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 Criteria and Review for Teacher Evaluation System


District Name: ______________________________________

Reviewer Name: _________________________________
Review Date: _______________

Type of Review: (oral or written presentation) ________________________________

	Ratings
	Description

	Does not meet criterion
	From the materials provided, does not appear to meet the criterion

	Meets the criterion
	From the materials provided, appears to meet the criterion


	Criteria Statements
	Pages in Manual where Criterion is addressed
	Does not meet 
	Meets 
	Reviewers’  Notes

	Format of the evaluation system is clear and well organized (sample manual outline was provided at the beginning of the Danielson sessions)
	N/A
	
	
	

	System is based on a clear, research-base definition of effective teaching (ex. Danielson, Marzano, Other)
	
	
	
	

	Informed by the guidance and resources provided by the  NH DOE and US ED (NH DOE criteria/principles document,  the US ED transformation model and guidance documents)
	
	
	
	

	Domains/components align with NH Definition of Teacher Effectiveness
	
	
	
	

	Committee membership representative of all stakeholders (includes names and positions)
	
	
	
	

	Process/structure for the development of the system is described (frequency of meetings, sharing out of information, etc.)
	
	
	
	

	Evidence of participation of teachers in the development of the evaluation system
	
	
	
	

	Describes plan to receive School Board and Union approval 
	
	
	
	

	Evaluation criteria is explicit and included in the manual, not just referenced (ex. the components and elements of the Danielson Framework are fully included)
	
	
	
	

	Include a minimum of three domains of responsibility: Classroom Environment, Instruction, Professional Responsibility
	
	
	
	

	Evaluation is based on a four point performance scale 
	
	
	
	

	The system is differentiated, based on level of experience (tracks)
	
	
	
	

	Includes multiple measures which may include 
	
	
	
	

	· Teacher self-assessment 
	
	
	
	

	· Supervisor observations 
	
	
	
	

	· Teacher portfolio 
	
	
	
	

	· Parent/student feedback 
	
	
	
	

	· Peer observations
	
	
	
	

	The formative components of the evaluation system are clearly described (ex. informal observations/walkthroughs)
	
	
	
	

	The summative components of the evaluation system are clearly described (ex. formal evaluation/rubric score)
	
	
	
	

	Describes how teachers and principal will be introduced the system 
	
	
	
	

	The training process for evaluators is clear and appropriate
	
	
	
	

	Equitable and shows how staff covered by term ‘teacher’ will be evaluated (counselors, media specialists, etc.)
	
	
	
	

	Informs professional development planning for individual goal-setting 
	
	
	
	

	If appropriate, describe phases of implementation (ex. may add a fourth domain in the second year)
	
	
	
	

	Plan to implement such strategies as financial incentives, increased opportunities for promotion and career growth (by school year 2013-14)
	
	
	
	

	The process for developing and implementing Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) meets the requirements in the Guidance document 
	
	
	
	

	State assessments are used in the evaluation of teachers (at classroom, grade, subject or school level) to the extent applicable
	
	
	
	

	Local student assessment and other assessment results, as applicable, are used appropriately in the evaluation of the SLO results
	
	
	
	

	The use of student achievement/growth is equitable across staff being evaluated
	
	
	
	


Developed based on the following resources:

· Phase I Report, Recommendations for Teacher Evaluation Section;   
· Waiver Requirements Memo (includes  criteria not already included in #1); 
· Outline of Design System: 14 Steps (includes criteria for already included in #1/#2); and

· Center for Assessment PowerPoints.  
