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Themes Emerged

v Decisions needed to made closest to the

student

v Human capital decisions needed to be
linked to performance outcomes

v’ The District needed to focus on growth, not

absolutes

v’ Routines and process mattered

tremendously
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Focus on Resource Allocation
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v’ Central Office exists only to
the extent that schools buy
its services.

v' 26 Area Offices created with
total autonomy from Central
Office and accountability for
school performance.

v" Over 1,000 positions

eliminated in Central Office —
resources shifted to Areas.
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Focus on Leadership

School Performance Policy Ratings
by Status and Trend Scores,’09-"10
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Focus on Growth

9 Approximately 60% of CPS students test grade level
in an average year

9 Need more than one year’s growth for these students

° The only fair barometer for teacher effectiveness is
growth

Fall Spring



Focus on Routine

ILT

o Review of benchmark assessment data or
rounds/walkthrough data with a deep dive into
content/grade or instructional strategy

o As needed, CAO meets with a principal & ILT to dive
deep into a variety of school measures and/or to assist
in major strategy revision

o CAO/Area Team models a PM for the principal & ILT

o Principals and ILTs review of progress report data,
walkthrough data, student work (across grade levels)

o Teacher teams look at student work, common grade
level/course assessments & instructional tasks, peer
observation data



Office of Performanc:|m

Performance
Management in Action




Questions We Wrestled With

What do we expect students
to learn?

How can we best teach what
we want them to learn?

How will we know if they
learned?

How will we respond when
they don’t learn?

*Questions adapted from Richard DuFour
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Performance Management
9 Are we achieving positive student outcomes?
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Bottom-up PM System that answers...

CENTRAL
OFFICE

AREA
OFFICES

®© © © ©

SCHOOL/
CLASS

<)

@

Are the Central Office services effective for
schools?

Are they cost-effective?

Are resources directed at the right things?

Are schools making progress?

Is money appropriately focused?

Are the right personnel in place?
What is the right strategy for growth?

Is every student making sufficient growth?
Are the instructional strategies working to
ensure every student is “on-track?”



Central Office Performance Report

Central Office departments use key performance indicators to identify strategies
that will improve the effectiveness and efficiency of service provided to schools

T ‘ Chicago Public Schools

August 2010 Performance Report TP mancReredt
Performance Management
August 2010 Performance Report

Monthly Matrixes

Total Matrixes Due: 17 (Administrative: 11; Programs: 6)
RN BT T U 16 (Administrativ ; Programs: 6) i BSC resolved 96% of issues in July (meaning no escalation to SME partner required), the highest internal resolution
Non-Compliant = After School Learning — incomplete matrix rate BSC has ever achieved. June: 95%, Target: 90%.
Departments/Other *  Expulsions —incomplete matrix I Only 50% of schools submitted internal accounts reports by the due date in June, down from 82% in May (target:
Issues: *  Finance — incomplete matrix 95%). Due to a high number of school staff on vacation, the number of overall internal account reports submitted
*  Law - no matrix submitted (2™ consecutive month) is lower, which decreases the % of reports submitted by deadline.
= Student Support & Engagement — incomplete matrix Finance (Excluding Procurement):
i InJune, A/P paid 91% of its invoices within ays (target: ), up from 87% in May, and the highest Ell
1 A/P paid 9 f its invoi ithin 30 days (target: 83%), up from 87% i y, and the highest % paid
Major Trends in Performance within FY2010.

Human Capital:
i The percent of principal vacancies filled by candidates from external partnerships or principal preparation
programs reached 32% in July (target 30%).

& Increased/Negative Trend = New Measure
[ERELGE = Flat Trend/Not Achieving Target
# Decreased/Negative Trend

= The pass rate for high-potential principal candidates dropped in the third quarter to 44% from 61% (target 60%).
Major Trends in Performance

4 3.6% percent of school units had more than 30% of employees affected by a late payroll edit (target 4.3%). The

After School Learning: prior three months saw an average of 9.6% of employees affected. The prior low was 7.9%.
“ Mayor's summer sports program had 90% attendance (2,700 students participating at 33 camp locations). Information Technology Services:
Extendedleaming Oggarruniﬁes: < Percent of computers installed within 45 days of order dropped from 100% to 92% (Target increased in FY11to
< Community Schools Initiative HS attendance rates have not been reaching the 60% target; March: 56.1%, Apr: 95% from 80%). Increase in installation time driven by a delay in the hardware builds.
57.2%, May: 54.3%. Note: data cited is three months prior to current month due to consistently late data entry by Nutrition SugErt Services:
the CSI coordinators. I Labor productivity, defined as meals per labor hour, decreased from 16 in April and May to 11.3 in June (target:
Expulsions/Student Adjudicati 16). This is due to the number of meals served decreasing in June (core participation months are Sept-May).
4L Average days from incident to expulsion increased to 132 days in July from 118 days in June (September- March: Procurement & Contracts:
185 days; target: 60 days). The increase in July was driven by the hearing to hearing officer recommendation step, 4 82% of POs were received more than 5 days after the need by date in July. May: 30%, June: 54%; Target: 20%.
which averaged 93 days in July versus 14 days in June and a maxium of 27 days in October (target: 10 days). Real Property & Facilities:
Graduation Pathways: = % of CPS projects on schedul ined flat at 78% for the fourth straight month, well below the target of 90%.
it Several positive trends were reported by the Youth Engaged in Schools (YES) program, which serves students 4 Only 15% of schools scored 90-100% on AFM school 1t score (20% in previous quarter). Target is 50%.
transitioning out of Nancy B. Jefferson: Safety & Security:
© The percent of YES Scholars with improvement in suspension days 2™ semester increased to 42% in 2009- 4 Shootings involving CPS students were 20% lower in July 2010 than in July 2009 (target: 50% decrease).
10 compared to 27% in 2008-09. <> 0SS5 conducted safety evaluations for 194 Track E schools (10 high schools) prior to their school start and will
© The attendance rate of YES Hot 25 students improved to 73% in 2009-10 from 70% in 2008-09. evaluate all Track R schools before September 7, 2010. This is a significant increase in comparison to 49 safety
o The percent of YES Hot 25 students with GPA improvement in 2™ semester improved to 36% in 2009-10 evaluations conducted throughout 5Y2009-2010.
from 24% in 2008-09. Student Transportation:
© The percent of YES Hot 25 students with improvement in suspension days 2™ semester improved to 43% in 4 Total accidents decreased significantly from 23 in June to 4 in July (target: 20). Only one accident was bus-fault
2009-10 from 31% in 2008-09. (target: 10).
New Schools: it _Safety complaints increased to 89 in July (52 in June, 70 in May, 71 in April). Target is 50 per month.
{10 charter schools must sign Board agreements for FY11 (12 schools were outstanding in June). ONS is working
with Law and has communicated with all schools to meet the September signing deadline.
i 97% of evaluations for students with disabilities in charter/contract schools were on-time (87% in June; Target:
90%).
i 100% of new charter/contract school administrators have access to IMPACT as of July 30 (0% in May and June).
Confidential This document is related to the analysis and formulation of district policies and actions, including personnel rules 1] Confidential This document is related to the analysis and formulation of district policies and actions, including personnel rules 2|Page

and practices. Distribution is not authorized without the express written consent of the Chief Executive Officer or his designee.

and practices. Distribution is not autherized without the express written consent of the Chief Executive Officer or his designee.




Scorecards Populated Quarterly

Bertha
CO R K E RY E I-E M E NTA RY S C H 00 L Administrator: Principal Arredondo| Tenure: 3.29 yrs  [School ID 609870
District| Area 10 | CORKERY | CORKERY | CORKERY |CORKERY| District | Area 10 | CORKERY
TREND TREND
TREND
2010 | 2010 | 2010 | 2009 | 2008 | 2007 pfg:gyr pfg:‘;;r 2010-
Category # Metric - I 3yravg
1 Reading Value Added Score (Dist, Area=% at Green) 20.3% | 15.4% -0.10 0.06 -0.60 NA NA NA
2 Reading Value Added Color NA NA NA NA NA
3 Math Value Added Score (Dist, Area=% at Green) 25.8% | 11.5% -0.31 -0.85 -2.10 NA NA NA
4 | Math Value Added Color NA NA T D NA
| 5 % Exceeding Standards ISAT Composite 15.4% 9.6% 11.2% 9.7% 12.0% 11.3% 2.6% 1.3% 0.2%
ncrease
Student 6 % Exceeding Standards ISAT Composite at highest grade 14.8% | 10.1% 14.5% 7.6% 6.5% 8.3% 3.3% 2.7% 7.0%
Achievement |7 | % M/E ISAT Reading 68.4% | 64.5% | 59.6% | 63.0% | 63.6% | 59.7%
8 % M/E ISAT Math 76.5% 75.2% 75.9% 71.4% 69.3% 69.0%
9 % M/E ISAT Science 67.9% | 65.6% 61.8% 67.0% 60.6% | 59.5%
10 | % M/E ISAT Writing 58.6% | 53.9% 63.0% 55.6% 49.4% | 43.4%
11 | % of K-2 Students Reading at Benchmark: DIBELS 63.3% | 54.1% 60.6% NA 65.2% NA
12 | % of K-2 Students Reading at Benchmark: IDEL 63.3% | 65.7% 77.83% 77.83% NA NA
Ensure 13 | % of 8th Graduates on-track at end of 9th grade 69.1% | 64.4% 65.5% 56.9% 69.4% | 70.5%
Elementary | 14 | % of 8th Graduates Meeting Coll. Readiness on 9th EXPLORE 7.4% 3.9% 3.4% 3.0% 6.5% 1.8%
Studentsare | 15 | Attendance Rate 95.0% | 95.8% | 94.9% | 95.4% 94.8% NA
High School | 16 | % 8th Grade Students Taking Algebra 13.1% | 13.6% | 0.0% 0.0% NA NA
Ready 17 | % of Algebra Test Takers Passing 50.5% | 45.2% NA NA NA NA
Pct Point Gap, ISAT Composite Meets/Exceeds: o o o o o o
18 District White To School or Area level African-American ASaES || Bl 37.9% 36.5% 35.2% | 38.3%
Pct Point Gap, ISAT Composite Meets/Exceeds: o o o o o o
Eliminate th 19 District White To School or Area Level Hispanic (oazhd || B 15.5% 15.5% 13.2% 10.2%
iminate the . :
i Pct Point Gap, ISAT Composite Meets/Exceeds: o o o o o o
Achievement | 20 District Non-ELL To School or Area Level ELL B || AR 38.9% 29.3% 30.7% | -6.9%
Gap Pct Point Gap, ISAT Composite Meets/Exceeds:
’ ° 0, 0, 0, o, o, o,
21 District Non-IEP to School or Area Level IEP GG | | R >0.0% >8.4% 61.7% >3.4%
22 | % ELL students meeting progress on ACCESS 94.1% | 93.4% 81.8% 90.2% NA NA
23 | % ELL students meeting proficiency on ACCESS (all ELLs) 7.0% 4.9% 1.2% 25.6% 18.2% NA




Scantron Growth Assessment

What is Scantron?
» 3x/year online assessment

Student List

: Suggested Learning Objectives

D. Davis 1 w 1557 1817
T.Truman 1 w 1737 1g87
° G d 3_9 J.James 1 w 1744 1894
rades D. Douglas 4 B 2025 1887 2175
L. Lynn 5 B 2056 2208
.
» Results show student achievement and oover | 2 | @ | oos
. R.Richards | 21 M 2208 PEEE]
rowth, as compared to a national av | o e
g y p g . K. Kl2in 25 M 2237 2387
A Anthony | 25 ™M 2237 2387 et
M.Murray | 32 ™M 2258 2418
C.Craig 37 ™M 2291 2275 2441
1. Jefers. EE ™M 2298 2448
1. Juarez a0 ™ 2303 2253
Jlimenez | 48 ™ 2337 2287
C.carver a3 M 2337 2487
s K. Kent 51 ™ 2352 2502
— K. Kerry 56 ™M 2372 2522
By Teacher-Grade  ------- oo A Adams 53 ™ 2381 3531
Peree e ot Set s o o Aoen Grode e ot Srodenm — Promend BT Perormane e Tlks | sa | ™ 2381 PLES
_ L. Monzomery 63 M 2397 2405 2547
A Amaio 63 M 2416 3566
= Kent |4 4‘ 70 Kent|d ot
sl : = =nridl Q Jacobs 63 ™ 2418 2568
= Adms (5] | 2= 21 A {5} D. Denovan 70 M 2421 2571
n Haight [3] a1% 132 Haight [3] | 1. Jewel 77 M 2451 2601
= Sutierez [7] ] 5o 135 | Gutierrez [7) I E.Everett 30 ™M 2480 2610
" . A_Ryan 93 M 2525 2679
ioz Marks () | 3p% 105 Marks (2] | 5. Denn, o3 i 5525 3575
Clintan (3] e 22 Clinton {3 L Leed B ™ 2541 5551
a2 Dewey (3} 53% 24 Dewey i3} 2542
= Brosis (3] 273 23 Brooks (3} D. Drake o6 M 2567 2717
s R 274 o T
= | fimenez () as% 22 | seenezi I I
= Eens (3] ] 2a% = E— I I |
st T o = ] Example of a classroom-level report
= | Monweia 1a% ST [P T
2= Craigzn (3] h7se 22 Crsig=n (3] [ [
e Martin (4] 1jss 20 Martin (4] [ .
| veema sy [ 11 2g | wisms (s ] T | H H .
=S — ) - j | enerits or an adaptive assessment.
2z |Mompsons) [ 21 |Mompsanis) [ |
= - B ' Provides teach ith detailed informati bout h
bwia) | o o e 1 . roviaes teachners wi etalleda iInformation about eac

5 of Studens — Projeced ISAT Parkemance Lavel

28% 28%
22% 23%
’7 17% “
] a ] s 7 E
Grage

|| 725 || =% [ | 795 |
[ 2ss || 3%% [ ass |
Oviarming OEsizw Ozsts BEcasis

Example of a school-level report

student’s performance in reading, math and science

» Offers subjected learning objectives customized for each
student that are aligned to state standards

* Pinpoints for teachers where students are at
academically, even if they are above or below grade
level



District-to-National Comparison: Status vs. Growth

District Scantron Performancein Math
by Status and Growth, Fall ‘09 to Spring ‘10

100% - . . . .
) Just over 20% of tested 3r4-8t" grade
g 90% - students in Area 13 exceeded grade

level averages in the Fall

= 80% - ?
E oL _ More than 50% made expected Fall-
2 70%
g 60% -
> 50% - ARE_A14 - L aREAS |
8 v | ot A v 2
'6 0 AREA 10 ¢ —
w® 30% - , ‘
B 200/0 i AREA 18
= LEGEND: % TESTED*
L 10% - W[ oew |[][ ww ]
- ] s-<s0% | [ || Piotarea |
E 00/0 . 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 T :
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-]

% of students at or above grade level in Fall



Area 13 Comparison: Status vs. Growth

District Scantron Performancein Math
by Status and Growth, Fall ‘09 to Spring ‘10

20%
LEGEND: % TESTED*

100/0 - D | o-<s% | D | so-<ts% |
25 - <50% 754%

] | | [ |
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% of students at or above grade level in Fall
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Teacher:

Ms. JACKSON, Grade 4

Scantron Math

School:

Fall SY11

A. Simpson 1 1667 1817 [ILAF 6.3.09: ILAF 8.3.01: ILAF 9.4.02: ILAF 7.3.01: ILAF 10.4.01:
Solve problems  [Determine a dentify and Solve problems Read and interpret
). Lopez 1 1737 1887 Jand number missing term in a |describe three-  finvolving simple  |data represented in
C. Gutierrez 1 1744 1894 [sentences pattern dimensional elapsed time in a pictograph, bar
M. Smith A 2025 2175 involving adqmon (sequ_ence), shapes (cubes, compound units  |graph, line (_dot)
nd subtraction  |describe a pattern |spheres, cones, ((e.g., hours, plot, Venn diagram
B. Jones 5 2056 1887 2206 |with regrouping  |(sequence), and [cylinders, prisms, |minutes, days) (with two circles),
extend a pattern  [and pyramids) tally chart, table,
(sequence) when |according to their line graph, or circle
R. Sanchez 8 2095 2245 given a description |characteristics graph.
or pattern
T. Gregory 21 2209 2359 [ILAF 6.4.16: ILAF 8.5.03: ILAF 9.3.10: ILAF 7.4.03: ILAF 10.3.01:
Make estimates  Write an Identify congruent |Solve problems Read and interpret
). Taylor 2 2236 2386 |appropriate toa  lexpression using  [and similar figures involving the data represented in
0. Pace 25 2237 2387 [given situation variables to by visual perimeter of a a pictograph, bar
with whole represent unknown|inspection. polygon with given |graph, Venn
B. Murray 25 2237 2387 numbers. quantities. side lengths and  |diagram (with two
T. Diggs 32 2268 2418 the area of a circles), tally chart,
A. Freeman 37 2291 2275 2441 sqL_Jare, rectangle, [or table.
or irregular shape
J. Dixon 38 2298 2448 Composed of
R. Bell 40 2303 2453 rectangles using
diagrams,.
D. Coleman 48 2337 2487
C. Johnson 48 2337 2487
B. Thomas 51 2352 2502 [ILAF 6.5.09: ILAF 8.5.05: ILAF 9.4.04: ILAF 7.6.01: ILAF 10.3.04:
- rder and Demonstrate, in  |Graph, locate, Select and use Classify events
J- Garcia 26 2372 2522 |:ompare fractions |simple situations, [identify points, and lappropriate using words such
W. Williams 59 2381 2531 |having like or how a change in  |describe paths standard units and |as certain, most
unlike one quantity using ordered pairsjtools to measure [likely, equally
2405 denominators with [results in a change ((first quadrant). length, likely, least likely,
or without models. (in another quantity mass/weight, possible, and
W. Phillips 59 2381 2531 capacity, and impossible.

angles.
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School PM Toolkits

A GUIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONA

Elementary School Edition

September 2010

School Performance Management Toolkit:

A GUIDE FOR TEACHER TEAMS

High School Edition

September 2010

Toolkits offer step-by-step guides for Teacher
Teams and Instructional Leadership Teams on
using student data to differentiate instruction.

Guides offer recommendations and tools to assist

schools in:

* Creating conditions for success

- Setting goals

- Choosing and developing strategic data
sources

- Developing norms and protocols for effective
teamwork

* Analyzing data

* Preparing data

* Asking the right questions of data
* Conducting root cause analysis

* Taking action and adjusting instruction
* Developing meaningful action items

* Executing and monitoring action items

* Reflecting on effectiveness of action items and

team process

Performance Management




Parent Engagement

Information Presented
» New parent-friendly report format

: _ : : « Summarizes school performance
This report card is for your child's school. It tells you how the school performed during the 2009-2010
school year and how the school has been improving over time. For more information, see the back of . .
this report or talk to your school’s principal. You can also visit the website listed below. L] I nd ICateS pro batlon Status

This school’s performance rating is: This school’s status is: Rati n g S b a Sed O n C P S Pe rfo rm a n Ce
[]  Excellent Standing (Level 1) O Not on Probation POI icy

W cocssondrn vt ¥ onmomor AYP results also included (meets NCLB

[7]  Low Academic Standing (Level 3) 0 Not Applicable

Your school’s performance rating is based on the CP5 Performance Policy. Your school earned 50% of req u i re m e n tS )

the available points on the Performance Policy in the 2009-2010 school year, which places the school in
Level 2. Your school must receive a Level 1 or 2 rating for a second year to be removed from probation.

Il 2010 Performance Improvement Over Time

. Below Average About the same as other CPS schools

% of students

meeting or

exceeding state 2010 Subject

standards in 2010 Performance Improvement Over Time

Reading Average About the same as other CPS schools
Math Average About the same as other CPS schools

e
| -
O
O
)
| -
o
Q.
Q
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o
o
N -
O
V)
V)
ol
O

Science Average . Meore than other CPS schools




Dashboard Guided Analysis Tools

intervention

Data Worksheet

Grade (Ds and Fs)

School XxxXX

Time Period Q2, 2009-2010

Grades

1. What is our overall school performance?
+ How many students received at least one D or

1. Review school-

wide performance Instructions:

2. How are we performing at each grade-levq
2. Review grade-level - Ateach gradelevel, how many students recei
data . At each grade level, how many classes are stu
+ At each grade level, how many students have

(1) Intervention 1

Which students require support? What kind of support?

* Fill in your current students (sorted by number of D/Fs). For example, list all of your students with 1 D/F this quarter,all

your students with 2 D/Fs this quarter, etc
*Fillin the numberof D/Fs last quarter
* For each student, indicate what issues are affecting their performance

* Once completed, determine appropriate intervention

* Assign teacher or administrator to be responsiblefor ensuring intervention ocaurs

. 2) Intervention 2
3. How are our classrooms performing? 2

3. Review classroom-

level data (3) Intervention3

+ Ineach dassroom, how many students are re

Intervention Strategy

4. Which of our students require support?
+ How many students meet college readiness bu
« What kind of support do our students need?

4. Review student-

level data Strategy 1

Absences Last Absences This
Quarter Quarter

Instructor Resp

Strategy 2

Strategy 3

-

CTCs should use the freshman and sophomore watch lists to identify
student-level attendance issues

Automated reports provide custom analysis of key student outcome measures
These reports are meant to assist ILTs so that they don’t have to crunch their own data
Interactive documents highlight issues by grade, classroom, and students in need of

Example metrics include attendance, student grades, and on-track status

Grades

How many students received at least one D or F over time?

Reflections on This Data

at LleastOneDor F

Percent of Students

Q

Last
Year

+ How has the number of students with aD orF
changed since last year?

+ How has the number of students with aD orF
changed throughout this year? Is this change
due to any teacher policies?

Q2

Q3

Ql

Q2 +  What other aspects of student behavior may be

School (Last Year)| 13.5% | 21.7% | 12.8% | 19.1% | 15.4% contributing to poor gradf:tg‘e)‘—l?' low
School (This Year)| NA |20.9% [ 13.0% | 18.8% 16.1% .

Area (This Year) | XX% | XX% | XX% | XX% | XX%

District (This Year) YY% | Y¥% | w% | vvo% | vve% z

Performance Management




Teaching for Learning Framework

Plan for
Results

. Knew your content

2, Know your students

3, St interim and annual geaks

4, Create or select assesamants

5, Devellop standards-based unit plans
and objectivesdriven besson plans

Analyze
& Adjust

. Analyze student data &
Instructional practics

2,Modifly unit plans and daiy
lessons

3, Adjust practice and re-teach

© 2010 Chicago Public Schools

Student
Learning

Create a

Learning
Environment

1. Interact positively and

respectfully with students
. Promote A culare for Beaming
L Implement behavioral expestations,
reinforce positive behavier, and
comeet offtask behavior
4. Develop classroom procedures and
rowtines to maximize instruetional time
5. Organize dassroom space and materlals

1.Engage students in understanding lessan

objectives |
L Provide multiple ways for students at different )l'

leaming bevels to sccess igorous content /
3. Use effective questioning to develop

higher Bevel understanding of content
4. Pravide multiple epportunities for

student-lo-student inlersction

and strustured academibc talk
B, Chetk lar academic

understanding and respond

appropHately during

he besson

Educate + Ingpire  Transform

v' Creating a CPS shared language of

good teaching

v" Providing clear expectations for

teachers

v Providing tools for coaching and

providing feedback on the quality of
instruction

v" Focusing on what matters most:

improved student outcomes



Teaching for Learning Framework

CPS Teaching for Learning Framework Rubric

Draft: October 22, 2010

Teaching for Learning Framework Rubric: Create a Learning Environment

LE1: Interact positively and respectfully with students

LE

Level 4

Teacher is highly effective at
interacting positively and
respectfully with students

Level 3

Teacher is effective at interacting
positively and respectfully with
students

Level 2

Teacher is partially effective at
interacting positively and
respectfully with students

Level 1

Teacher is ineffective at
interacting positively and
respectfully with students

There is evidence that the teacher
has strong, individualized
relationships with students.

The teacher has a positive rapport
with all students, as demonstrated
by displays of positive affect,
evidence of relationship building,
and expressions of interest in
students’ thoughts and opinions.

Interactions among students are
both positive and respectful.
Students actively seek one
another’s assistance and support
forlearning.

Teacher cultivates and maintains a
classroom culture that is explicitly
based on respect.

Teacher and students clearly value
individual personalities, abilities,
and cultures.

The teacher has a meaningful
rapport with most students, as
demonstrated by displays of positive
affect, evidence of relationship
building, and expressions of interest
in students’ thoughts and opinions.

Interactions among students are
mostly positive and respectful.
Students may seek assistance and
support from those they are most
familiar.

Teacher seeks to develop a
classroom culture that is based on
respect.

Students do not overtly criticize or
ostracize their peers based on
personality, ability, or culture.

The teacher may have a positive
rapport with some students, but
not others, or may demonstrate
little rapport with students.

Some interactions among
students are sometimes negative
and disrespectful. Students
rarely seek assistance from one
another.

Teacher may attempt to build a
classroom culture that is
positive.

Most of the time, students do not
criticize or ostracize their peers
based on personality, ability, or
culture.

There may he little or no
evidence of a positive rapport
between the teacher and the
students, or there may be
evidence that the teacher has a
negative rapport with
students.

Interactions among students
are often negative and
disrespectful. Students avoid
working with one another.

Teacher does not attempt to
develop a classroom culture.
In several cases, students are
overtly criticized or ostracized
by their peers based on
personality, ability, or culture.
For example, there is frequent
use of sarcasm, put-downs, or
Conflict by both teacher and
students.

Performance Management
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