from the Interstate School Leaders and
Licensure Consortium (ISLLC): 1) school operations and budget; 2) effective communication; 3)
influence the school community; and 4) integrity, fairness, and ethics. These 12 total domains are
weighted ad hoc to reflect the differential needs of principals at varying times in their careers.
Student growth for teachers and principals is predominately framed by SLOs, detailed in a later
section. SLOs allow accountability by consensus, are nested (classroom within school, school
within system), and anchored to priority standards and targets. In the version of the State
Evaluation Model proposed for school year 2013-14, the State assessments basically function as a
lagged SLO, worth 20 percentage points of the 50 point total awarded to student growth. MSA
and HSA are both lagged data points; the model proposes an SLO valued at 20 percentage points
predicated on lagged data informed by the School Progress Index (SPI), thereby ensuring all
educators have a consistent and equitable experience of the evaluation process.
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A. State Teacher and Principal Models

State Teacher Evaluation Model
Professional Practice

Student Growth

50 % Qualitative Measures
Domain percentages proposed by LEA and approved by MSDE

50 % Quantitative Measures
As defined below

Planning and
Preparation
12.5%

Instruction
12.5%

Elementary/Middle
School Teacher
Two Tested Areas

or

20% MSA Lag Measure
based on 10%
Reading and 10%
Math
15% Annual SLO
Measure as
determined by
priority identification
at the district or
school level
15% Annual SLO Measure
as determined by
priority identification
at the classroom level

Classroom
Environment
12.5%

Professional
Responsibilities
12.5%
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High School
or Teacher Tested Subjects

Elementary/Middle
School Teacher
One Tested Area

20% SLO Lag Measure
based on HSA
Algebra, HSA English 2,
HSA Biology, or HSA
American Government
and including an HSA
data point
15% Annual SLO Measure
as determined by
priority identification
at the district or
school level
15% Annual SLO Measure
as determined by
priority identification
at the classroom level

20% MSA Lag Measure
based on either 20%
Math or 20% Reading
15% Annual SLO Measure
as determined by
priority identification
at the district or
school level
15% Annual SLO Measure
as determined by
priority identification
at the classroom level

or

K-12 Non-Tested
Area/Subject Teachers
20% SLO Lag Measure based on
School Progress Index
Indicators ( Achievement, Gap
Reduction, Growth, College and
Career Readiness), Advanced
Placement Tests, or similarly
available measures
15% SLO Measure as determined by
priority identification at
the district or school level
15% Annual SLO Measure as
determined by priority
identification at the classroom
level

State Principal Evaluation Model

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Professional Practice

Student Growth

50% Qualitative Measures
12 Outcomes Each 2-10%

50% Quantitative Measures
As defined below

Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework (8)
School Vision
School Culture
Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment
Observation/Evaluation of Teachers
Integration of Appropriate Assessments
Use of Technology and Data
Professional Development

•
•
•
•

Interstate School Leaders and
Licensure Consortium (4)
School Operations and Budget
Effective Communication
Influencing the School Community
Integrity, Fairness, and Ethics
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Stakeholder Engagement

Elementary/Middle School
Principals
20% MSA Lag Measure as
determined by 10 % Reading
MSA and 10% Math MSA
10% School Progress Index
10% Annual SLO Measure as
determined by priority
identification at the district
level
10% Annual SLO Measure
as determined by
priority identification at
the school level

or

High School
Principals
20% SLO Lag Measure as determined by
10% HSAs and 10% AP scores,
SPI Indicators (Gap Reduction,
College & Career Readiness,
Achievement), or similar valid
delayed measures
10% School Progress Index
10% Annual SLO Measure as determined
by priority identification at the
district level
10% Annual SLO Measure as determined
by priority identification at the
school level

or

Other Principals (e.g., Special
Center, PreK-2)
20% SLO Lag Measure as determined by
10% HSAs and 10% AP scores,
SPI Indicators (Gap Reduction,
College & Career Readiness,
Achievement), or similar valid
delayed measures
10% School Progress Index
10% Annual SLO Measure as determined
by priority identification at the
district level
10% Annual SLO Measure as determined
by priority identification at the
school level
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B. Local Teacher and Principal Models

Local Teacher Evaluation Models 2013-2014*
Professional Practice

Student Growth

50 % Qualitative Measures
Domain percentages proposed by LEA and approved by MSDE

50 % Quantitative Measures
As defined below

Planning and
Preparation

Instruction

Classroom
Environment

Professional
Responsibilities
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Additional Domains Based on Local Priorities

Elementary/Middle
School Teacher
Two Content Areas
Either

or

Elementary/Middle School Teacher
or
One Content Area
Either

5 % - Reading MSA (Class)
5 % - Math MSA (Class)
10%- School Progress Index

10% - Reading MSA (Class) or
Math MSA (Class)
10% -School Progress Index

10%- Reading MSA (Class)
10%- Math MSA (Class)

20% -Reading MSA (Class) or
Math MSA (Class

30% - LEA proposed
objective measures of
student growth and learning
linked to state and/or local
goals and approved by MSDE

30% - LEA proposed objective measures of
student growth and learning linked to state
and/or local goals and approved by MSDE

or

and

or

and

High School
Teacher
LEA proposed objective
measures of student
growth and learning
linked to state and/or
local goals and approved
by MSDE; no single
measure to exceed 35% .
For tested area teachers,
one Student Learning
Objective must include an
HSA data point.

or

Elementary/Middle
School Teacher
Non-Tested Subject

LEA proposed objective
measures of student
growth and learning
linked to state and/or
local goals and approved
by MSDE; no single
measure to exceed 35% .

* MSA/SPI split increases to 15%/5% in 2014-2015 and becomes 20% MSA/PARCC in 2015-2016

Local Principal Evaluation Models 2013-2014*
Professional Practice

Student Growth

50 % Qualitative Measures
Outcome percentages proposed by LEA & approved by MSDE

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework (8)
School Vision
School Culture
Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment
Observation/Evaluation of Teachers
Integration of Appropriate Assessments
Use of Technology and Data
Professional Development
Stakeholder Engagement

Elementary & Middle School Principals
Either

• 5 % - Reading MSA (School)
• 5 % - Math MSA (School)
•10%-School Progress Index

or

10%- Reading MSA (School)
10%- Math MSA (School)

and

• 30% - LEA proposed objective measures of
student growth and learning linked to state
and/or local goals and approved by MSDE

or

50 % Quantitative Measures
As defined below

Additional Domains
Based on Local
Priorities

High School
Principals
LEA proposed objective measures
of student growth and learning
linked to state and/or local goals
and approved by MSDE; no single
measure to exceed 35%. One
Student Learning Objective must
be targeted at HSAs.
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or

Other Principals
(e.g., Special Center, PreK-2)
LEA proposed objective measures
of student growth and learning
linked to state and/or local goals
and approved by MSDE; no single
measure to exceed 35%. If
appropriate, one Student
Learning Objective must be
targeted at HSAs.

* MSA/SPI split increases to 15%/5% in 2014-2015 and becomes 20% MSA/PARCC in 2015-2016
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C. Differences Between State and Local Evaluation Models
The differences between the State Evaluation Model and allowed and approved local evaluation
models are minor. All models must feature the 50/50 split, the four Danielson-like domains for
teachers and the eight Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework domains for principals, a
20 percentage point presence of the MSA, and the HSA included as a data point within an SLO
as appropriate. To be acceptable, the local model must have the endorsement of the local
collective bargaining unit as prescribed by the Act and Title 13A. The required union
endorsement is the salient distinction between the State and local models.
Differences in allowed models include:
• Differential weighting of elements within professional practice;
• A 10/10 split on MSA to include MSA-related measures drawn from the SPI;
• Inclusion or exclusion of the SPI;
• Inclusion or exclusion of substitute whole school measures such as local School Wide
Indices (SWI); and
• Novel uses of SLOs, such as portfolio or other performance demonstrations.
Differences in the approved models are similar to the above and are very few in fact:
• Most LEAs follow the State Model for professional practice – only a few have different
models, and these crosswalk to the State;
• Almost no LEAs entertain the SPI;
• There are a variety of approaches to SWIs; and
• All LEAs embrace SLOs, but the number and weighting of SLOs vary.
D. Continuous Evaluation Model
Introducing student growth data into new evaluation systems creates an intractable reliance on
lagged variables. For the foreseeable future, student performance data on State assessments will
be available only after the close of the evaluation period memorialized by collective bargaining
agreements. If participants adhere to traditional models – that evaluation of staff is a summative
end-of-year event – there remains an embedded concern that the conversation must include
assessment scores that will be a year old and no longer germane. The Maryland TPE model
proposes an alternate approach which is to treat the evaluation as a continuous work-in-progress,
as illustrated in the following diagram.
The innermost area indicates the moments in the calendar year when formal assessments occur
and results are available. The administrative year is divided into four unequal reiterative
portions: conference, implement SLOs and observe professional practice, evaluation, data
analysis, followed by conference again. The subsequent table suggests the tasks that align to the
application of the State Model. For example, at the beginning of the school year, results of the
spring MSA are presented to the teacher while the prior year’s students remain fresh in memory.
These data are evaluated and can be used to structure the setting of new SLOs. When late spring
arrives, the MSA portion of the evaluation is already complete. SLO outcomes are discussed in
spring and at this moment, the coming fall attribution roster is agreed upon.
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A detailed analysis of the evaluation task using actual LEA data indicated that the typical school
administrator needs to devote approximately one quarter of the year’s time schedule to teacher
evaluation. This presupposes that the work continues steadily throughout the year. If a building
administrator is constantly moving through the outer ring of this model, the teacher evaluation
task will be manageable. Moreover, evaluation ceases to be a threatening once-a-year event, but
becomes a continuous professional development exercise leading to improved conversation,
reflection, practice, and outcomes.
A Reiterative Conference→SLO/Professional Practice→Evaluation→Data Analysis Cycle

Initial
Conference

Data
Analysis

SIP
HSA
Results

MSA
Results

Summer

HSAs

Evaluation

AP

Spring

AP
Results

Fall

Implement
SLOs &
Observe
Professional
Practice

Winter

MSAs

Suggested Sequential Tasks for Teacher and Principal Evaluation Cycles
Cycle
Initial
Conference

Teacher
Review:
•

•
•
•
•

Principal
Review:

Data and
SLOs from Previous Evaluation
Conference
Lag Data
Set Goals and Strategies Including SLOs
Determine Weight for Each Domain
Establish Professional Development
Focus

•

•
•
•
•

Data and
SLOs from Previous Evaluation
Conference
Lag Data
Set Goals and Strategies Including SLOs
Determine Weight for Each Domain
Establish Professional Development
Focus
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Implement
SLOs and
Observe
Professional
Practice

Evaluation

Conduct Classroom Visits/Observations (at least
2):

Conduct School Visits and Observations (at least
2):

Provide formal feedback
Collect Evidence of Professional
Practice and Student Growth
• Hold Mid-Interval Conference to
Review Progress Towards Goals and
SLOs
Complete Evaluation and Hold Conference:

Provide formal feedback
Collect Evidence of Professional Practice
and Student Growth
• Hold Mid-Year/Mid -Interval Conference
to Review Progress Towards Goals and
SLOs
Complete Evaluation and Hold Conference:

Score Professional Practice
Carry forward MSA/HSA %
Affirm Attribution
Review and Score SLOs
Complete Rating
Set new Professional Practice Goals
Discuss possible SLOs for Next Year
Review Professional Development
Focus and Identify Needs
Review:

Score Professional Practice
Carry forward MSA/HSA %
Affirm Attribution
Review and Score SLOs
Complete Rating
Set new Professional Practice Goals
Discuss possible SLOs for Next Year
Review Professional Development Focus
and Identify Needs
Review:

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Data
Analysis

•
•

Teachers’ Qualitative and Quantitative
Data
Teachers’ Performance Ratings

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

School’s Qualitative and Quantitative
Data
Principal’s Performance Rating , School’s
Performance, and Information about
Principal’s Leadership

E. Rolling Cohort Evaluation Plan
Experience to date indicates that the professional practice half of the new evaluation models is
more difficult to implement and to maintain than is the calculation and attribution of student
growth data. Although the controlling mandates require the inclusion of student growth data
each year, the professional practice “complete press” may be conducted on a three-year cycle for
tenured and effective teachers. This allows LEAs to establish three cohorts for a continuous
rolling evaluation plan.
1. Non-tenured and Ineffective Teachers
Beginning with the 2013-2014 school year, non-tenured and ineffective teachers will be
evaluated annually on professional practice and on student growth measures. Ineffective
teachers will be defined as those teachers who were rated unsatisfactory prior to the 2013-2014
school year or rated as ineffective in subsequent evaluations.
2. Tenured and Satisfactory or Effective/Highly Effective Teachers
Cohort #1: Those tenured teachers already scheduled to be evaluated during the 2013-2014
school year and enough additional tenured teachers scheduled to be evaluated beyond the 20152016 school year to approximate 1/3 of the total school tenured teacher population.
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Cohort #2: Those tenured teachers already scheduled to be evaluated during the 2014-2015
school year and enough additional tenured teachers scheduled to be evaluated beyond the 20152016 school year to approximate another 1/3 of the total school tenured teacher population.
Cohort #3: Those tenured teachers already scheduled to be evaluated during the 2015-2016
school year and enough additional tenured teachers scheduled to be evaluated beyond the 20152016 school year to approximate the remaining 1/3 of the total school tenured teacher
population.
Each LEA should determine a methodology for schools to initially identify proportional
balancing of their tenured teachers.
Phase-in Model for Three Cohorts of Tenured and Satisfactory/Effective Teachers
Cohort

SY 2013-2014

SY 2014-2015

SY 2015-2016

#1

Evaluate
Student
Growth
Measures

Evaluate
Professional
Practice

Evaluate
Student
Growth
Measures

Carry Over
Previous
Professional
Practice
Score

#2

Evaluate
Student
Growth
Measures

Apply
Satisfactory
Evaluation
Equivalent

Evaluate
Student
Growth
Measures

Evaluate
Professional
Practice

Evaluate
Student
Growth
Measures

#3

Evaluate
Student
Growth
Measures

Apply
Satisfactory
Evaluation
Equivalent

Evaluate
Student
Growth
Measures

Apply
Satisfactory
Evaluation
Equivalent

Evaluate
Student
Growth
Measures

Evaluate
Student
Growth
Measures

Carry Over
Previous
Professional
Practice
Score
Carry Over
Previous
Professional
Practice
Score
Evaluate
Professional
Practice

SY 2016-2017
Evaluate
Student
Growth
Measures
Evaluate
Student
Growth
Measures
Evaluate
Student
Growth
Measures

Evaluate
Professional
Practice
Carry Over
Previous
Professional
Practice
Score
Carry Over
Previous
Professional
Practice
Score

*Satisfactory Evaluation Equivalent: Based upon the eventual determination of cut scores in the state model, an equivalent score
will be determined for teachers previously rated as satisfactory prior to SY 2013-2014 for substitution in the state evaluation
calculations during SY 2013-2014 and SY 2014-2015. To facilitate the three year transition, the Evaluation Equivalent will be
determined so as not to place the teacher at a mathematical disadvantage.

VI.
Technical Description of Key Student Growth Model Components
The State TPE Models use MSA for teachers and MSA plus SPI for principals. The MSA is
translated into a score or portion of awarded percentage points using the Maryland Tiered
Achievement Index. The SPI was developed pursuant to the ESEA waiver.
A. Teacher of Record
The Teacher of Record is the teacher(s) most directly responsible for the instruction of the
student. Maryland does not have a definition of this designation within statute or regulation.
The LEA must bring judgment to this determination. The Teacher of Record must provide direct
instruction to the student for the preponderance of the academic period of interest. Teachers may
share results if the team teaching situation meets the preceding test.
B. Attribution and Eligibility
To be eligible for inclusion in classroom or school attribution, a student must be:
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a. In membership on the September 30 enrollment file,
b. Continuing in member at the same school on the early attendance file, taken at the
end of regular MSA testing, and
c. Maintaining 80 percent attendance during the period between the first two points
in time.
Attribution, however, is a categorical determination that can only be made with precision by the
LEA. Moreover, the literature is universal that best practice must afford the teacher at least one,
and preferably multiple, opportunities to confirm the roster of students who are accepted as
attributable. Many factors can be in play, e.g., students in Home and Hospital, and it is
incumbent on the LEA and the teacher and principal in concert to identify and flag those students
who constitute a meaningful representation of the teacher’s direct instruction.
In some circumstances, teachers share a cohort of students, and these situations may be shared
across the teachers with the stipulation that each has contributed to the direct instruction of the
students of interest.
C. Point Accumulation Strategy
It is convenient to conceive the evaluation model as 100 points divided equally between practice
and growth, and within these two larger divisions, to subcomponents of points with proviso none
ever exceeds 35 percentage points. This approach helps to inform the discussion of the model
but cut scores should not necessarily be presented on 100 point scale. A scale score unrelated to
a 100-point base may be preferable. At least one LEA is using a 4.0 scale to report results.
LEAs must approach the communication of rating results with deliberation.
D. Maryland Tiered Achievement Index for MSA Translation
The Maryland Tiered Achievement Index (M-TAI) is a two-step process that returns a number of
points from 10 to 20 to the accumulated educator rating. The first step uses a transition matrix,
which maps the individual students from a pre-year to a post-year on the MSA. Students are
assigned to performance levels from low-basic to high-advanced, using a series of cut scores that
include the fixed cuts that distinguish basic from proficient and proficient from advanced while
adjusting the tails to provide something close to precise stanines. Each cell has a value or
weight. Once all attributed and eligible students are loaded, the mean score is calculated for the
teacher or subject/grade for the principal. The values in the cell have been fit to the actual
Maryland distribution of data and incorporate the contribution of many LEAs across the State.
Transformation Matrix: Maryland Tiered Achievement Index
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The classroom or school/grade/subject mean derived from the above matrix is interpreted by
application of the State means and standard deviations. Values that fall within one standard
deviation that spans the mean are construed as “expected and acceptable” and are worth 16
points (or 8 points for one of two subjects where the teacher instructs both contents). Values that
are above this are “beyond expected and commendable” and garner 20 or 10 points. Values that
fall a full standard deviation below the mean are “unexpected and unacceptable” and earn only
10 or 5 points. All values that fall between this lowest level and the acceptable level are
“concerning and merit monitoring.” This is the realm of the “developing” conversation, and
such scores are worth 12 or 6 points. 1
Adequacy Framework: State 2013 Means, Standard Deviations, and Performance Tiers

E. Calculating Component Points
The following formula can be applied broadly: (A * C) / B where A = the percentage points
allotted to the measure, B = the highest possible rating score, and C = the rating awarded.
Example: one of the professional practice domains, worth 12.5 percentage points, scaled 1 - 4,
the teacher earning a 3: 12.5 * 3 / 4 = 9.375 which can be rounded up or down depending on
a consistent local practice.
F. School Progress Index for Principal Evaluations
The School Progress Index or SPI was the accountability model approved by USDE in place of
the former AYP model. It is predicated on a series of local annual measureable objectives which
examine achievement, gap, and growth in elementary and middle school, and college and career
readiness in high school. Schools are compared against themselves. Schools are ultimately
sorted into five strands, the highest worth 10 points and the lowest 2. The SPI was originally
considered as part of the State Teacher Evaluation Model for those in unassessed subject areas.
However, empirical studies determined that while the longitudinal nature of the collective
measure is meaningful for principals, it has a disproportionately punitive effect on teachers, and
has thus been removed from the proposed State Teacher Evaluation Model. A few systems do
1

The Adequacy Framework using means and STDs is adapted from a model developed in Calvert County.
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incorporate the SPI in their models or calculate local schoolwide measures using a different mix
and application of variables.

G. Suggestions for Missing Data
Under various circumstances, data may be missing for educators, particularly for new teachers
who will not have a State Assessment history. One possible remedy is to input the group mean
for the individual. That is, for a new 5th grade math teacher, the average for all 5th grade math
can be included. In this circumstance, it will not affect the individuals ranking and tend to
perform as a constant. Alternately, there is sufficient flexibility within the SLOs to allow them
to expand within a particular year to provide sufficient multiple measures during the transition
period.
H. MSDE-Provided Local Deliverables
MSDE provides student detail-level files to LEAs. These include the standard battery of student
demographics, the student’s location on the value matrix, the value of that particular cell, and the
related student growth percentile which some LEAs find useful.
MSDE has provided statewide means and standard deviations. Data were provided for spring
2012 and were reissued for spring 2013 to reflect perceived effects of the transition to Common
Core.
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MSDE also provides a school level file which includes means and N by grade and subject.
MSDE does not provide teacher or classroom level averages. This determination is the
responsibility of the LEA.
I. Suggestions for Using School Level Grade/Subject Means for Principal or Whole
School Measures
As the MSA has different cut scores for proficient and advanced in each grade and subject, also
reflected in the limits which delineate the M-TAI matrix, it is not suggested to average grade and
subject means—even if weighted—directly.
Most LEAs that are using M-TAI for MSA translation award percentage points according to the
performance bands established by the standard deviations. These LEAs use either a 20/16/12/10
distribution or a 20/16/12/8 point distribution. It is preferred to average these derived scores,
which can be weighted for additional precision. This technique will also work for LEAs using a
4/3/2/1 distribution.
VII.

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs)

SLOs serve as a student growth component in the Maryland State Model for Educator
Effectiveness. Briefly stated, an SLO is a specific, rigorous, long-term goal for groups of
students that educators distinguish to guide instructional and administrative efforts. In schools
across Maryland, professional learning communities of teachers and school leaders already meet
regularly to identify areas of growth and make data-driven instructional decisions to close
achievement gaps and to increase student achievement. The use of SLOs formalizes this process
and can be used effectively for all content areas, both assessed and non-assessed. In addition,
SLOs utilize flexible measures that accommodate various types of growth data to enhance
teaching and learning. SLOs are an integral part of a comprehensive educator effectiveness
system because they focus on student learning, promote critical conversations about instruction
and assessment, and use evidence of student growth to guide professional development that
targets instructional improvement.
A. Number and Weight of SLOs Specified in Maryland’s Model
The State TPE Model allots for 30% - 50% of the total evaluation rating to SLOs, depending on
the assignment of the teacher and principal. For both state and local models, no single SLO may
exceed 35%.
1. Teachers
•

•

Two SLOs for all teachers valued at 15% each
o One for which the priority identification is determined at the district or school
level
o One for which the priority identification is determined at the classroom level
A third SLO valued at 20% for HSA tested area teachers, or
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•

A third SLO that is a lag measure and valued at 20% for non-tested area teachers
2. Principals

•
•
•

Two SLOs for all principals valued at 10% each
o One for which the priority identification is determined at the district level
o One for which the priority identification is determined at the school level
A third SLO that is a lag measure and valued at 20% for high school principals: 10%
HSA and 10% AP scores/SPI indicators, or
A third SLO that is a lag measure and valued at 20% for other principals (not assigned to
elementary, middle or high schools) determined by SPI indicators

B. High School Assessments and SLOs
In January 2013, the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) directed that “each high school
teacher (in tested grades and subjects) and high school principal include at least one SLO with a
data point on student performance on the Statewide high school assessments (i.e., the Maryland
High School Assessments or HSAs) in the evaluation system as the State moves forward with the
implementation of the field test, but no later than the full implementation of the qualifying
evaluation system.”
In response, MSDE developed recommendations for the parameters school systems must follow
when writing SLOs using an HSA data point, as well as examples of SLO targets that illustrate
the application of the parameters. The parameters support the implementation of high quality
SLOs relative to HSA performance and provide sufficient flexibility for districts to tailor their
SLOs to reflect the priorities and goals of the school system.
The parameters for high school HSA teachers are:
•
•
•
•
•

An HSA data point must be used as the measure/evidence in one SLO for teachers in
tested areas; and
The SLO should reflect data representative of the majority of the class and/or an
underperforming subset of the class; and
SLO targets may reflect either mastery or growth targets. LEAs establish the expected
level of attainment & how SLO is scored; and
Performance targets should reflect ambitious and attainable goals; targets should reflect
passing the test versus increasing the score; and
The rationale for the population selection and target should reflect baseline data. Baseline
data is determined by the local school system.

The parameters for high school principals are:
•
•

An HSA data point must be used as the measure/evidence in one SLO for high school
principals; and
The SLO should reflect school wide targets in tested areas and/or an identified area of
need and/or an underperforming subgroup; and
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•
•
•

SLO targets may reflect either mastery or growth targets. Districts establish the expected
level of attainment & how SLO is scored; and
Performance targets should reflect ambitious and attainable goals; targets should reflect
passing the test versus completion of Bridge Plan or passing via combined score; and
The rationale for the population selection and target should reflect baseline data as
determined by the local school system.

•
The incorporation of HSA lag data allows for the application of HSA scores similar to the
application of MSA scores. More detailed information on Using HSAs in SLOs for Teachers
and Using HSAs in SLOs for Principals, including sample HSA SLO targets is available.

C. Steps for the Development and Implementation of SLOs
The use of SLOs the State Model is an ongoing, iterative and collaborative process that
emphasizes data analysis, reflection, professional development, flexibility, and rigorous
expectations for both educators and students. The steps are outlined in a linear fashion, but the
critical focus on data review, rigor, collaboration, refining instruction, and professional growth
are present throughout the process.
STEP 1. Professional Development
A prerequisite component of any initiative is professional development to ensure all participants
have the necessary knowledge and skills to effectively implement the process.
STEP 2. Data Review
The first step is to review any existing data. These data will be used to identify learning content,
establish baselines for student growth, and highlight any students or groups of students that
require particular attention. The data review process takes place during the first four to six
weeks of the instructional interval, or during a comparable period for intervals that are shorter
than one year. The Classroom-Focused Improvement Process (CFIP) provides a model process
for data review.
STEP 3. SLO Development
The practitioner drafts SLOs based on the data review and instructional needs of students for an
appropriate instructional interval, typically a quarter, semester, or year. The components of the
SLO are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Objective Summary Statement
Data Review and Baseline Evidence
Student Population
Learning Content
Instructional Interval
Target
Evidence of Growth
Strategies
Professional Development and Support
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MSDE has developed the following tools to assist teachers and principals in writing SLOs:
SLO Template for Teachers
Guiding Questions for Teachers to Write SLO
SLO Template for Principals
Guiding Questions for Principals to Write SLO
STEP 4. Review and Approval Conference
After the practitioner has submitted the SLO, the evaluator reviews the SLO and schedules a
conference with the practitioner to discuss how well the SLO meets the established criteria. This
collaborative process allows the practitioner the opportunity to explain the proposed SLO,
discuss any known complexity factors, receive feedback from the evaluator, and, provide any
necessary clarifications or revisions before approval. At the point of approval, there should be
mutual agreement about the objective and action plan for implementation as well as a clear
understanding of the target and how it will be scored for the purpose of the evaluation.
**Final approval and scoring of the SLO are determined by the evaluator.**
MSDE developed rubrics to assist with the review and approval process in order to promote high
quality SLOs. These rubrics provide criteria in four critical domains:
1. Priority of Standard
2. Rigor of Target
3. Quality of Measure and Evidence
4. Action Plan
The Rubric for Approval of Teacher Written SLO or Rubric for Approval of Principal Written
SLO provide additional details and information regarding the process and criteria for each
domain.
STEP 5. Mid-Interval Conference
Approximately midway through the instructional interval, the practitioner and evaluator should
review progress toward meeting the target in order to identify potential areas for assistance, and
if necessary, revisit the targets to allow for adjustments of the SLO.
STEP 6. Final SLO Review
At the end of the instructional interval, the practitioner collects the previously agreed upon
evidence of student growth and participates in a summative conference with the evaluator. The
evaluator conducts final reviews of practitioner progress toward meeting the SLOs as part of the
annual evaluation.
STEP 7. Integration of SLO Results
SLO results are reviewed and a rating for the SLO component is integrated with the other
Student Growth and Professional Practice measures to determine a summative rating of highly
effective, effective, or ineffective.
STEP 8. Planning Next Steps
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The practitioner and evaluator discuss progress and next steps, which may include discussing
potential SLOs for the following year and future professional development plans.
STEP 9. Setting the Attribution Roster
The SLO conference is ideal moment in the academic year to identify the roster of students
whose lagged assessment scores will be attributed to the teacher. During this conference, the
teacher and evaluator should have before them an accurate roster of those students who received
the preponderance of their direct instruction from the teacher. The teacher should have an
opportunity to vet and confirm this roster. These confirmatory data should be captured in such
fashion that they can be provided to the LEA’s data management, assessment, or accountability
unit for calculation of classroom level aggregations once State Assessment data are available.
D. Team SLOs.
Teachers are encouraged to use team SLOs whenever possible. Team SLOs are designed to
focus on critical objectives that are common to grade level or content area teams, but are still
individualized to reflect the best instruction for each teacher’s students. Principals are also
encouraged to work with other principals in their LEA to developed common SLOs that tie to
LEA priorities.
E. Scoring SLOs
SLOs have assigned values ranging from 10 to 20 percentage points of the overall evaluation.
As part of the SLO development and approval process, measurable targets for student
performance have been established for each SLO. A third of the assigned value of the SLO is
earned depending on the level of attainment of the SLO target. Maryland’s model assigns these
values as follows:
Full Attainment
Partial Attainment
Insufficient Attainment

100% of the assigned value
67% of the assigned value
33% of the assigned value

Detailed descriptors of the levels of attainment and additional information on the scoring process
are found at SLO Process for the Maryland Teacher Evaluation Model and the SLO Scoring
Process for the Maryland Principal Evaluation Model.
F. LEA Responsibilities
1. Establish an LEA process based on guidance from MSDE for setting, reviewing, assessing,
and aligning SLOs to school improvement plans and to LEA, State, and Federal priorities as
appropriate for teachers and principals.
2. Provide SLO training to LEA school personnel in keeping with the established State
guidelines.
3. Develop and document a verification process to validate the consistency, comparability,
quality and rigor of SLOs and the evaluation results.
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VIII. Changing an Approved Local Model: Policy for Submission
Pending, to be provided by the policy office.
IX.

Additional Tools and Resources
A. The Maryland State Principal Evaluation Instrument
B. Steps for Completing the State Principal Evaluation
C. State Principal Evaluation Practice Worksheet
D. Earlier Maryland Teacher Principal Evaluation Guidebook, April 2012 and revised
September 2012
E. Generic On-Line SLO Training Module
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