
Teacher Evaluations: Do Classroom Observations
and Evaluator Training Really Matter?

Item Type Other

Authors Pies, Sarah J.

Publisher Cunningham Memorial library, Terre Haute,Indiana State
University

Download date 18/05/2023 23:14:10

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10484/12357

http://hdl.handle.net/10484/12357


 

 

 

 

 

 

Teacher Evaluations: Do Classroom Observations and Evaluator Training Really Matter? 

_______________________ 

A Dissertation  

Presented to 

The College of Graduate and Professional Studies 

Department of Educational Leadership 

Indiana State University 

Terre Haute, Indiana 

______________________ 

In Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements for the Degree 

Doctor of Philosophy 

_______________________ 

by 

Sarah J. Pies 

December 2017 

 Sarah J. Pies 2017 

 

Keywords: teacher evaluations, teacher accountability, classroom observations, and evaluators 



 

 

 

 

 

VITA 

 

Sarah J. Pies 

 

EDUCATION 

 

2002    Purdue University  

West Lafayette, Indiana 

B.A. in Elementary Education 

 

2012    Marian University 

   Indianapolis, Indiana 

M.A. in Art of Teaching 

 

2017    Indiana State University 

Terre Haute, Indiana 

Ph.D. in Educational Leadership 

 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

 

2016 –   Center on Education and Lifelong Learning, Indiana University, 

Bloomington, Indiana 

Research Associate 

 

2013 – 2016  Indiana Department of Education, Indianapolis, Indiana 

Educator Effectiveness Coordinator 

 

2012 – 2013  Lighthouse Academies Charter Schools, Indianapolis, Indiana 

Regional Vice President 

 

2005 – 2012  Indiana Department of Education, Indianapolis, Indiana 

School Improvement & Turnaround Specialist 

 

2005 – 2006   Ivy Tech Community College, Bloomington, Indiana 

Adjunct Faculty 

 

2003 – 2005   Southwestern Consolidated School Corporation, Shelbyville, Indiana 

Sixth Grade Teacher 

 

 



iii 

 

 

 

 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

Committee Chair: Terry McDaniel, Ph.D. 

 Professor, Department of Educational Leadership, Bayh College of Education 

 Indiana State University 

Committee Member: Paul Kaiser, Ph.D. 

 Lecturer, Bayh College of Education 

 Indiana State University 

Committee Member: Mark Frederick, Ph.D. 

 Lecturer, Bayh College of Education 

 Indiana State University 

 

  



iv 

 

 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine if the minimum number of observations stated in a 

district’s teacher evaluation plan, observation characteristics described in a district’s evaluation 

plan, and the characteristic of those evaluating teachers had an impact on whether a school would 

receive a bonus or penalty point for Indiana’s A-F accountability model.  This study analyzed 

both math and English/language arts bonus and penalty points for all schools whose district has 

been implementing the new mandated teacher evaluation plan since the 2012-2013 school year.  

This included 3,997 schools within 215 districts in Indiana.  Overall, when predicting whether a 

school will receive a bonus or penalty point, the findings for math were stronger than the 

findings for English/language arts. When considering whether a school will receive a bonus point 

for math, the minimum number of observations stated in the district’s evaluation plan was a 

significant predictor of a bonus point by itself but has a negative relationship associated with a 

reduction of the probability of getting a bonus point for math. Observation characteristics also 

had predictors in each model, both centered on the number of required observations in the plan 

(the actual number or just their presence in the plan).  In the models using only the number of 

observations as a variable, the predictors were associated with an increased likelihood in a 

penalty and a decreased likelihood in a bonus.  For the models with evaluator characteristics 

data, significant factors found a negative relationship with the likelihood of a school receiving a 

bonus point for math.  When considering whether a school will receive a bonus point for 

English/language arts, evaluator characteristics did not serve as significant predictors nor does 
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the minimum number of observations stated in the district’s evaluation plan. One significant 

relationship was determined in that  a district stating in its evaluation plan that both pre- and 

post-conferences are required, including goal setting, had a positive impact on the likelihood of 

getting a bonus point for English/language arts versus getting no bonus or penalty.   
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The Merriam-Webster Dictionary’s definition of evaluation is to judge the value or 

condition of someone or something in a careful and thoughtful way (“Evaluate”, 2016).  Other 

terms often associated with evaluations include appraising, assessing, or rating.  The first formal 

employee evaluations in the United States can be dated back to the 20th Century and were further 

developed in the United States after World War II (“History,” n.d., para. 1).  In the past several 

years, policy makers in Indiana required districts to implement annual teacher/educator 

evaluations based on mandated components that include having student achievement and growth 

significantly inform the final evaluation ratings.  Indiana’s required components also include 

rigorous measures of effectiveness, including classroom observations that must take place a 

minimum of two times a year. These mandates were a result of schools and districts using federal 

funds in low poverty or Title I schools.  

In 2001, the United States Congress approved No Child Left Behind (NCLB; 2002), 

which was the federal legislation of how states used federal funding like Title I.  Schools that 

were rated as in need of improvement had a prescriptive way of how the funds related to 

improving student achievement were to be used.  For example, schools that were failing to 

ensure that all subgroups of students were meeting the proficiency mark on state-mandated 

assessments had to set aside 20% of their Title I funds for school choice and supplemental 
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educational services.  The overall goal of NCLB was to ensure that all students were proficient 

on state-mandated assessments by 2014, but this was an unrealistic goal as it included all 

students regardless of their academic backgrounds and baseline performance levels (NCLB, 

2002).   

In 2010, President Barak Obama allowed states to submit a waiver to NCLB, called the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Waiver, since Congress could not pass a bill 

to reauthorize the outdated educational law (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).  Even though 

the waiver did not require implementation of the many strict requirements of NCLB, it did 

mandate that states establish other prescriptive mandates such as annual teacher and principal 

evaluations.  The evaluations had to include student-growth measures to significantly inform the 

teachers’ and principals’ final summative rating (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). 

In early 2012, the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) submitted the first ESEA 

Flexibility Waiver to the United States Department of Education (USDE), which was approved.  

The ESEA Flexibility Waiver allowed states to use Title I funds with fewer restrictions.  In order 

to receive approval for the ESEA Flexibility Waiver, Indiana had to ensure that annual teacher 

and principal evaluations were included in law (IDOE, 2012a).  In Indiana’s first submission of 

the waiver, the USDE approved annual evaluations of teachers and principals using student 

growth and achievement scores to significantly inform the summative evaluation ratings (IDOE, 

2012a).  The 2011 Indiana General Assembly enacted Indiana Code (I.C.) § 20-28-11.5 (State of 

Indiana, 2011, p. 2), which requires annual evaluations of all certificated K-12 education 

employees by four designations of (a) highly effective, (b) effective, (c) needs improvement or 

(d) ineffective.  Through a Republican reform movement of the then-Governor of Indiana, Mitch 

Daniels, and State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Tony Bennett, Indiana was one of the 
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first states in the nation to implement annual teacher evaluations tied to student test scores.  

Another important component to Indiana’s annual teacher evaluation law is that the final 

summative rating is tied to compensation.  A teacher who receives a rating of needs 

improvement or ineffective cannot receive a raise. 

Indiana also received an extension of the ESEA flexibility waiver during the summer of 

2015 (IDOE, 2015).  Some districts in Indiana have been implementing annual evaluations for 

certificated educators since the 2012-13 school year.  Indiana is not only the forerunner of 

implementing annual evaluations based on student test scores but also has the longest running 

implementation through the approved extension of the ESEA flexibility waiver (Doherty & 

Jacobs, 2015).  

In December of 2015, Congress approved the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), 

which reauthorizes NCLB and replaces the ESEA flexibility waivers (USDE, 2015).  ESSA 

gives the authority of educational issues and programs back to the states and is less restrictive 

than the previous two educational laws.  ESSA does not mandate teacher and principal 

evaluations as the former ESEA Flexibility Waivers did.  Throughout the years, the control of 

how funds are spent and the requirements tied to the funding has shifted from the federal 

government now back to the states with the recent passing of the ESSA. 

Statement of the Problem 

Since the first set of district, school, and teacher-preparation programs publicly released 

final summative ratings, the question has remained if the data are reliable.  Others have 

suggested that since there is a varying degree in the weight student achievement and growth are 

factored-in to the summative rating, that there should be a mandated range for student learning 

measures (Banks, 2015).  In Indiana, the emphasis of teachers’ evaluation ratings is weighted 
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highly on student test scores and not as much on the observation and feedback loop.  In July 

2016 at the Indiana State Board of Education board meeting, the Indiana University Center on 

Lifelong Learning (CELL) presented findings on the weights of student learning measures used 

in all the teacher evaluation plans (Cole & Murphy, 2016).  The discussion around revising the 

evaluation law in Indiana has been focused on the percentage used for student learning measures 

(Cole & Murphy, 2016).  The significance of classroom observation characteristics and evaluator 

characteristics on student achievement has not been analyzed in Indiana. Often, policy makers 

discuss the percentage or significance of the weight student learning measures should play in 

teacher evaluations without sufficient data to support their argument.  Indiana has been 

implementing teacher evaluations under the new requirements set forth during the 2011 

legislative session since the 2012-13 school year.  Many districts are using a variety of weights 

for student learning that range anywhere from 5-55% (Cole & Murphy, 2016).  Districts also 

have the minimum number of classroom observations of a teacher ranging from the state 

minimum of two up to nine per year.  Evaluator characteristics, such as when and how an 

evaluator was trained, also varies among districts. 

Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock (2001) found the most significant change agent to 

increase student achievement is a teacher.  Students taught by an excellent educator can make 

more growth percentile gains in an academic year than an average teacher or even worse, an 

ineffective teacher (Marzano et al., 2001).  The minimum number of times a teacher must be 

observed annually in Indiana is twice, but evaluation models exist that go beyond the minimum 

and include observations of teachers up to nine times per year.  Indiana State Board of Education 

(2012) rule requirements for evaluator training are not prescriptive and therefore allows for a 
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local decision on how evaluators are to be trained. The guidelines in 5110 IAC 10-6-3 require 

that 

 Any individual responsible for collecting evidence toward summative evaluations 

must be provided with training on how to collect and analyze evidence.  Such training 

may include, but is not limited to, training incorporated into professional 

development programs, supervisor-led training, or virtual training.  In developing 

training programs, a school corporation must incorporate mechanisms to assess 

evaluators' improvement in collecting and using evidence. 

 Summative evaluations. Administrators and other administrator-designated 

individuals shall be provided training by the school corporation on evaluating 

evidence provided and shall be responsible for making a final summative evaluation. 

(Indiana State Board of Education, 2012, p. 15) 

Since the 2012-13 school year, the IDOE has released educator effectiveness ratings by 

school corporation, school, and teacher preparation program. Over 65,000 educators have been 

included in the data each year.  An educator is defined by state law as anyone who is required to 

have a license for their job, also known as a certificated employee (I.C. § 28-28-11.5-0.5, 2001).  

Policy makers and legislators have argued against findings that indicate over 85% of educators 

have been rated as highly effective or effective, the top two categories for rating educators.  

Policy makers and legislators argue that the evaluation data do not correlate with state-mandated 

assessments and accountability levels.  Indiana State Board of Education members questioned 

how Indiana could rate over 80% of educators as highly effective or effective when students do 

not meet the standard of proficiency on state mandated assessments like ISTEP+ in many schools 

(Associated Press, 2014). 
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Indiana Code 20-28-11.5 directs that a district can locally decide the type of evaluation 

model used in their district, selecting from the following evaluation plan models: 

 RISE 2.0-state developed model for educator evaluation 

 Modified RISE 2.0 (see Appendix A of the RISE 2.0 Handbook for limitations) 

 Locally Developed Plan 

 The System for Teacher and Student Placement (TAP) 

 The Peer Assistance and Review Teacher Evaluation System (PAR) 

 Other (e.g., Charlotte Danielson, Marzano Teacher Evaluation, McRel (I.C. § 28-28-

11.5-0.5, 2001) 

Because districts are allowed to choose which evaluation model they use, some 

legislators and policy makers argue that the final summative evaluation rating data are unreliable 

(Cavazos & Elliott, 2015).  Indiana state law allows for local control and flexibility as districts 

are not required to follow the state model, RISE 2.0, but some legislators and policy makers 

would argue that such is the flaw.  Even though there is not a “one size fits all” evaluation model 

in Indiana, districts still must provide that their evaluation plan meets the following 

requirements: 

 Objective measures of student achievement and growth to significantly inform the 

evaluation.  The objective measures must include: 

o Student assessment results from statewide assessments for certificated employees 

whose responsibilities include instruction in subjects measured in statewide 

assessments, 

o Methods for assessing student growth for certificated employees who do not teach 

in areas measured by statewide assessments, and 
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o Student assessment results from locally developed assessments and other test 

measures for certificated employees whose responsibilities may or may not 

include instruction in subjects and areas measured by statewide assessments. 

 Rigorous measures of effectiveness, including observations and other performance 

indicators. 

 An annual designation of each certificated employee in one (1) of the following rating 

categories: 

o Highly Effective 

o Effective 

o Improvement Necessary 

o Ineffective 

 An explanation of the evaluator's recommendations for improvement, and the time in 

which improvement is expected. 

 A provision that a teacher who negatively affects student achievement and growth cannot 

receive a rating of highly effective or effective. 

 The evaluator shall discuss the evaluation with the certificated employee (I.C. § 28-28-

11.5-0.5, 2001, p. 2) 

The Indiana State Board of Education followed rulemaking from the 2011 Indiana 

General Assembly to give more detail in certain aspects of the evaluation code. State Board Rule 

defines that the “rigorous measure of effectiveness” (p. 14) includes a minimum of two 

classroom observations (Indiana State Board, 2012).  Indiana State Board Rule also requires that 

when student growth measures are available, they must be the primary measure of student 

achievement and growth for teachers being evaluated.  In Indiana, student growth is provided for 
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English/language arts and/or math teachers in Grades 4-8. (Indiana State Board of Education 

2012).  The requirements set forth in the state-adopted model, RISE 2.0, are more rigorous than 

the legal requirements stated above (State of Indiana, 2011).  For example, RISE 2.0 requires 

each educator to be observed for a minimum of two extended observations of at least 40 minutes 

and a minimum of three short observations of at least 10 minutes throughout the school year.  

This is RISE 2.0’s interpretation of rigorous measures of effectiveness, including observations 

and other performance indicators as cited in I.C. § 20-28-11.5 (IDOE, 2012c).  The State Board 

of Education gave guidance through rule 511 IAC 10-6, which states an educator must be 

observed a minimum of twice a year without mandating time requirements.  The percentage of 

student growth and achievement or student learning measures is also an area in evaluation plans 

that is currently a local decision (Indiana State Board of Education, 2012). 

Indiana Code states, “Student growth and achievement must significantly inform the final 

evaluation rating” (State of Indiana, 2011, p. 83).  The percentage of “significantly informs” is 

also a local decision for those who locally develop their evaluation plan.  For districts 

implementing RISE 2.0 the percentages of student growth and achievement ranges are 50% for 

teachers in state mandated tested grades, 4-8 English/language arts and/or math, to 35% for 

teachers without state mandated testing (IDOE, 2012c). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine if the number of observations relate to 

student achievement as measured by student growth through bonus and penalty points in the A-

F accountability model. I also focused more on teacher inputs rather than the student outcomes.  

Another purpose of this study was to determine if there was a correlation with the 

characteristics of the observation process and the characteristics of evaluator training as stated 
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in each districts’ evaluation plan and student achievement as determined by the A-F bonus and 

penalty points.  Per Indiana law, the two major components of teacher ratings are based on 

objective measures of student achievement and growth and on rigorous measures of 

effectiveness, including classroom observations (IDOE, 2012a).  The characteristics of 

classroom observations and evaluators w based on Indiana Teacher Appraisal and Support 

System (INTASS) Teacher Evaluation Plan Rubric developed by Murphy and Cole (2013).  

“The primary purpose of The INTASS Teacher Evaluation Plan Rubric is to assist school 

districts in developing and implementing high quality teacher evaluation systems using the 

essential components of the INTASS teacher evaluation system rubric” (Murphy & Cole, 2013, 

p. 3).  The field-tested INTASS Teacher Evaluation Plan Rubric has 36 components, which 

include the components used for data analysis around observations and evaluator 

characteristics.  The characteristics used for observation include (a) a description of the 

observation process that included the number of annual observations required each year, (b) the 

number of observations per year, (c) a description of the observation process that included the 

length of observations, (d) a description of the observation process that included the purpose 

and delivery of observation feedback including time parameters for providing and how the 

observation data were recorded, and (e) if both pre and post conferences are required.  The 

characteristics for evaluators extracted from the evaluation plans include (a) if the plan clearly 

described who will evaluate teachers, (b) if the plan clearly defined evaluator roles and 

responsibilities, (c) if the district required evaluator training with certification for all evaluators, 

(d) if the district required third party training of evaluators, and (e) if the district required 

evaluator training with a yearly renewal (Murphy & Cole, 2013).  The INTASS Teacher 

Evaluation Plan Rubric was used for a 2016 research report presented to the Indiana State 
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Board of Education (Cole & Murphy, 2016).  Many of the 36 components go beyond the legal 

requirements of an evaluation plan, but are research-based for creating an effective evaluation 

system.  Research presented to the Indiana State Board of Education to date has been focused 

on the weights of student achievement and growth as determined by statewide and local 

assessments but not on observation and evaluator characteristics. 

Significance of the Study 

As a new federal law, ESSA went into effect on August 1, 2016, and Indiana is now in a 

position to revise, add, or delete mandated components of the annual teacher evaluation law. 

Now that there is no federal mandate to implement annual teacher evaluations.  Indiana law is 

the only thing standing in the way of lawmakers updating the requirements of annual teacher 

evaluations tied to student growth and achievement that was passed in 2011.  Indiana 

University’s CELL is currently researching objective measures of student learning. The 

significance of CELL’s study might provide an analysis of the data surrounding the component 

on rigorous measures of effectiveness including classroom observations and evaluator 

characteristics (Cole & Murphy, 2016). 

Administrators could use the findings of this research as guidance to help school districts 

determine the weight set for rigorous measures of effectiveness in the final evaluation rating. 

Additionally, the results of this research might also guide policy making in revising requirements 

for the number of classroom observations and feedback a teacher receives each year. 

Furthermore, analysis from this research will turn the discussion from how much weight student 

achievement and growth should have on the summative evaluation rating to how many 

observations with meaningful feedback a teacher should receive each year from an effective 

evaluator. 
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Research Questions 

 This study addressed the following research questions: 

1. Are the minimum number of annual teacher classroom observations related to a 

school receiving a bonus or penalty point for student growth as determined by the 

bonus or penalty points through Indiana’s A-F accountability model? 

2. Do observation characteristics described in a district’s evaluation plan have a 

relationship with a school receiving a bonus or penalty point for student growth as 

determined by the bonus or penalty points through Indiana’s A-F accountability 

model? 

3. Do evaluator characteristics described in a district’s evaluation plan have a 

relationship with a school receiving a bonus or penalty point for student growth as 

determined by the bonus or penalty points through Indiana’s A-F accountability 

model? 

Methodology 

The research examined schools that received no point, a bonus point, or a penalty point in 

the 2014-15 school year in the state accountability A-F letter grade model.  This included schools 

that have Grades 4-8, since the IDOE only provides growth data for Grades 4-8.  Data were 

gathered both from each district’s evaluation plan on the minimum number of classroom 

observations a teacher receives in a year and for evaluator characteristics.   I analyzed districts 

that implemented the new evaluation model starting from the 2012-2013 school year and were 

still implementing at the time of my study.  That includes 215 out of the 292 school districts in 

Indiana.  Some districts bargained a contract prior to the evaluation law having gone into effect 

on July 1, 2011, and therefore were not required to implement the evaluation requirements until 
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their contract is expired.  The research examined each evaluation model being used in Indiana 

which includes RISE 2.0, Modified RISE 2.0, locally developed plans, other plan, and the 

System for Teacher and Student Placement (TAP).  Originally, 223 districts started 

implementing annual teacher evaluations in the 2012-13 school year.  Of the 223 districts, only 

215 where included in analysis due to some districts not submitting and uploading their 

evaluation plan to the IDOE or because they did not receive a growth bonus or penalty point 

from the IDOE through their accountability grade letter.   

Currently, Indiana has final evaluation ratings for all educators for the 2012-13, 2013-14, 

and 2014-15 school year.  Districts are required to submit their evaluation plans each year to the 

IDOE per I.C. § 20-28-11.5 and the plans are posted on the IDOE’s website.  Through their 

research, the IDOE and CELL have reviewed evaluation plans for the required components 

mandated in the law.  I built upon the review of the IDOE’s and CELL’s work to look directly at 

the number of observations, observation characteristics, and evaluator characteristics each 

district stated in their plan.  

Upon analyzing the data and using the multiple regression and logistical regression 

model, I determined if there was a relationship between the minimum number of classroom 

observations and the bonus and penalty points in the A-F accountability model for each school in 

the 215 districts.  The variables were the number of observations stated in the district’s 

evaluation plan, observation characteristics described in the district’s evaluation plan and 

evaluator characteristics described in the district’s evaluation plan.  The logistical regression 

model as used to determine if the number of observations required each year for teachers in the 

district had an impact on whether a school would receive a bonus or penalty point for the A-F 
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accountability model.  The same analysis using the logistical regression model was completed 

for observation and evaluator characteristics as stated in the district evaluation plans. 

Assumptions 

Over the past several years, policy discussions have been primarily focused on student 

learning measures of student learning in the rating of annual teacher evaluations.  I researched 

the potential impact the number of classroom observations and evaluator characteristics had on 

student growth as determined by the A-F accountability model penalty and bonus points.  I 

anticipated that how often a teacher was observed in their classrooms each year would have a 

positive relationship on whether the school received a bonus point for growth determined by the 

A-F accountability model.  I also anticipated that if a district stated in their evaluation plan all the 

observation characteristics, as stated in INTASS’s rubric, it would have a positive relationship 

whether the school received a bonus point for growth determined by the A-F accountability 

model.  I also anticipated that if a district stated all the evaluator characteristics, as stated in 

INTASS’s rubric, it would have a positive relationship to whether the school received a bonus 

point for growth determined by the A-F accountability model.   

Limitations 

While I worked at the IDOE during the time each district submitted their annual teacher 

evaluation plans and reviewed the evaluation plans for compliance, the reviews were never 

revealed publicly. Since this is a quantitative study, my bias should not influence this study. 

When districts submit their teacher evaluation plans to the IDOE for Legal Standard 12 

for public school accreditation, the superintendent reports the model evaluation plan they are 

implementing for the year.  Therefore, the type of evaluation plans implemented at each district 

are categorized by the self-reported model.  The evaluation plans along with the model type are 
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displayed annually on the IDOE’s website per I.C. § 20-28-11.5.  It is not a requirement that the 

IDOE check to ensure the model reported is the model being implemented. 

Due to the federal oversight in requiring states that requested the ESEA Flexibility 

Waiver to implement College and Career-Ready Standards (USDE, 2010), Indiana has been in 

transition of new state academic standards for the last several years.  Indiana approved the new 

College and Career-Ready Standards in April of 2014 and first implemented them during the 

2014-15 school year (IDOE, 2011a).  As with many states that implemented the new rigorous 

standards, proficiency rates dropped (Cavazos, 2015).  This drop in student test scores on 

ISTEP+ due to the changing of state standards will limit the research when looking at data trends 

over the years.  In 2016, the Indiana General Assembly approved SB 200 and HB 1003 in order 

to hold schools and teachers harmless for a drop in student test scores and allowed schools and 

teachers to use the better of the accountability grade and evaluation from the 2013-14 and 2014-

15 school years (IDOE, 2016).  For example, if a school was rated an A during the 2013-14 

school year and dropped to an F based on the scores from the 2014-15 test, the school would be 

awarded a letter grade of A for the 2014-15 school year.  For teacher evaluation summative 

ratings, HB 1003 did not require student achievement and growth data from state mandated 

assessments to be used in a teacher’s summative rating (IDOE, 2016).  They could use the 

student growth and achievement date from state assessments if the data increased the summative 

rating.  So ultimately, no school or teacher was hurt due to the drop in test scores during the 

2014-15 school year.  The 2014-15 school year, A-F school letter grade and teacher summative 

ratings will not be a true reflection previous years student growth and achievement data for A-F 

letter grades and teacher summative ratings since the two bills were passed that affected any 

schools or teachers to drop in rating. 
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Delimitations 

Only school districts that have been implementing teacher evaluations since the start of 

the required law in 2012-13 school year were included in this study.  That included 215 of the 

292 school districts in Indiana.  Charter schools were not required by state law to follow the 

same requirements in Indiana code for teacher evaluations, tenure, and compensation as 

traditional school districts and were therefore not included in this study. 

Definitions 

A-F letter grade: The legal requirement for both state and federal law that uses state-mandated 

assessments to annually rank schools on an A-F scale (IDOE, 2012b). 

Bonus and penalty points: A school’s letter grade can be lowered one grade or raised two letter 

grades based on the percentage of low growth students moving into the high growth area.  A 

school’s score may be raised or lowered based on student academic growth:  

1) The preliminary score may be raised if a significant percentage of their lowest 

performing students on ISTEP+ (the bottom 25%) show high growth.  

ELA = 42.5% Math = 44.9%  

2) The preliminary score may be raised if a significant percentage of their remaining 

students on ISTEP+ (the top 75%) show high growth.  

ELA = 36.2% Math = 39.2%  

3) The preliminary score may be lowered if a significant percentage of all students on 

ISTEP+ (100%) show low growth.  

ELA = 39.8% Math = 42.4% (IDOE, 2012b) 
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End of Course Assessments (ECA): The high school equivalent to the ISTEP+ state-mandated 

assessment.  The ECAs are criterion-referenced assessments developed specifically for students 

completing their instruction in Algebra I or English 10. (IDOE, 2011c) 

Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational Progress-Plus (ISTEP+):  The state-mandated 

assessment for students in Grades 3-8 to be tested annually on English/language arts and math 

(IDOE, 2011b). 

RISE 2.0: The state-created evaluation model after Public Law 90 put into effect to give districts 

a free and “off the shelf” evaluation model (IDOE, 2012c). 

State-mandated assessment: In Indiana, there are two main state-mandated assessments: ISTEP+ 

for Grades 3-8 and ECAs for high school which include the content areas English/language arts 

(ELA) and mathematics (IDOE, 2011c). 

Personal Statement and Research Bias 

I began teaching at the elementary level and, after a reduction in force in the small rural 

school corporation in which I was teaching, left the profession to become a Title I Specialist for 

the Indiana Department of Education.  At the IDOE, I had several positions including School 

Improvement Specialist, School Turnaround Specialist, and Coordinator of Educator 

Effectiveness.  I left the IDOE for my current position at Indiana University as a research 

associate, focusing on teacher evaluations and teacher equity.  I also have experience leading K-

12 charter schools in Indianapolis and teaching at the higher education level. 

With my experience in education, I have the personal perspectives of a teacher, 

administrator, professional development trainer, policy maker, and state compliance officer with 

state and federal funds.  I have experienced teacher evaluations professionally and personally for 

several years.   



17 

 

My father, who just retired, taught at a technical community college for over 40 years, 

and when I began my career in education, he told me stories of students who had graduated high 

school even though they were not able to read.  He was teaching them a trade and would have to 

read tests to them in so they might find a job and live as a productive citizen.  He would say to 

me, “How could all those teachers pass students through the grades and let them graduate 

without being able to read?”  This was long before standardized assessments and holding schools 

and teachers accountable.  I am certain I possess some bias because I believe teacher evaluations 

and accountability should remain in the education world.  In my opinion, I do not believe teacher 

evaluations and accountability should be removed from Indiana law.  I hope this research will 

provide insight into the revisions that should be made to ensure teacher evaluations and 

accountability are improving instruction in the classrooms around Indiana.  I worked closely with 

my committee and chair to ensure such bias will not interfere with the research and the findings. 

Summary 

Indiana has seen both federal and state education law change in the past four years.  

These changes could have an effect on Indiana’s teacher evaluation law.  This study addressed 

the question as to whether the number of classroom observations, observation characteristics, and 

evaluator characteristics have ultimately improved student learning outcomes in Indiana.  With 

four years of implementation data on 215 public school districts in Indiana, the study found what 

components of an effective evaluation plan relate to student and teacher outcomes more so than 

others did.   

Chapter 1 included an introduction, the purpose of the study, a statement of the problem, 

research questions, limitations, delimitations, and definitions.  Chapter 2 includes a literature 

review of teacher evaluations and best practices of implementing teacher evaluation models.  



18 

 

Chapter 3 explains the methodology involved in order to address the research questions listed in 

chapter one.  Chapter 4 includes the results and findings from data that were analyzed.  Chapter 5 

includes the results and recommendations for further research and policy making in the state. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 Chapter 2 will present the background of teacher evaluations in the United States and in 

Indiana along with arguments in opposition to teacher evaluations.  Teacher accountability and 

teacher effectiveness as linked to student achievement is also presented.  Last, I define the key 

components of research-based evaluation systems with a focus on classroom observations, 

feedback, and evaluator training.   

Background on Teacher Evaluation 

Castetter (1996) defined teacher evaluation as “the formal assessment of a teacher by an 

administrator, conducted with the intention of drawing conclusions about his/her instructional 

performance for the purpose of making employment decisions” (p. 9).  Evaluating teachers is not 

a new occurrence but is still a controversial topic in education today.  It was not until the 1950s 

that clinical supervisory models permeated the field of education (Marzano, Frontier, & 

Livingston, 2011).  “Since 2009, 32 states and the District of Columbia have significantly altered 

their policies towards teacher evaluation systems” (Rucinski & Diersing, 2014, p. 1).  The new 

evaluation systems were intended to make it easier to distinguish between effective and 

ineffective teachers.  Prior to new evaluation systems being implemented, the vast majority of 

teachers were not evaluated annually and when they were, they were rated as effective (Rucinski 

& Diersing, 2014). 

http://harvardpolitics.com/author/melanierucinski/
http://harvardpolitics.com/author/colindiersing/
http://harvardpolitics.com/author/melanierucinski/
http://harvardpolitics.com/author/colindiersing/
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Policy makers in Indiana even went a step further and required the IDOE to publicly 

display teacher evaluations ratings each year.  Indiana is one of only a couple of states that 

display final evaluation ratings of teachers and make the final evaluation ratings public (Doherty 

& Jacobs, 2015).  Indiana Code 20-28-11.5-9 (IDOE, 2012a) mandates that annual teacher 

ratings be displayed on the IDOE website annually by school, district, and teacher preparation 

program.  Unlike other professionals, teachers’ annual performance is visible for anyone to 

review and form their own comments.   

Danielson (2002) argued that “teacher evaluation serves two fundamental purposes: 

quality assurance and professional learning” (p. 64).  Mayo (1997) stated that teacher 

evaluations,  

should be based on criteria or goals that the principal and teacher agree are relevant to 

teacher development.  The evaluation system should give teachers (a) useful feedback on 

students’ needs, (b) the opportunity to learn new teaching techniques and (c) counsel 

from principals and other teachers about how to make changes in the classroom. (Mayo, 

1997, p. 1) 

Brill (2009) from The New Yorker wrote an article about the Rubber Room or Temporary 

Reassignment Center.  The Rubber Room was used to place New York City teachers in a 

contained classroom with no children after having been accused of misconduct or incompetence.  

Teachers were spending an average of three years in the Rubber Room while continuing to be 

paid. Toch (2016) believed this was one of the articles that started the movement to require 

annual teacher evaluations in President Obama’s administration with Race to the Top and ESEA 

Flexibility Waivers. 

Toch (2016) studied the implementation of teacher evaluation systems in the United 
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States as the Obama administration moved to mandate them.  The movement to mandate teacher 

evaluations happened quickly.  “As late as 2009, no states required teacher performance to be 

part of tenure decisions, the National Council on Teacher Quality reports” (Toch, 2016, p. 2).   

Under what has been one of the most rapid and wide-ranging policy responses in the 

history of public education, forty-six states have demanded more comprehensive teacher 

scrutiny, and nearly two dozen have directed school districts to weigh teaching 

performance in addition to experience when granting tenure and the substantial job 

protections it provides. (Toch, 2016, p.1) 

Doherty and Jacobs (2015) researched the ways teacher evaluations have been utilized in 

school districts across the United States since the required implementation.  Figure 1 highlights 

ways the new teacher evaluation data has been used to improve both instruction and student 

outcomes.  Toch (2016) was guided by the information presented in  Figure 1 to assert that 

“there’s a growing sense among reformers that the new generation of teacher evaluations should 

help teachers improve their craft instead of merely informing employment decisions, that 

strengthening the profession requires upgrading teachers’ performance instead of merely 

removing bad apples” (p. 9).  

 

 

 

 



22 

 

Figure 1. Uses of new teacher evaluation data (Toch, 2016, p. 8). 

Opposition to Teacher Evaluation 

Opposition to teacher evaluations in the United States is nothing new, because “since the 

turn of the century, teachers have protested that such appraisals undermine their professional 

status and misrepresent the teaching task” (McLaughlin & Pfeifer, 1988).  Teachers have 

opposed evaluations for a very long time and have found that “negative perceptions about 

evaluations and programs have often developed because of poor communication and a feeling 

that some programs are designed to penalize rather than reward teachers” (Southern Regional 

Education Board, 1988, p. 2).  Ryans (1953) stated that “teachers do not like to be judged; they 

do not look with favor upon proposals to assess their classrooms performance” (p. 1) and further 

that “assessment or evaluation of performance is a sine qua non in any effective personnel 

program” (p. 1).  Tolle and Murray (1958) studied teacher ratings and found that even in the late 
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1950s, teachers were being evaluated on questionable terms.  Evaluator or administrator 

judgement was used in “retention, promotion, or dismissal of teaching personnel” (Tolle & 

Murray, 1958, p. 1). 

Rucinki and Diersing (2014) stated, “Perhaps the biggest threat to the long-term viability 

of these evaluation systems is the vehement opposition from many states’ teachers unions” (p. 3).  

Many states currently have open lawsuits in opposition to the new teacher evaluation law.  In 

New Mexico, the American Federation of Teachers  “filed a lawsuit against the state education 

department and its education secretary, Hanna Skandera, arguing that the evaluation system 

relies too heavily on student test scores and violates teachers’ constitutional rights” (Caitlin, 

2015, p. 1). 

 There are reasons why there is opposition to teacher evaluations in Indiana where 

evaluations are tied to compensation, tenure, and dismissal, including reduction in force (RIF).  

The unease with teachers’ evaluations in Indiana started with submission of the ESEA Flexibility 

Waiver that required each state implement annual teacher and principal evaluations that were 

tied to decisions to inform human resources.  

Indiana implemented evaluation-based compensation for the first time in the 2012-2013 

school year.  I.C. § 20-28-9-1, which went into effect in 2011, requires compensation to be 

granted only to teachers who are rated as highly effective or effective.  Teachers rated in the 

bottom two categories of improvement necessary or ineffective cannot receive a raise or stipend 

of any kind for the year, including compensation awards.  Indiana has released compensation 

awards for teachers based on evaluation ratings since 2011 and, to date, over 100 million for 

teacher compensation awards for highly effective and effective teachers have been granted to 

Indiana school districts (IDOE, 2015).   

http://harvardpolitics.com/author/melanierucinski/
http://harvardpolitics.com/author/colindiersing/
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Prior to I.C. § 20-28-11.5 going into effect on July 1, 2011, teacher tenure made it almost 

impossible for a teacher to be fired (Wieder, 2012).  

One ineffective year can bump professional teachers back to probationary status, where 

another ineffective year can lead to dismissal.  The new system also makes it easier for 

current teachers who have achieved tenure, those considered ’established,’ to be fired.  

After two consecutive ineffective years, or achieving one of the two lowest ratings in 

three out of five years, the veteran teachers could be let go.  About all tenure really 

provides them is an extra year before dismissal can be considered. (Wieder, 2012, p. 5) 

Recently, Indiana law regarding RIF has been under review in the court system. In March 

of 2015, a federal judge ruled that the RIF provision of teacher tenure law is unconstitutional 

(Fischer, 2015).  “The court's ruling said state law already provided means for underperforming 

teachers to be terminated, and that there is ‘simply no basis for the repeated assertion of the state 

and board that’ the RIF provision is necessary to protect Indiana students from ‘ineffective’ 

teaching” (Fischer, 2015, p. 1).  The ruling “takes away the fear for an experienced teacher that 

because of that experience they'll be let go to keep a teacher who makes less” (Fischer, 2015, p. 

2) and came only after four years of implementation of the new law. 

Teacher Accountability 

“Although the Constitution does not specify education as a federal responsibility, the 

national government has long encouraged and often contributed to the support of schools and 

colleges” (Tyler, 1974, p.1).  The mandates for student and teacher accountability were tied to 

grants from the USDE.  If states wanted to receive federal funding, like the ESEA Flexibility 

Waiver, the state had to implement college and career- ready standards and annual teacher 

evaluations.  Support from the federal government for public schools was more clearly 



25 

 

developed by the 1960s when a policy regarding public education was released.  The three 

principles of the policy were 

(1) it recognized the responsibility of the states for the control and operation of public 

education (2) It proclaimed federal responsibility when it identified a danger that the 

citizens were being insufficiently educated to maintain the nation’s political and 

economic stability, and its defense (3) It exercised its responsibility by contribution to the 

support of public education activities, not by controlling them. (Tyler, 1974, p. 4) 

In Indiana and across the nation, the topic of teacher accountability has been on the 

forefront of educational topics in recent years.  School and teacher accountability can mean 

something different to each person.  Darling-Hammond (1989) stated that public accountability 

should do three things: “(1) set educationally meaningful and defensible standards for what 

parents and members of the general public can rightfully expect of a school system, school or 

teacher; (2) establish reasonable and feasible means by which these standards can be 

implemented and upheld; and (3) provide avenues for redress or corrections in practice when 

these standards are not met, so that ultimately students are well-served” (p. 72).   

Mayer (2005) defined teacher accountability in relationship to the government and 

accountability models in place today:   

The accountability models that are currently in place rely on government agencies to 

implement mechanisms to assure the public that all students are achieving the same 

acceptable standards of achievement.  Proponents of professional accountability systems 

argue for a system that enables and encourages teachers to be client oriented, to use all 

available knowledge in making professional decisions and to strive to learn and improve 

their professional practice. (Mayer, 2005, p. 1)  
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With the release of the ESEA Flexibility Waivers, states adopted new academic standards and 

assessments along with implementing annual teacher evaluation systems to which student test 

scores must significantly inform the final evaluation rating.  Mayer (2005) continued that 

“criticisms are not to suggest that accountability is a bad idea. The question is what form of 

accountability will enable and indeed encourage teachers to be responsive to students and their 

parents” (p. 2).  Mayer (2005) recommended,  

 As a profession, we need to continue our investigations into teaching, learning and 

learning to teach to support and inform such a process.  We must continue our activity to 

further develop and refine a knowledge base for teaching, including our understanding of 

how teachers develop professionally and how they use their knowledge in different 

contexts. (p. 5) 

Barr (1958) studied the measurement and prediction of teacher success and wrote, “There 

is a great need for valid, reliable and practical means of measuring and predicting teacher 

success” (p. 1).  This first starts with defining the role of teachers to better understand how to 

measure teaching success, but it is difficult to define teaching as it is a broad construct.  It is hard 

to evaluate practitioners in a profession that is difficult to define. 

 Baker, Oluwole, and Green (2013) studied recent legal consequences of mandating high 

stakes on teacher evaluations.  They found three issues with the scan of evaluation mandates in 

the United States due to the federal requirements of Race to the Top and the ESEA flexibility 

waiver.  Three basic problematic features are (a) the use of objective measures of student 

achievement and growth, (b) the placement of teachers into effectiveness categories, and (c) to 

place exact timelines on the conditions for removal of tenure (Baker, Oluwole, & Green, 2013); 

yet, all three are required in Indiana’s evaluation systems. 
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Teacher Effectiveness and Student Achievement 

To hold teachers accountable, federal policy, through Race to the Top (RTT) and the 

ESEA flexibility waivers in order to receive federal funding, was introduced.  In both RTT and 

the ESEA flexibility wavier, states had to ensure that student learning measures were a 

significant part of the teacher evaluation rating (Callahan & Sadeghi, 2015).  Over four billion 

federal dollars available for the RTT funds and the ESEA flexibility waiver allowed states to use 

their Title I funding more loosely (Callahan & Sadeghi, 2015).  

“Never before in the history of the United States have we based so many key education 

policy decisions on test scores outcomes, (Croft, Roberts, & Stenhouse, 2016, p.73).”  Croft et al. 

(2016) went on to say, “Across the United States, high-stakes testing policies have caused a 

trickle-down effect in which politicians put pressure to increase standardized test scores on 

school boards and superintendents, superintendents put pressure on principals, principals on 

teachers and teachers on students – all to little or no avail” (p. 73). 

Warring (2015) provided research on using standardized student tests in teacher 

evaluations.  

Standardized tests theoretically provide a consistent, objective means of evaluating a 

broad range of students on the same set of academic standards measured in the same way.  

Schools across the nation and in Indiana are diverse in terms of social-economic status 

and of race.  (Warring, 2015, p. 2) 

Warring (2015) did have a caveat as “but, in a best-case scenario, they are just one piece of the 

puzzle of student achievement and teacher effectiveness” (p. 2).  Warring (2015) continued to hit 

on the use of student standardized test scores in teacher evaluations. 
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However, there is more to being an effective teacher than utilizing and attempting to raise 

standardized test scores, yet test scores have gained widespread acceptance among the 

public as the key indicator of teacher performance.  Most states measure a teacher’s 

impact based on a student’s academic growth or on progress compared to other students. 

(Warring, 2015, p. 2) 

Heck (2009) stated that there are three challenges in using student achievement in 

determining the effectiveness of a teacher.  “One criticism of studies on the size and 

sustainability of teacher effects is that they often fail to take into account the successive teachers 

who come after the teacher whose long-term impact is being evaluated, for example, a first grade 

teacher’s impact on academic outcomes during students’ middle elementary years” (Heck, 2009, 

p. 6).  In Indiana, the student learning measure tied to the teacher’s evaluation rating is the one-

year effect.  Student learning measures are only tied to the student and teacher in the current 

year.  “A second criticism is the extent to which estimates of teacher effects can (and should) be 

used as measures of classroom effectiveness, especially in high-stakes evaluation situations, 

because of concerns with their validity and reliability” (Heck, 2009, p. 6).  Indiana has had a 

history of mishaps with the ISTEP+ test over the past several years where reliability, validity, 

and delays in scoring have all come into question in the last couple of years (Cavazos, 2016).  

Districts have also experienced online disruptions during the testing window due to the quick 

change to new college and career-ready state standards and assessment and the changing of 

vendors who develop and score the test.   

Finally, a number of technical issues can also confound estimates of teacher effects.  At 

least in part, the size of teacher effects seems to depend on technical details of how the 

quantitative models are designed (e.g. correlational, experimental, or quasi-experimental) 
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and investigated, whether data are cross-sectional or longitudinal, how variance in 

student outcomes is partitioned, and whether the focus is on achievement levels, 

covariate-adjusted achievement levels, or growth rates. (Heck, 2009, p. 7)  

 Student growth must be the primary measure of all student learning measures for teachers in 

Grades 4-8 who teach English/language arts and/or math.  (Indiana State Board of Education, 

2012) 

A study conducted by Kane, Kerr, and Pianta (2014) examined the relationship of 

observable classroom practices with student achievement.  Using data from the Cincinnati Public 

Schools Teacher Evaluation System, the researchers wanted to determine if “evaluations based 

on well-executed classroom observations do identify effective teachers and teaching practices” 

(Kane et al., 2014, p. 2).  Further findings suggested that 

a one-point difference in Overall Classroom Practices score is associated with one- 

seventh of a standard deviation increase in reading achievement, and one-tenth in math.  

These predicted differences suggest student achievement would benefit from efforts to 

improve teacher skill in all practices measured by TES. (Kane et al., 2014, p. 23)   

Kane et al. (2014) also found through their research that “among students assigned to different 

teachers with similar Overall Classroom Practices scores, we estimate that math achievement 

will grow more for students” (Kane et al., 2014, p. 23).   

The results presented here offer some of the strongest evidence to date on the relationship 

between teachers’ observed classroom practices and student achievement gains.  A 

student starting the year at the 50th percentile will gain three percentile points more in 

reading achievement in the classroom of a teacher with top-quartile practices (at least as 

measured by Cincinnati’s Teacher Evaluation System) then she would have in the 
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classroom of a bottom-quartile teacher.  The difference in math would be two percentile 

points.  Compare those TES-score-related differences to the estimated differences in 

achievement from all sources of teacher contribution: seven percentile points in reading 

achievement and six in math in Cincinnati.  Additionally, among teachers with similar 

overall classroom skills, differences in teachers’ relative skills in specific areas also 

predict variation in student achievement. (Kane et al., 2014, p. 25) 

A study conducted by Morgan, Hodge, Trepinski, and Anderson (2014) examined the 

data for teacher effectiveness and performance.  The researchers studied observation data and 

student standardized test score data for 132 teachers over five years.  Each teacher was observed 

four times a year for the five years.  The researchers concluded,  

The most commonly observed patterns for value-added ratings and observational ratings 

were scatter and positive trend, respectively.  These data suggested that while teachers in 

the study tended to improve their performance ratings over time, the improvement in 

classroom performance did not translate into improved effectiveness ratings, on average. 

(Morgan et al., 2014, p. 13)   

The researchers found that it is important to use just one measure in determining the overall 

rating of a teacher and argued that multiple measures should be used in teacher evaluations.  The 

researchers also provided explanations as to why the data showed an inconsistency with teacher 

performance and teacher effectiveness.  They discussed “measurement error, variables between 

teacher behavior and student achievement, and contextual differences, such as grade level, 

subject matter and class size and composition” to be reasons for the indifference (Morgan et al., 

2014, p. 14).  “Finally, the analysis indicated that teacher performance was inflated in low 

performing schools on average” (Morgan et al., 2014, p. 14).  This is different for the final 



31 

 

evaluation ratings over three years in Indiana.  Figure 2 displays the data trend for final teacher 

evaluation ratings over three years in Indiana (IDOE, 2016).  Indiana data show less highly 

effective and effective teachers in low performing schools, which is in contrast to the Morgan et 

al. (2014) study. 

 

Figure 2. 2014-15 Final educator evaluation results (IDOE, 2016, p. 18). 

The Indiana growth model is used for teachers in Grades 4-8 who teach English/language 

arts and/or math.  The individual growth measure (IGM) must be the primary measure of student 

achievement and growth in the final evaluation rating for these teachers per Indiana State Board 

Rule (2012).  This means a teacher in an elementary building that teaches a class of fifth graders 

will have the students’ IGM scores as the highest percentage or weight in the final evaluation 

rating as shown in Figure 3 (IDOE, 2012b).  IGM is calculated by showing  
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Academic progress over the course of a year.  It takes a student’s ISTEP+ score in the 

previous year or years and finds all other students in the state who received the same 

score(s), for example, in math.  Then it looks at all of the current year math scores for the 

same group of students to see how the student scored compared to the other students in 

the group.  Student growth is reported in percentiles, and therefore represents how a 

student’s current year ISTEP+ scores compare to students who had scored similarly in 

previous ISTEP+ tests. (IDOE, 2012b, p. 19) 

Student Growth Percentiles (SPGs) calculate how a student’s performance on a 

standardized test compares to the performance of all students who received the same 

score in the previous year (or who have the same score history in cases with multiple 

years of data). (Ehlert, Koedel, Parsons, & Podgursky, 2014, p. 3)  

Indiana uses the median SPGs for the teacher’s students to determine the IGM score for the 

teacher.  The IDOE calculates IGM for all 4-8 grade teachers each year and is based on a 1-4 

rating. The 1-4 rating is then calculated into the summative rating for the teacher. 
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Figure 3. RISE 2.0 group 1 teachers (IDOE, 2012b. p. 22). 

Components of Research-Based Evaluation Systems 

As noted in Chapter 1, Indiana uses a variety of evaluation systems in districts throughout 

the state. Some districts utilize the state developed RISE 2.0 evaluation model, some have 

developed their own evaluation plans, and others have implemented a national program such as 

Danielson, TAP, or Marzano (IDOE, 2012a).  Indiana mandated districts to include all 

requirements of I.C. § 20-28-11.5 into their evaluation plans, including objective measures of 

student achievement and growth, to significantly inform the evaluation.   

The objective measures must include: (a) student assessment results from statewide 

assessments; (b) methods for assessing student growth for certificated employees who do 

not teach in areas measured by statewide assessments; (c) student assessment results from 

locally developed assessments and other test measures; (d) rigorous measures of 

effectiveness, including observations and other performance indicators; (e) an annual 

designation of each certificated employee; (f) an explanation of the evaluator's 
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recommendations for improvement, and the time in which improvement is expected; (g) a 

provision that a teacher who negatively affects student achievement and growth cannot 

receive a rating of highly effective or effective; and (h) the evaluator shall discuss the 

evaluation with the certificated employee. (I.C. § 28-28-11.5-0.5, 2001, p. 4) 

In 2014, the Center on Great Teachers and Leaders released a guide on teacher evaluation 

systems that presented different ways states have mandated teacher evaluations systems.  Goe, 

Holdheide, and Miller (2014) demonstrated these different ways as shown in Table 1.  The table 

shows the three ways states have implemented teacher evaluations systems per state and federal 

law and the strengths and weaknesses with each system.  Indiana falls in the district evaluation 

system with required parameters.  I.C. § 20-28-11.5 mandates that Indiana school districts  

include components into their evaluation but does not mandate one state level system or mandate 

a certain type of evaluation model.  
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Figure 4. Evaluation Model Strengths and Weaknesses (Goe, Holdheidi, & Miller, 2014, p. 8). 

Goe et al. (2014) also stated that critical components necessary for an effective evaluation 

plan should include 

(a) specifying evaluation system goals, (b) establishing standards, (c) securing and 

sustaining stakeholder investment, and cultivating a strategic communication plan, (d) 
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selecting measures, (e) determining the structure of the evaluation system, (f) selecting 

and training evaluators, (g) ensuring data integrity and transparency, (h) using teacher 

evaluation results, and (i) evaluating the system. (Goe et al., 2014, p. 13) 

Evaluator Training 

In Indiana, evaluator training is presented in both state code and in administrative code 

for the State Board of Education.  Indiana code requires that an evaluator is the term that “a 

teacher who: (1) has clearly demonstrated a record of effective teaching over several years,(2) is 

approved by the principal as qualified to evaluate under the plan, and (3) conducts staff 

performance evaluations as a significant part of teacher's responsibilities.” (State of Indiana, 

2011, p. 1).  Indiana State Board of Education (2012) stated an evaluator is  

 (1) Any individual responsible for collecting evidence toward summative evaluations 

must be provided with training on how to collect and analyze evidence.  Such training 

may include, but is not limited to, training incorporated into professional development 

programs, supervisor-led training, or virtual training.  In developing training programs, a 

school corporation must incorporate mechanisms to assess evaluators' improvement in 

collecting and using evidence.  (2) An individual responsible for collecting evidence 

towards summative evaluations is not required to be certified in administration. (a) 

Summative evaluations.  Administrators and other administrator-designated individuals 

shall be provided training by the school corporation on evaluating evidence provided and 

shall be responsible for making a final summative evaluation.  (1) Any individual 

responsible for summative evaluations shall be provided with training on how to evaluate 

evidence and how to make a final summative judgment.  Such training may include, but 

is not limited to, training incorporated into professional development programs, 
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supervisor-led training, or virtual training.  In developing training programs, a school 

corporation must incorporate mechanisms to assess evaluators' competence in collecting 

and using evidence.  (2) An individual responsible for summative evaluations is not 

required to be certified in administration but must have experience in observing and 

analyzing teacher practice and student learning measures. (p. 15) 

Some states require a uniform evaluator training and require that trainees pass an assessment 

before evaluating a teacher.  Other states, including Indiana, do not have a uniform evaluator 

training program.  Some districts in Indiana train evaluators using their own personnel while   

others contract out with national organizations, such as the Danielson or TAP training.  The 

majority of districts have sent their evaluators to local education service centers to receive the 

RISE training.  Evaluator training can last anywhere from one day to five days.  There is also no 

consistency with the frequency of retraining evaluators.  Some districts trained evaluators during 

the planning year of 2011-2012 and have not retrained their evaluators.  Other districts make it 

an annual or even monthly agenda item to keep up to date on inter-rater reliability and changing 

of the evaluation system in their district.  

The frequency and length of training for evaluator training differs among districts around 

Indiana.  A study in Iowa in 1987 showed “that evaluation training apparently had a positive 

effect on evaluation procedures in use and on the evaluators” (Sweeney, 1992, p. 21).  The study 

followed a 30-hour evaluator training of superintendents, principals, and school personnel.  “Pre- 

and post-tests of the trainers indicated that the trainers had acquired the task-relevant knowledge 

of the evaluation concepts necessary to provide the training for the evaluator” (Sweeney, 1992, 

p. 8).  The study then followed the evaluation of 1,000 teachers over three years, who were 

surveyed to provide feedback on their evaluation before and after the evaluators were trained.  
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Classroom Observations and Feedback 

Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1986) explained two facets of classroom observation 

in terms of a teacher’s evaluation: “most human behavior is learned by observation through 

modeling” (p. 47).  In terms of a teacher being observed in the classroom, an evaluator observes 

the teacher’s instruction in order to rate the teacher.  Another way to see Bandura’s social 

cognitive theory (1986) is in the way feedback is given to the teacher after a classroom 

observation has taken place.  In the post-conference, an evaluator might model how instruction 

can improve in the classroom for the teacher, and as a result, the teacher will learn new behavior. 

Bandura (1986) asserted that, “Much social learning is fostered by observing the actual 

performance of others and the consequences for them” (p. 47).  Bandura also stated, “Modeling 

has always been acknowledged to be one of the most powerful means of transmitting values, 

attitudes and patterns of thought and behavior” (p. 48).  Teacher evaluation, observation, and 

feedback reflects Bandura’s (1986) assertion that “without informative guidance, much of one’s 

efforts would be expended on costly errors and needless toil.  Fortunately, most human behavior 

is learned by observation through modeling” (p. 47). 

 In modern classroom observations, evaluators observe the teacher using a document 

called a rubric.  Rubrics in the different evaluation systems such as RISE 2.0, TAP, Danielson, 

and Marzano are similar to but not exactly like one another. 

For example, in the Danielson Framework for Teaching, two of the four domains of 

teaching (the classroom environment and instruction) are observable in a teacher’s 

classroom practice.  Each of those two domains contains five smaller components, which 

show observers exactly what to look for when they step into a classroom, such as whether 

the teacher has established an environment of respect and rapport, managed classroom 
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procedures, used various questioning and discussion techniques, or engaged students in 

learning.  (Danielson, 2012a, p. 2)  

A study started in 2008 with Chicago Public Schools changed the way observations were 

implemented in 44 high poverty pilot schools (Steinberg & Sartain, 2015).  Before the study, 

each teacher received only two observations per year, which is the same as the current Indiana 

law.  The observations were changed to include a brief (15 to 20 minute) pre-observation 

conference during which the evaluation rubric was reviewed.  The conference also gave teachers 

being observed an opportunity to share any information about their classroom with the principal, 

such as issues with individual students or specific areas of practice about which the teacher 

wanted feedback (Steinberg & Sartain, 2015, p. 71).  The pre-observation conference was 

followed by the two 30 to 60-minute observations.  The study found “increased student 

achievement in the cohort 1 schools by 5.4% of a standard deviation in math and 9.9% of a 

standard deviation in reading” (Steinberg & Sartain, 2015, p. 74).  The study continued over 

three years piloting in moderate and low poverty schools.  The gains in math and reading 

continued, but not as significantly as with the first year in high poverty schools (Steinberg & 

Sartain, 2015).  This change in evaluation protocol put a lot on principals/evaluators.  

The pilot forced principals to make significant changes to how they conducted classroom 

observations and conferences with teachers.  The intervention itself was time-intensive 

for the principals, who were required to participate in extensive training pre-intervention.  

Principals also had to rate teachers on the new evaluation framework, and work with 

them in pre- and post-observation conferences to develop strategies to improve their 

instructional practice.  On average, Chicago Public Schools principals reported that they 
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spend about six hours per teacher during each formal observation cycle.  (Steinberg & 

Sartain, 2015, p. 75) 

Toch studied the effect of the new teacher evaluation systems in the states.   

In Tennessee, for example, it was required that teachers be observed only twice a decade.  

Now, teachers with over three years of experience have evaluators in their classrooms an 

average of four times a year, while teachers with less experience typically receive six 

visits annually.  This resulted in nearly 300,000 structured classroom observations of the 

state’s 66,000 teachers in 2011-12, the first year of the state’s reforms, compared to some 

20,000 more informal visits the year before.  (Toch, 2016, p. 4) 

Toch went on to state that the increase in teacher observations was typical of other states.  The 

average number of observations per year in the U.S. is four, with Indiana only requiring two per 

year.  Toch stated the impact of the new evaluation mandates has led to more conversations 

about good instruction, the removal of low performing teachers, and smarter employment 

decisions including new teacher roles.  

Shaha, Glassett, and Copas (2015) conducted a multi school, district, and state study on 

teacher observations coupled with coordinated professional development.  The study followed 

292 schools, divided into two groups of high or low observation rates (Shaha et al., 2015).  The 

High observation rate schools averaged eight observations a year and the low observation rate 

schools averaged two observations per year, which is the same as the state minimum in Indiana.  

The data collected were on observation that coordinated directly with the use of professional 

development focused on the areas observed in the classroom (Shaha et al., 2015).  In math, the 

data revealed that, “schools with Higher Observation Rates experienced significantly greater 

gains in student performance” (Shaha et al., 2015, p. 4).  The Lower Observation Rate schools 
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also experienced gains in student performance for math but not at the level of the Higher 

Observation Rate schools as Figure 4 below displays.  The same was true for increased student 

performance in reading for the Higher Observation schools as well as Figure 5 displays (Shaha et 

al., 2015). 

 

Figure 5. Change in math performance (Shaha et al., 2015, p.4). 

 

Figure 6. Change in reading performance (Shaha, et al., 2015, p. 4). 
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Data from the study ultimately revealed, “That students of teachers observed more frequently, as 

part of a coordinated undertaking and in conjunction with accessibility of an online, on-demand 

PD offering, collectively had greater gains in the performance of their students than those who 

had fewer observations” (Shaha, et al., 2015, p. 6).   

 Feeney (2007) believed feedback after a classroom observation is the “essential 

ingredient for teacher success” (p. 1) in stating that 

the goal of the feedback is to improve the effectiveness of teaching and promote 

professional growth.  In pursuit of this goal, the feedback should be based on descriptive 

observable data, provide characteristics of effective teaching, and promote reflective 

inquiry and self-directedness to foster improvements in teaching supported by evidence 

of student learning.  (p. 1)   

Feeney continued, “Without quality feedback to inform teaching, a teacher’s independent 

creation of meaningful goals for his or her own professional growth probably will not happen” 

(p. 2). 

I.C. § 20-28-11.5-4 stated that feedback must be “an explanation of the evaluator's 

recommendations for improvement, and the time in which improvement is expected” (IDOE, 

2012a, p. 4).  Indiana State Board Rule (2012) defined feedback by requiring  

a defined timeline, process, and format for teachers to receive meaningful feedback 

towards growth opportunities to ensure that evaluations capture progress between the 

beginning and the end of the school year.  Meaningful feedback shall include identified 

strengths and areas for improvement (p. 16).   

The framework for teaching was developed by Danielson and “provides teachers with an 

outline for successful instruction” (Danielson, 2012b, p. 107).  The framework is divided into 
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four domains, including (a) planning and preparation, (b) classroom environment, (c) instruction, 

and (d) professional practices.  The classroom environment and instruction domains can be 

observed in the classroom.  The 22 components within the four domains can provide teachers 

with a roadmap to improve their instruction in the classroom.  There are four levels of 

performance within each component, including  (a) unsatisfactory, (b) basic, (c) proficient, and 

(d) distinguished.   

Some find it helpful to think metaphorically about the levels of performance.  If we apply 

a swimming analogy, then teachers performing at the unsatisfactory level are drowning, 

at the basic level they’re doing the dog paddle, at the proficient level they’ve mastered 

the backstroke and sidestroke, and at the distinguished level they are competitive 

swimmers who devote considerable time and energy to training and improving 

performance.  (Danielson, 2012b, p. 110) 

The framework for teaching is just one of several research-based observation tools used in 

schools in Indiana.   

One thing all the observation tools have in common is the mechanism for rating during an 

observation, called a forced-choice system.  “The forced-choice system is one in which the rater 

is asked to choose from among a group of statements those which are most (and/or least) 

descriptive of the individual being rated” (Tolle & Murray, 1958, p. 2).  I.C. § 20-28-11.5 

required districts to rate teachers on a final evaluation rating of (a) ineffective, (b) improvement 

necessary, (c) effective, or (d) highly effective.  RISE 2.0 uses the same scale for the classroom 

observation rubric (IDOE, 2012b).  All evaluation systems in Indiana use a forced-choice 

system.  Tolle and Murray documented that the “forced-choice systems offers definite 

advantages over conventional methods” (p. 2).  The conventional methods referred to in the 
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Tolle and Murray study were one in which the evaluator would produce narrative descriptions of 

the teacher’s evaluation. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Purpose of the Study 

Policy makers in Indiana have recently considered what weight  student learning should 

play in teacher evaluations or even if to use state mandated tests in teacher evaluations at all 

(Balonon-Rose, 2017).  Currently, districts in Indiana use a weight range from 5% to 55% for 

student achievement and growth measures in the final evaluation rating (Cole & Murphy, 2016).  

Policy makers and researchers have been trying to find the magic percentage of student growth 

and achievement to hold teachers accountable for student learning in order to get the ineffective 

teachers out of the classroom.  RISE 2.0, the state of Indiana’s designed evaluation system, was 

developed to ensure “a system that represents excellence in instruction and serves to guide 

teacher development” (IDOE, 2012b, p. 5).  Perhaps a system that serves to guide teacher 

development should be more focused on classroom observations, feedback, and evaluator 

training.  I sought to determine if the number of annual classroom observations, observation 

characteristics, and evaluator characteristics outlined in a district’s evaluation plan had a 

relationship on whether a school received a bonus or penalty point for the state’s A-F 

accountability model.   

 This chapter presents the methodology that was employed for my study.  Data were 

analyzed using the multiple regression and logistic regression tests.  Dependent variables were 
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the bonus and penalty points on the A-F accountability model for each school.  The independent 

variables were the number of classroom observations a teacher receives each year, observation 

characteristics, and evaluator characteristics using the INTASS Teacher Evaluation Plan Rubric 

(Murphy & Cole, 2013) and as described in each district’s evaluation plan.  This chapter includes 

the basic method and design of the research, research questions addressed, participants, 

variables, instrumentation, data collection procedures, data analysis, personal statement and 

research bias, and a summary of the chapter.   

Method and Design 

A quantitative multiple regression test and logistic regression test were used to determine 

if there is a relationship on the number of observations conducted on a teacher each year, 

observation characteristics, and evaluator characteristics as described in the district’s evaluation 

plan, and whether a school received a bonus or penalty point in the A-F accountability model for 

each school in the 215 districts that have been implementing an annual evaluation plan in 

accordance with I.C. § 20-208-11.5 since the 2012-13 school year.  A quantitative study was 

used since the data selected for the research were archival and available through the IDOE’s 

website and through a public records request.  The variables were the districts’ minimum number 

of classroom observations per year, observation characteristics, and evaluator characteristics.  An 

analysis was used to determine if the minimum number of observations required each year for 

teachers in the district was related to whether a school received bonus or penalty points for the 

A-F accountability model.  The same analysis was completed for the observation characteristics 

and evaluator characteristics stated in the district’s evaluation plan. 

I used archived data from the IDOE’s website and district evaluations plans were 

downloaded from the website as well.  Per I.C. § 20-28-11.5-9, all district evaluation plans must 
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be submitted to the IDOE each year and posted on the IDOE’s website for public viewing.  The 

evaluation plans have been available since the 2012-2013 school year.  Information regarding 

bonus and penalty points for the A-F letter grades for schools were obtained through a public 

records request through the Indiana Department of Education’s website. The evaluation plan data 

were built upon CELL’s current research that was presented to the State Board of Education in 

July of 2016.  Data were captured from 215 districts that have been implementing teacher 

evaluation plans since the Indiana law went into effect on July 1, 2011.    This included all 

schools that serve Grades 4-8, since these are the grades that received a bonus or penalty point 

from the IDOE’s A-F accountability framework for the 2014-15 school year. 

I continued the research initiated by CELL’s contract with the State Board of Education.  

CELL completed a thorough review of each evaluation plan for the 2014-15 school year.  The 

review included all 36 components of INTASS’s Teacher Evaluation Rubric.  I requested this 

data through CELL since the research was part of a state funded contract and the data are 

available through a public records data request. 

Research Questions 

1. Are the minimum number of annual teacher classroom observations related to a 

school receiving a bonus or penalty point for student growth as determined by the 

bonus or penalty points through Indiana’s A-F accountability model? 

2. Do observation characteristics described in a district’s evaluation plan have a 

relationship with a school receiving a bonus or penalty point for student growth as 

determined by the bonus or penalty points through Indiana’s A-F accountability 

model? 
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3. Do evaluator characteristics described in a district’s evaluation plan have a 

relationship with a school receiving a bonus or penalty point for student growth as 

determined by the bonus or penalty points through Indiana’s A-F accountability 

model? 

Participants 

There are 215 out of the 292 school districts in Indiana that have been implementing an 

annual teacher evaluation plan and have submitted their evaluation plan to the IDOE since the 

2012-13 school year.  The 77 other districts either settled a contract with their teachers’ 

association prior to the July 1, 2011, effective date, did not submit their evaluation plan to the 

IDOE, or did not have bonus or penalty points for their school and therefore did not have 

complete data in order to run the analysis.  Appendix A displays the 215 districts that were 

included in the research.  Charter schools were not required by state law to follow the same 

requirements in Indiana code for teacher evaluations, tenure, and compensation as traditional 

school districts.  Therefore, charter schools were not included in this study. 

Variables 

The independent variables for this research were the minimum number of observations a 

teacher is required to have each year, observation characteristics, and evaluator characteristics as 

stated in the district’s evaluation plan.  These data came directly from each district’s evaluation 

plan.  Under Indiana state law, a minimum of two observations per year is required, but some 

districts have required up to as many as nine classroom observations per year per teacher in their 

evaluation plan.  The dependent variables were the bonus or penalty points given to each school 

through the A-F accountability model.  A school’s A-F letter grade can be lowered one grade or 

raised two letter grades based on the percentage of low growth students moving into the high 
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growth area.  A school’s score may be raised or lowered based on student academic growth in 

three different ways.  First, the preliminary score may be raised if a significant percentage of 

their lowest performing students on ISTEP+ (the bottom 25%) show high growth. The minimum 

score for receiving a bonus point for English/language arts is 42.5% and for 44.9% for math.  

Second, the preliminary score may be raised if a significant percentage of the school’s remaining 

students on ISTEP+ (the top 75%) show high growth.  The minimum score for receiving a bonus 

point in this way is 36.2% for English/language arts and 39.2% for math.  The last way a 

preliminary score may be lowered is if a significant percentage of all students on ISTEP+ 

(100%) show low growth but a bonus point will be given if a school receives a score of 39.8% 

for English/language arts and 42.4% for math (IDOE, 2012c). 

 Observation characteristics were retrieved from INTASS’s Teacher Evaluation Rubric.  

Data was collected around observation characteristics which included (a) a description of the 

observation process that included the number of annual observations required each year, (b) the 

number of observations per year, (c) a description of the observation process that included the 

length of observations, (d) a description of the observation process that included the purpose and 

delivery of observation feedback including time parameters for providing and how the 

observation data will be recorded, and (e) if both pre and post conferences are required.  These 

data were extracted directly from each district’s evaluation plan and the INTASS report to the 

Indiana State Board of Education.  The dependent variable was the bonus or penalty points given 

to each school through the A-F accountability model. 

 Data was also retreived from the district’s evaluation plan regarding evaluator 

characteristics.  The data collected from the evaluation plans for evaluator characteristics 

included (a) if the plan clearly described who will evaluate teachers, (b) if the plan clearly 
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defined evaluator roles and responsibilities, (c) if the district required evaluator training with 

certification for all evaluators, (d) if the district required third party training of evaluators, and 

(e) if the district required evaluator training with a yearly renewal. 

Data Collection and Procedures 

District evaluations plans are submitted to the IDOE each year per I.C. § 20-28-11.5-9.  

Through legal standard 12 the evaluation plans are self-reported by districts and the IDOE does 

not confirm implementation of the plans.  The IDOE displays the evaluation plans on its website.  

I downloaded the 215 evaluation plans from the IDOE’s website and requested data for bonus 

and penalty points for every school within the 215 districts from a public records request through 

the IDOE.  I also requested the data analysis CELL (Cole & Murphy, 2016) conducted on the 

evaluation plans for observation and evaluator characteristics for the 2016 Indiana State Board of 

Education’s report. 

 I built upon CELL’s work in reviewing teacher evaluation plans.  CELL, through their 

contract work with the State Board of Education, reviewed all of the 215 district evaluation plans 

for the 2014-15 school year.  CELL determined whether a district stated the observation 

characteristics from their rubric that are listed above in their plan.  I pulled the minimum number 

of observations each district reported their teachers receive each year.  CELL recorded whether a 

district described the evaluator characteristics listed above in their evaluation plan.  Information 

for each of the 215 districts was entered into an Excel database. 

Data Analysis 

A quantitative multiple regression test and logistic regression test were used to determine 

if there was a relationship between the minimum number of teacher observations and whether a 

school received the bonus or penalty point in the A-F accountability model.  “The multiple 
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regression model is an extension of simple regression in which an outcome is predicted by a 

linear combination of two or more predictor variables” (Field, 2013, p. 880).  The multiple 

regression model allowed analyzation of the data to include two more variables. Using the 

multiple regression model for this research showed if there was a relationship with the minimum 

number of classroom observations, observation characteristics and evaluator characteristics and 

whether a school received a bonus or penalty point through the A-F accountability model.     

The IDOE delivered the bonus and penalty points assigned to each school within the 215 

districts in an Excel spreadsheet.  The schools were coded by school number and with their 

corresponding district. Only the schools within the 215 participants were used in the analysis.  

The evaluation plans were downloaded from the IDOE’s website in a searchable PDF file 

format.  CELL has determined whether a district state in their evaluation plan the observation 

and evaluator characteristics as aligned to the INTASS Teacher Evaluation Rubric.  I used these 

data, in an Excel spreadsheet, to mark the minimum number of classroom observations, 

observation characteristics and evaluator characteristics for the 215 districts for uploading into 

SPSS.  The data were stored on my password-protected computer and will be destroyed after 

three years.  The analysis did not identify specific schools or districts in the findings. 

 Using the outcome variable of the bonus and penalty points of the A-F accountability 

model, the multiple regression test and logistic regression test determined if there was a 

relationship on whether a school received a bonus and penalty point given to each school and the 

independent variable which was the number of classroom observations a teacher receives each 

year.  The same analysis was conducted using the bonus and penalty points of the A-F 

accountability model and the independent variables of observation characteristics and evaluator 

characteristics.  Using the multiple regression model and binomial regression also allowed for an 
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analysis of how much impact the number of classroom observations, observation characteristics 

and evaluator characteristics had.  The number of classroom observations included districts that 

do not state the number of observations in their plan, which would be a zero, to districts that 

observe teachers up to nine times a year as stated in their evaluation plan.  This was the same for 

observation characteristics and evaluator characteristics.  Using the multiple regression test and 

logistic regression test permitted the analysis to account for the variation in the number of 

observations as it relates to whether a school received a bonus or penalty point for student 

growth.  

 The bonus and penalty points of the A-F accountability model were received from the 

IDOE in an Excel spreadsheet with each school labeled either a -1, 0, 1, or 2.  Schools can 

receive either a penalty point, bonus points of one or two, or neither a bonus nor a penalty point 

based on the growth of students during that year of standardized state assessment data.  A 

binomial regression model rather than linear regression model was used because I grouped the 

outcome variable into two groups, bonus versus penalty, bonus versus zero and penalty versus 

zero.  The minimum number of classroom observations was labeled using the actual number of 

classroom observations a teacher received per year as stated in the district’s 2014-15 evaluation 

plan. These data ranged from zero, if not stated in the evaluation plan, to nine and will be in an 

Excel spreadsheet.  The independent variable of observation characteristics were in an Excel 

spreadsheet displayed by each district noting whether the district evaluation plan included the 

observation characteristics in their evaluation plan.  The independent variable of evaluator 

characteristics were in an Excel spreadsheet displayed by each district noting whether the district 

evaluation plan included the evaluator characteristics in their evaluation plan.  These data came 

from the analysis conducted by CELL for the Indiana State Board of Education contract. 
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Summary 

 I, as the primary investigator, conducted a quantitative multiple regression test and 

logistic regression test to determine if there was a relationship with the minimum number of 

observations conducted on a teacher each year and the bonus and penalty point in the A-F 

accountability model for each school of the 215 districts that have been implementing an annual 

evaluation plan.  The same analysis was completed for the observation characteristics and 

evaluator characteristics.  The quantitative study was chosen because the data will be archival 

data and available either through the IDOE’s website or through a public records request.  Using 

the multiple regression test and logistic regression test also allowed for an analysis of how much 

impact can be given for the number of classroom observations, observation characteristics and 

evaluator characteristics. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS  

 The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine (a) if the number of classroom 

observations a teacher received in one year was related to student achievement (b) to determine 

if there was a correlation between observation characteristics and student growth as determined 

by the A-F bonus and penalty points, and (c) whether there was a correlation between evaluator 

characteristics and student growth as determined by the A-F bonus and penalty points.  Per 

Indiana law, the two major components of the rating of a teacher are based on objective 

measures of student achievement and growth and on rigorous measures of effectiveness, 

including classroom observations (IDOE, 2012a). 

The data used for analysis included evaluation plans for 215 districts in Indiana.  Data 

pertaining to observations and evaluators were extracted from the district’s evaluation plans.  

Observation and evaluator characteristics data were extracted from each district’s evaluation 

plans that was used in CELL’s data analysis for the State Board of Education’s 2016 evaluation 

plan report (Cole & Murphy, 2016).  The data collected from the evaluation plans regarding 

teacher observations included (a) a description of the observation process that included the 

number of annual observations required each year, (b) the number of observations per year, (c) 

a description of the observation process that included the length of observations, (d) a 

description of the observation process that included the purpose and delivery of observation 
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feedback including time parameters for providing and how the observation data will be 

recorded, and (e) if both pre and post conferences are required.  Data collected from evaluation 

plans for evaluator training included if the (a) plan clearly described who will evaluate 

teachers, (b) plan clearly defined evaluator roles and responsibilities, (c) district required 

evaluator training with certification for all evaluators, (d) district required third party training of 

evaluators, and (e) district required evaluator training with a yearly renewal.  These 

components come from the INTASS Teacher Evaluation Plan Rubric (Murphy & Cole, 2013).  

“The primary purpose of The INTASS Teacher Evaluation Plan Rubric is to assist school 

districts in developing and implementing high quality teacher evaluation systems using the 

essential components of the INTASS teacher evaluation system rubric”  (Murphy & Cole, 

2013, p. 3).  The field-tested INTASS Teacher Evaluation Plan Rubric has 36 components, 

which includes the components used for data analysis around observations and evaluator 

characteristics.   

Descriptive Data 

There are 292 school districts in Indiana, not including charter schools. For this 

analysis, 215 (74%) district teacher evaluation plans for the 2014-15 school year were included.  

The 215 districts, listed in appendix, were selected for the research because they had been 

implementing the new mandated teacher evaluation plans since the plan’s inception in the 

2012-13 school year.  Charter schools were not included because Indiana law does not require 

them to follow the same standards for their teacher evaluation plans.  In only one year, 2014-

15, were bonus and penalty points used due to the hold harmless provision placed on schools 

by the 2016 Indiana General Assembly.  Observation and evaluator characteristics were 

extracted from the 215 district evaluation plans for the 2014-15 school year.  Of the 215 
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districts, 3,997 schools were included for the bonus and penalty points for English/language 

arts and math.  Only schools with Grades 4-8 receive growth data from the IDOE.   

Analysis 

 A multiple regression test was first performed to determine if the number of 

observations alone could predict whether a school would receive a bonus or penalty point on the 

A-F accountability model.  Logistic regression tests were then completed to determine the 

relationship between both observation characteristics (which included number of observations) 

and evaluator characteristics, and the bonus and penalty points a school received during the 

2014-15 school year from the A-F accountability model.  The data were evaluated in SPSS 

through six different basic analyses, each of which explored results using three different outcome 

measures.  Outcomes were analyzed separately for math and English/language arts; hence, each 

set of explanatory variables was used in two of the six basic analyses.  Two include the minimum 

number of required observations as the only explanatory variable.  Two more used multiple 

observation characteristics as explanatory variables comprised of (a) number of observations, (b) 

whether the plan includes the number of annual observations required, (c) whether the plan 

includes the length of observation, (d) whether the plan description includes the purpose and 

delivery of observation feedback including time parameters for providing it, and (e) whether both 

pre- and post-conferences are required.  Finally, the last two use multiple evaluator 

characteristics comprised of (a) whether the plan clearly described who will evaluate teachers, 

(b) clearly defined evaluator roles and responsibilities, (c) required evaluator training with 

certification, (d) required third party training of evaluators, and (e) required evaluator training 

with yearly renewal training.  
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 For analyses using bonus versus penalty as the outcome, all schools with either penalty 

or bonus (+1, +2) were included, with bonus/penalty = penalty for -1 points and bonus/penalty = 

bonus for +1 and +2 points.  In order to determine the driving factors for any differences found 

in these analyses, those receiving penalties or bonuses were then analyzed separately and 

compared to schools who received no bonus or penalty (0 points).  

The six basic models with questions analyzed were 

 Number of observations − math 

o Does number of observations influence the likelihood of getting a math bonus 

rather than a math penalty? 

o Does number of observations influence the likelihood of getting a math bonus? 

o Does number of observations influence the likelihood of getting a math penalty? 

 Observation characteristics − math 

o Do number of observations and other observation requirements in the plan 

influence the likelihood of getting a math bonus rather than a math penalty? 

o Do number of observations and other observation requirements in the plan 

influence the likelihood of getting a math bonus? 

o Do number of observations and other observation requirements in the plan 

influence the likelihood of getting a math penalty? 

 Evaluator characteristics − math 

o Do evaluator requirements in the plan influence the likelihood of getting a math 

bonus rather than a math penalty? 

o Do evaluator requirements in the plan influence the likelihood of getting a math 

bonus? 
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o Do evaluator requirements in the plan influence the likelihood of getting a math 

penalty? 

 Number of observations − English/language arts 

o Do the number of observations influence the likelihood of getting an 

English/language arts bonus rather than an English/language arts penalty? 

o Do the number of observations influence the likelihood of getting an 

English/language arts bonus? 

o Do the number of observations influence the likelihood of getting an 

English/language arts penalty? 

 Observation characteristics − English/language arts 

o Do the number of observations and other observation requirements in the plan 

influence the likelihood of getting an English/language arts bonus rather than an 

English/language arts penalty? 

o Do the number of observations and other observation requirements in the plan 

influence the likelihood of getting an English/language arts bonus? 

o Do the number of observations and other observation requirements in the plan 

influence the likelihood of getting an English/language arts penalty? 

 Evaluator characteristics − English/language arts 

o Do evaluator requirements in the plan influence the likelihood of getting an 

English/language arts bonus rather than an English/language arts penalty? 

o Do evaluator requirements in the plan influence the likelihood of getting an 

English/language arts bonus? 
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o Do evaluator requirements in the plan influence the likelihood of getting an 

English/language arts penalty? 

The Wald test was used to determine if the number of observations, observation 

characteristics, and evaluator characteristics were significant predictors of a school receiving 

bonus or penalty points on the A-F accountability model.  The Wald test reveals which model 

variables are contributing something significant.  

Findings 

 Eighteen tests (2 content areas × 3 sets of explanatory variables × 3 outcome measures) 

were completed in SPSS to determine the coefficient of determination or R2.  For each of the 

tests completed, the R2 was very small, which means that neither the observation characteristics 

nor the evaluator characteristics are doing much to explain why a school received a bonus or 

penalty point in the A-F accountability model.  The Tables 1-6 were the result of each test 

completed to determine R2.  The R2 shows the proportion of change in the outcome that can be 

explained by the model.  For example, in tables below, an R2 of 0.029 means that just under 3% 

of the variation in the outcome, a school receiving a bonus or penalty point was explained by that 

set of predictors.  Every R2 was very small, indicating that not a lot of the bonus and penalty 

point status can be predicted by the observation or evaluator characteristics in the plan. 

Table 1 

Number of Observations Using Math Bonus and Penalty Points 

Model -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R2 Nagelkerke R2 

Bonus versus Penalty 695.788a 0.009 0.012 

Bonus versus 0 687.458a 0.020 0.029 

Penalty versus 0 1147.811b 0.003 0.005 
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Table 2 

Observation Characteristics Using Math Bonus and Penalty Points 

Model -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R2 Nagelkerke R2 

Bonus versus Penalty 687.044a 0.023 0.033 

Bonus versus 0 682.643b 0.029 0.041 

Penalty versus 0 1140.500c 0.003 0.005 
a Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates changed by less than .001 
b Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter estimates changed by less than .001 

c Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 because parameter estimates changed by less than .001 

 

Table 3 

Evaluator Characteristics Using Math Bonus and Penalty Points 

Model -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R2 Nagelkerke R2 

Bonus versus Penalty 692.976a 0.013 0.019 

Bonus versus 0 687.161a 0.021 0.030 

Penalty versus 0 1143.715b 0.008 0.011 
a Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates changed by less than .001 
b Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 because parameter estimates changed by less than .001 

 

Table 4 

Number of Observations Using English/Language Arts Bonus and Penalty Points 

Model -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R2 Nagelkerke R2 

Bonus versus 

Penalty 544.574a 0.001 0.002 

Bonus versus 0 444.486a <0.001 <0.001 

Penalty versus 0 1147.811b 0.003 0.005 

a Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates changed by less than .001 

b Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 because parameter estimates changed by less than .001 
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Table 5 

Observation Characteristics Using English/Language Arts Bonus and Penalty Points 

Model -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R2 Nagelkerke R2 

Bonus versus Penalty 539.549a 0.008 0.015 

Bonus versus 0 437.551a 0.017 0.026 

Penalty versus 0 1167.920b 0.010 0.014 
a Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter estimates changed by less than .001 
b Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates changed by less than .001 

 

Table 6 

Evaluator Characteristics Using English/Language Arts Bonus and Penalty Points 

Model -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R2 Nagelkerke R2 

Bonus versus 

Penalty 542.325a 0.004 0.008 

Bonus versus 0 440.781a 0.009 0.014 

Penalty versus 0 1167.143a 0.011 0.015 
a Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates changed by less 

than .001 
 

Each analysis also included a Wald test to determine if the observation or evaluator 

characteristics are related to whether a school receives bonus or penalty points on the A-F 

accountability model.  Four of the six models determined significant relationships, both negative 

and positive, for at least one explanatory variable on whether a school would receive a bonus or 

penalty point.  The following tables display the results of the six Wald tests. 

Each of the six tables (Tables 7−12) below present the results of a particular set of 

explanatory variables on all three outcome measures, which are coded as follows: for bonus 

versus penalty, bonus point(s) = 1 and penalty point(s) = 0; for bonus versus 0, bonus point(s) = 

1 and no bonus or penalty points = 0; for penalty versus 0, penalty point(s) = 1 and no bonus or 

penalty points = 0.  Therefore, when interpreting results, the likelihood ratios (shown in column 
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Exp(B)) will be greater than 1 for the first two outcomes when a variable increased the likelihood 

of a school receiving a bonus point and less than 1 when a variable decreased the likelihood of a 

school receiving a bonus point.  For the third outcome, the likelihood ratio was greater than 1 

when a variable increased the likelihood of a school receiving a penalty point and less than 1 

when a variable decreased the likelihood of a school receiving a penalty point.  This means 

schools could be viewed as “better performing” if the Exp (B) column value (when statistically 

significant) was greater than 1 for the first two outcomes and less than 1 for the third outcome.  

Results should be regarded with caution, as the relationship between these variables and the 

outcomes do not imply causation.  

For the first set of data analyzed, only the minimum required number of observations per 

year was used as an explanatory variable.  As shown in Table 7, there was a significant negative 

relationship with the probability of a school receiving a bonus point if more observations were 

required (p = 0.024); the odds ratio (OR) of 0.89 indicated that schools with more required 

observations were 89% as likely to receive a bonus point for the math portion of the A-F 

accountability model, or, equivalently, 12% more likely1 to receive a penalty point for the math 

portion of the A-F accountability model.  For the second and third outcomes, results were driven 

by a decrease in the likelihood of receiving a bonus point (84% as likely, or, equivalently, 19% 

less likely; p = 0.001) rather than an increase in the likelihood of receiving a penalty point.  

                                                 

1 Note that an odds ratio of 0.xx indicates the outcome was xx% as likely to occur, but this does not mean it 

was (100 − 𝑥𝑥)% less likely to occur.  The decrease in likelihood (or increase in the likelihood of the alternative) 

was instead calculated as (
100

𝑥𝑥
− 1) × 100%. 
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Table 7 

Wald Test for Number of Observations Using Math Bonus and Penalty Points 

Model Variable  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Bonus versus 

Penalty 
Constant 1.26 0.19 46.18 1 <0.001 3.54 

Number of observations  -0.11 0.05 5.08 1 0.024 0.89 

Bonus versus 0 
Constant 1.44 0.19 59.81 1 <0.001 4.21 

Number of observations  -0.18 0.05 11.74 1 0.001 0.84 

Penalty versus 0 
Constant -0.19 0.14 1.95 1 0.163 0.83 

Number of Observations  0.07 0.04 2.78 1 0.095 1.07 

 

 Results in table 8 are mixed and no clear findings emerge.  Although the bonus versus 

penalty outcome shows a statistically significant negative relationship with plan includes the 

length of observation (p = 0.008), different variables reveal significance when using either of the 

two alternative outcome measures.  This finding indicates that including the length of 

observation cuts the probability of a bonus point to less than one half of the probability of 

receiving a penalty point (OR = 0.47).  The fact that this result was not repeated using the second 

or third outcome measure implies that the number of schools receiving no bonus or penalty 

points for math were not significantly more or less likely to include observation length in their 

plan than either group; in other words, the difference can only be seen by comparing the two 

extremes.  If it directly influences neither a bonus nor a penalty, the finding was not particularly 

strong despite its p value.  The other two outcome measures perhaps shed more light on the 

findings of Table 8; once again, number of observations per year enters the model as having a 

statistically significant negative effect on the likelihood of a school receiving a bonus (p = 0.027; 

OR 0.88).  Looking at penalty versus 0, if a plan included the number of annual observations 

required had a very strong relationship with the likelihood of a school receiving a penalty (p = 
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0.014).  The odds ratio indicated that a school is 2.36 times as likely, or 136% more likely, to 

receive a penalty if the plan included the number of annual observations required.  
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Table 8 

Wald Test for Observation Characteristics Using Math Bonus and Penalty Points 

 

Model Variable  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Bonus 

versus 

Penalty 

Constant 1.36 0.52 6.90 1 0.009 3.89 

Number of observations  -0.07 0.06 1.64 1 0.200 0.93 

Plan includes the number of 

annual observations required 0.49 0.58 0.73 1 0.394 1.63 

Plan includes the length of 

observations -0.76 0.29 6.99 1 0.008 0.47 

Plan includes the purpose and 

delivery of observation feedback 

including time parameters for 

providing it -0.20 0.22 0.83 1 0.362 0.82 

Both pre and post conferences are 

required (goal-setting) -0.05 0.23 0.05 1 0.821 0.95 

Bonus 

versus 0 

Constant 2.03 0.48 17.63 1 <0.001 7.64 

Number of observations  -0.13 0.06 4.89 1 0.027 0.88 

Plan includes the number of 

annual observations required -0.35 0.56 0.40 1 0.530 0.70 

Plan includes the length of 

observations -0.41 0.29 1.94 1 0.163 0.66 

Plan includes the purpose and 

delivery of observation feedback 

including time parameters for 

providing it -0.09 0.21 0.19 1 0.666 0.91 

Both pre and post conferences are 

required (goal-setting) -0.15 0.23 0.43 1 0.514 0.86 

Penalty 

versus 0 
Constant -0.70 0.30 5.44 1 0.020 0.50 

Number of observations per year 0.05 0.05 1.27 1 0.260 1.06 

Plan includes the number of 

annual observations required 0.86 0.35 6.01 1 0.014 2.36 

Plan includes the length of 

observations -0.33 0.20 2.79 1 0.095 0.72 

Plan includes the purpose and 

delivery of observation feedback 

including time parameters for 

providing it… -0.07 0.17 0.20 1 0.657 0.93 

 
Both pre and post conferences are 

required (goal-setting) 0.04 0.18 0.05 1 0.825 1.04 
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Table 9 shows the relationship between evaluator characteristics and the probability of a school 

receiving a bonus or penalty point for the math portion of the A-F accountability model.  When 

evaluator roles and responsibilities were clearly defined, a school was less than half as likely to 

receive a bonus point than they were to receive a penalty point (p = 0.027).  The odds ratio of 

0.47 indicates that these schools were 112% more likely (or 2.12 times as likely) to receive a 

penalty.  When comparing just the schools which received at least one bonus point to those that 

received neither a bonus nor a penalty, evaluator roles and responsibilities were clearly defined 

and the district requires evaluator training with yearly renewal training were both associated with 

a decreased likelihood of a bonus point (p = 0.014 and 0.032, respectively; OR = 0.45 and 0.60, 

respectively).  There were no significant relationships when looking at the relationship between 

evaluator characteristics and math penalty points. 
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Table 9 

Wald Test for Evaluator Characteristics Using Math Bonus and Penalty Points 

 

Model  Variable B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Bonus 

versus 

Penalty 

Constant 1.33 0.38 12.31 1 <0.001 3.79 

Plan clearly describe who will 

evaluate teachers 0.38 0.34 1.27 1 0.259 1.46 

Evaluator roles and responsibilities 

are clearly defined -0.75 0.34 4.88 1 0.027 0.47 

The district requires evaluator 

training with certification for all 

evaluators -0.47 0.42 1.25 1 0.264 0.62 

District required third party training 

of evaluators 0.37 0.43 0.73 1 0.393 1.44 

 
The district requires evaluator 

training with yearly renewal training -0.19 0.23 0.67 1 0.412 0.83 

Bonus 

versus 0 Constant 1.75 0.38 21.55 1 <0.001 5.75 

 
Plan clearly describe who will 

evaluate teachers -0.03 0.32 0.01 1 0.935 0.97 

 
Evaluator roles and responsibilities 

are clearly defined -0.81 0.33 6.09 1 0.014 0.45 

 

The district requires evaluator 

training with certification for all 

evaluators -0.07 0.41 0.03 1 0.873 0.94 

 
District required 3rd party training of 

evaluators 0.03 0.41 0.01 1 0.937 1.03 

 
The district requires evaluator 

training with yearly renewal training -0.52 0.24 4.62 1 0.032 0.60 

Penalty 

versus 0 Constant -0.43 0.25 2.86 1 0.091 0.65 

 
Number of Observations Per year 0.38 0.24 2.44 1 0.118 1.46 

 
Plan includes the number of annual 

observations required 0.09 0.20 0.21 1 0.648 1.10 

 
Plan includes the length of 

observations -0.36 0.34 1.11 1 0.292 0.70 

 

Plan describes includes the purpose 

and delivery of observation feedback 

including time parameters for 

providing  0.31 0.34 0.80 1 0.371 1.36 

 
Both pre and post conferences are 

required (goal-setting) 0.34 0.19 3.10 1 0.078 1.40 



68 

 

 

There were no significant findings for the models in Table 10.  Hence, the impact of the 

minimum number of required observations per year seemed to be confined only to math. 

 

Table 10 

Wald Test for Number of Observations Using English/Language Arts Bonus and Penalty Points 

 

Likewise, in Table 11, there were no significant predictors of English/language arts bonus 

versus penalty or penalty versus 0 among the observation characteristics.  There was one 

significant finding for bonus versus 0; namely, that both pre and post conferences are required 

(goal-setting) had a positive relationship with the likelihood of a school receiving a bonus point 

(p = 0.034).  This requirement more than doubles the probability of a school receiving an 

English/language arts bonus point, increasing the probability 102% (2.02 times as likely to 

receive a bonus point than to receive no bonus or penalty points at all). 

There were no significant findings for the models in Table 12, indicating that evaluator 

characteristics do not appear to influence a school receiving either a bonus or a penalty point in 

English/language arts. 

  

Model  Variable B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Bonus 

versus 

Penalty 

Constant 1.97 0.22 83.83 1 <0.001 7.13 

Number of Observations Per 

year -0.05 0.06 0.62 1 0.433 0.95 

Bonus 

versus 0 

Constant 1.17 0.23 25.35 1 <0.001 3.22 

Number of Observations Per 

year 0.02 0.07 0.09 1 0.760 1.02 

Penalty 

versus 0 

Constant 0.80 0.14 34.14 1 <0.001 2.23 

Number of Observations Per 

year -0.07 0.04 3.23 1 0.072 0.93 
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Table 11 

Wald Test for Observation Characteristics Using English/Language Arts Bonus and Penalty Points 

Model  Variable B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Bonus 

versus 

Penalty 

Constant 1.43 0.42 11.48 1 0.001 4.20 

Number of Observations Per year -0.06 0.07 0.70 1 0.402 0.94 

Plan includes the number of annual 

observations required 

0.63 0.52 1.46 1 0.226 1.87 

Plan includes the length of 

observations 

-0.20 0.32 0.40 1 0.528 0.82 

Plan describes includes the purpose 

and delivery of observation 

feedback including time parameters 

for providing it 

0.10 0.27 0.14 1 0.711 1.10 

 Both pre and post conferences are 

required (goal-setting) 

0.50 0.32 2.53 1 0.112 1.65 

Bonus 

versus 0 

Constant 0.72 0.46 2.46 1 0.117 2.05 

 Number of Observations Per year 0.00 0.08 0.00 1 0.996 1.00 

 
Plan includes the number of annual 

observations required 

0.26 0.56 0.21 1 0.644 1.30 

 
Plan includes the length of 

observations 

0.14 0.33 0.18 1 0.673 1.15 

 

Plan describes includes the purpose 

and delivery of observation 

feedback including time parameters 

for providing it 

0.04 0.28 0.02 1 0.901 1.04 

 
Both pre and post conferences are 

required (goal-setting) 

0.70 0.33 4.48 1 0.034 2.02 

Penalty 

versus 0 

Constant 0.73 0.30 5.88 1 0.015 2.08 

 Number of Observations Per year -0.06 0.05 1.63 1 0.201 0.94 

 
Plan includes the number of annual 

observations required 

0.39 0.36 1.18 1 0.277 1.48 

 
Plan includes the length of 

observations 

-0.38 0.21 3.30 1 0.069 0.69 

 

Plan describes includes the purpose 

and delivery of observation 

feedback including time parameters 

for providing it 

0.02 0.16 0.02 1 0.891 1.02 

 

Both pre and post conferences are 

required (goal-setting) 

-0.19 0.17 1.20 1 0.273 0.83 
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Table 12 

Wald Test for Evaluator Characteristics Using English/Language Arts Bonus and Penalty Points 

 

 

Model  Variable B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Bonus 

versus 

Penalty 

Constant 1.75 0.37 22.24 1 <0.001 5.74 

Plan clearly describe who will evaluate 

teachers 

0.08 0.37 0.04 1 0.838 1.08 

Evaluator roles and responsibilities are 

clearly defined 

0.18 0.32 0.31 1 0.579 1.19 

The district requires evaluator training 

with certification for all evaluators 

0.01 0.57 0.00 1 0.983 1.01 

District required 3rd party training of 

evaluators 

-0.18 0.57 0.10 1 0.758 0.84 

The district requires evaluator training 

with yearly renewal training 

-0.43 0.28 2.37 1 0.124 0.65 

Bonus 

versus 0 

Constant 0.57 0.42 1.80 1 0.179 1.76 

Plan clearly describe who will evaluate 

teachers 

0.19 0.40 0.23 1 0.632 1.21 

Evaluator roles and responsibilities are 

clearly defined 

0.53 0.34 2.38 1 0.123 1.70 

The district requires evaluator training 

with certification for all evaluators 

0.35 0.58 0.38 1 0.540 1.43 

District required 3rd party training of 

evaluators 

-0.28 0.59 0.23 1 0.629 0.75 

The district requires evaluator training 

with yearly renewal training 

-0.07 0.30 0.06 1 0.802 0.93 

Constant 1.19 0.28 18.40 1 <0.001 3.27 

Number of Observations Per year -0.13 0.25 0.25 1 0.615 0.88 

Penalty 

versus 0 

Plan includes the number of annual 

observations required 

-0.39 0.22 3.07 1 0.080 0.68 

Plan includes the length of observations -0.33 0.32 1.05 1 0.306 0.72 

Plan describes includes the purpose and 

delivery of observation feedback 

including time parameters for providing 

it 

0.15 0.32 0.22 1 0.636 1.17 

Both pre and post conferences are 

required (goal-setting) 

-0.30 0.18 2.67 1 0.102 0.74 
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Summary 

Overall, when predicting whether a school would receive a bonus or penalty point, the 

findings for math were stronger than those for English/language arts.  When considering whether 

a school would receive a bonus point for math, the minimum number of observations stated in 

the district’s evaluation plan was a significant predictor of a bonus point all by itself, but had a 

negative relationship associated with a reduction the probability of getting a bonus point for 

math.  Observation characteristics also had predictors in each model, both centered on the 

number of required observations in the plan (the actual number or just their presence in the plan).  

As with the models using only number of observations as an explanatory variable, these 

predictors were associated with an increased likelihood in a penalty and a decreased likelihood in 

a bonus.  For the models with evaluator characteristics data, significant factors found for the first 

two outcomes all had a negative relationship with the likelihood of a school receiving a bonus 

point for math.  These included evaluator roles and responsibilities were clearly defined for both 

bonus versus 0 as well as bonus versus penalty and the district required evaluator training with 

yearly renewal training for bonus versus 0 only. 

When considering whether a school will receive a bonus point for English/language arts, 

evaluator characteristics did not serve as a significant predictor, nor did the minimum number of 

observations stated in the district’s evaluation plan.  However, there was one significant 

relationship: a district stating in its evaluation plan that both pre- and post-conferences are 

required, including goal setting, had a positive impact on the likelihood of getting a bonus point 

for English/language arts versus getting no bonus or penalty.  This predictor was not significant 

using bonus versus penalty as the outcome because the requirement did not reduce the 
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probability of a school receiving a penalty point; in other words, it was not significantly negative 

for penalty versus 0.  
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CHAPTER 5 

 

RECOMMENDATION FOR FUTURE STUDIES 

 The final chapter of this dissertation is divided into four sections: summary of results, 

implications, recommendations for future research, and conclusion.  The summary of results 

section provides an overview of the findings that were discussed in Chapter 4.  The implications 

section explains how the findings might affect current practice and policy making in Indiana.  

The recommendations for future research section describe how this study can continue and what 

is needed for future analysis.  Lastly, the chapter will end with a final conclusion of the research. 

Summary of Analysis 

 The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine if the number of classroom 

observations a teacher received in one year is related to student achievement as measured by 

student growth through the bonus and penalty points in the A-F accountability model.  The data 

can help determine if there is a correlation between the number of classroom observations 

teachers receive each year from evaluators and student growth as determined by the A-F bonus 

and penalty points.  Another purpose of this study was to determine if there is a correlation 

between observation characteristics and student growth as determined by the A-F bonus and 

penalty points.  Last, this study was to determine if there is a correlation between evaluator 

characteristics and student growth as determined by the A-F bonus and penalty points.  Per 

Indiana law, the two major components of the rating of a teacher are based on objective 
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measures of student achievement and growth and on rigorous measures of effectiveness, 

including classroom observations (IDOE, 2012a). 

 The emphasis on this research was to answer these three questions: 

1. Are the minimum number of annual teacher classroom observations related to a 

school receiving a bonus or penalty point for student growth as determined by the 

bonus or penalty points through Indiana’s A-F accountability model? 

2. Do observation characteristics described in a district’s evaluation plan have a 

relationship with a school receiving a bonus or penalty point for student growth as 

determined by the bonus or penalty points through Indiana’s A-F accountability 

model? 

3. Do evaluator characteristics described in a district’s evaluation plan have a 

relationship with a school receiving a bonus or penalty point for student growth as 

determined by the bonus or penalty points through Indiana’s A-F accountability 

model? 

The data used for the analysis included evaluation plans for 215 districts in Indiana.  

Data pertaining to observations and evaluators were pulled from the district’s evaluation plans.  

The observation and evaluator characteristics data were pulled from each district’s evaluation 

plans that were used in CELL’s (Cole & Murphy, 2016) data analysis for the Indiana State 

Board of Education’s 2016 evaluation plan report.  The data collected from the evaluation plans 

regarding teacher observations included (a) a description of the observation process that 

included the number of annual observations required each year, (b) the number of observations 

per year, (c) a description of the observation process that included the length of observations, 

(d) a description of the observation process that included the purpose and delivery of 
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observation feedback including time parameters for providing and how the observation data 

will be recorded, and (e) if both pre and post conferences are required.  The data collected from 

the evaluation plans for evaluator training included (a) if the plan clearly described who will 

evaluate teachers, (b) if the plan clearly defined evaluator roles and responsibilities, (c) if the 

district required evaluator training with certification for all evaluators, (d) if the district 

required third party training of evaluators, and (e) if the district required evaluator training with 

a yearly renewal.  These components were developed from the INTASS Teacher Evaluation 

Plan Rubric (Murphy & Cole, 2013).  “The primary purpose of The INTASS Teacher 

Evaluation Plan Rubric is to assist school districts in developing and implementing high quality 

teacher evaluation systems using the essential components of the INTASS teacher evaluation 

system rubric” (Murphy & Cole, 2013, p. 3).  The field-tested INTASS Teacher Evaluation 

Plan Rubric has 36 components, which includes the components used for data analysis around 

observations and evaluator characteristics.   

Overall, when predicting whether a school will receive a bonus or penalty point, the 

findings for math are stronger than those for English/language arts.  When considering whether a 

school will receive a bonus point for math, the minimum number of observations stated in the 

district’s evaluation plan is a significant predictor of a bonus point all by itself, but has a negative 

relationship with reducing the probability of getting a bonus point for math.  Observation 

characteristics also have predictors in each model, both centered on the number of required 

observations in the plan (the actual number or just their presence in the plan).  As with the 

models using only number of observations as an explanatory variable, the predictors are 

associated with an increased likelihood in a penalty and a decreased likelihood in a bonus.  For 

the models with evaluator characteristics data, significant factors found for the first two 
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outcomes all have a negative relationship with the likelihood of a school receiving a bonus point 

for math.  These include evaluator roles and responsibilities are clearly defined for both bonus 

versus 0 as well as bonus versus penalty and the district requires evaluator training with yearly 

renewal training for bonus versus 0 only. 

When considering whether a school will receive a bonus point for English/language arts, 

evaluator characteristics did not serve as significant predictors, nor did the minimum number of 

observations stated in the district’s evaluation plan.  However, there was one significant 

relationship: a district stating in its evaluation plan that both pre- and post-conferences along 

with goal setting are required has a positive impact on the likelihood of getting a bonus point for 

English/language arts versus getting no bonus or penalty.  This predictor was not significant 

using bonus versus penalty as the outcome, because the requirement did not reduce the 

probability of a school receiving a penalty point; in other words, it was not significantly negative 

for penalty versus 0.  

Implications 

Observation characteristics had predictors in each model, both centered on the number 

of required observations in the plan, the actual number, or just their presence in the plan.  These 

predictors were associated with an increased likelihood in a penalty and a decreased likelihood 

in a bonus.  This may lend support to the possibility that struggling schools add more 

observation requirements to their district’s evaluation plan in order to improve learning 

outcomes.  Districts with low student growth may include more annual classroom observations 

of teachers in order to support struggling teachers to increase student achievement. 

When considering whether a school would receive a bonus point for math, the minimum 

number of observations stated in the district’s evaluation plan was a significant predictor of a 
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bonus point all by itself, but had a negative relationship associated with a reduced probability 

of getting a bonus point for math.  This could mean that struggling schools increase the number 

of observations required in an effort to improve learning.  With more classroom observations 

during the school year, this may disrupt student learning rather than help it.  This could also be 

a product of directionality.  Districts with struggling schools or those not receiving a bonus 

point might require more classroom observations since they may have ineffective and needs 

improvement teachers.  Therefore, the district would increase the number of observations per 

year in order to provide more feedback to struggling teachers in order to improve instruction. 

For the models with evaluator characteristics data, significant factors found for the first 

two outcomes all had a negative relationship with the likelihood of a school receiving a bonus 

point for math.  These included the characteristics of the plan including evaluator roles and 

responsibilities clearly defined and if the district’s evaluation plan required evaluator training 

with yearly renewal training.  More information on the quality of the evaluator training would be 

needed in order to imply that ongoing evaluator training does not increase student achievement 

as measured by the A-F growth model. 

A district’s evaluation plan that included both pre- and post-conferences in addition to 

goal setting had a positive impact on the likelihood of getting a bonus point for 

English/language arts versus getting no bonus or penalty.  This would imply that districts that 

have unified goals that continue down to the teacher level have better outcomes in student 

growth for English/language arts.  These results could indicate that observation characteristics 

have a negative impact on math learning outcomes or could indicate that better performing 

schools (those more likely to get a bonus point) do not feel the need to initiate more 

requirements to achieve student growth. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 

State law does not mandate that the IDOE check for compliance with districts’ 

evaluation plan.  Some districts did not submit evaluation plans to the IDOE or did not include 

all the required components of the evaluation law, such as the number of observations.  For this 

research, those districts received a zero for the minimum number of classroom observations.  

The district would also receive a no if the evaluator or observation characteristics were not 

found in the plan.  In order to provide accurate data, the law needs to be changed to ensure 

some entity is reviewing evaluation plans for compliance each year.   

Currently, Indiana does not collect information pertaining to a teacher’s observation.  

The only data collected at the state level is the final summative rating a teacher receives after 

the school year has ended.  In order to receive more information about how teachers are rated 

by their evaluators, observation data would need to be collected.  For example, most districts in 

Indiana have an online database to store information pertaining to a teacher’s classroom 

observation.  If data were gathered at the state level on how teachers are being rated on rubric 

components during observations, statewide professional development could be more focused to 

help struggling teachers.   

It would also be helpful for the state to gather more information on the quality of 

evaluator training.  Currently, Indiana State Board of Education (2012) requirements for 

evaluator training are not prescriptive and therefore the decision on how evaluators will be 

trained is a local decision.  Some districts require yearly recertification while others do not.  

Those districts that do not require yearly recertification could have evaluators that have not 

been formally trained since the 2012-13 school year when they started implementing the new 
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evaluation law.  This creates a statewide discrepancy among evaluators as new research as 

emerged on best practices of instruction and providing feedback to teachers. 

Information on the quality of feedback, if any, would be another area for future research.  

Indiana law does not require immediate feedback after a classroom observation has taken place.  

Indiana code only states that “an explanation of the evaluator's recommendations for 

improvement and the time in which improvement is expected” (State of Indiana, 2011, p. 2).  

Even though districts evaluation plans state that they are observing classrooms two or more 

times a year, they are not required by law to provide meaning feedback after each observation.  

The quality and quantity of feedback after each evaluation would help to determine if findings 

from the number of observations change due to feedback given to teachers.  In my professional 

experiences helping districts implement quality and effective evaluation systems, a gap analysis 

conducted with one district in Indiana found that even though its evaluation plan stated that 

each teacher receive a minimum of five observations per year, it did not require the evaluators 

to give post observation feedback to teachers.   The district’s reason for not requiring feedback 

was that there was not enough time due to the high ratio of evaluator to teachers.  The district 

was more concerned about complying with the law than following best practices of observation 

and feedback to improve instruction.   

Changes in Indiana state standards, assessments, and assessment vendors could also be 

a reason the data did not clearly demonstrate how the evaluation law influenced student growth.  

Since the 2013-14 school year, Indiana has changed state standards, the assessment and 

assessment vendor.  Indiana also moved to an online test that included new technology 

enhanced questions.  Testing vendors have also struggled to ensure valid results as there have 

been technical problems with online tests.  The public’s perception of tests’ validity and 
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reliability has made Indiana legislators propose bills during the 2017 Indiana General Assembly 

to replace the ISTEP+ with ILEARN (Cavazos, 2017). 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to determine if the minimum number of observations, 

observation characteristics, and the characteristics of those evaluating teachers had an impact on 

whether a school received a bonus or penalty point for Indiana’s A-F accountability model.  This 

study analyzed both math and English/language arts bonus and penalty points for all schools in 

districts implementing the new mandated teacher evaluation plan since the 2012-2013 school 

year.  The minimum number of observations stated in a district’s evaluation plan is a significant 

predictor of a bonus point all by itself, but has a negative relationship associated with a reduction 

the probability of getting a bonus point for math. Observation characteristics also have predictors 

in each model, both centered on the number of required observations in the plan (the actual 

number or just their presence in the plan).  As with models using only the number of 

observations as a variable, these predictors are associated with an increased likelihood in a 

penalty and a decreased likelihood in a bonus.  For the models with evaluator characteristics 

data, significant factors found a negative relationship with the likelihood of a school receiving a 

bonus point for math.  When considering whether a school will receive a bonus point for 

English/language arts, evaluator characteristics do not serve as significant predictors, nor does 

the minimum number of observations stated in the district’s evaluation plan. One significant 

relationship was determined:  a district stating in their evaluation plan that both pre- and post-

conferences are required, including goal setting, has a positive impact on the likelihood of 

getting a bonus point for English/language arts versus getting no bonus or penalty.   
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With the overall lack of quality implementation checks with districts’ evaluation plans 

and the change in Indiana’s state standards and assessment since the law went into effect, it is 

difficult to determine if the evaluation law created in 2012-13 has increased student achievement 

as determined by student growth in the A-F accountability model.  More study is needed 

regarding the ratings a teacher receives during an observation, the quality of the feedback 

process, and the quality of evaluator training in order to determine if the new evaluation law has 

increased student achievement in Indiana.  The state mandated assessments must also remain 

constant in order to compare growth bonus and penalty points over time.   
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APPENDIX: DISTRICTS IMPLEMENTING EVALUATION PLANS SINCE 2012-13 

DISTRICT NAME 

SELF-REPORTED 

EVALUATION MODEL  

Adams Central Community Schools RISE 

Alexandria Com School Corp Locally Created 

Argos Community Schools Modified RISE 

Attica Consolidated School Corp Locally Created 

Avon Community School Corp RISE 

Barr-Reeve Com Schools  RISE 

Batesville Community School Corp Modified RISE 

Baugo Community Schools Modified RISE 

Beech Grove City Schools TAP 

Benton Community School Corp RISE 

Blackford County Schools Modified RISE 

Blue River Valley Schools RISE 

Bremen Public Schools Other 
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Brown County School Corporation Locally Created 

Brownstown Com Sch Corp Modified RISE 

C A Beard Memorial School Corp Modified RISE 

Carmel Clay Schools RISE 

Carroll Consolidated Sch Corp Locally Created 

Caston School Corporation Modified RISE 

Centerville-Abington Com Schs Locally Created 

Clark-Pleasant Com School Corp RISE 

Clarksville Com School Corp TAP 

Clay Community Schools RISE 

Clinton Central School Corp RISE 

Clinton Prairie School Corp RISE 

Cloverdale Community Schools RISE 

Community Schools of Frankfort RISE 

Concord Community Schools Locally Created 

Covington Community Sch Corp RISE 

Cowan Community School Corp RISE 

Crawfordsville Com Schools RISE 
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Crown Point Community Sch Corp Locally Created 

Culver Community Schools Corp RISE 

Danville Community School Corp RISE 

Decatur County Com Schools RISE 

DeKalb Co Ctl United Sch Dist RISE 

Delaware Community School Corp Modified RISE 

Delphi Community School Corp RISE 

East Gibson School Corporation RISE 

Eastern Greene Modified RISE 

East Noble School Corp Modified RISE 

East Porter County School Corp RISE 

East Washington School Corp RISE 

Eastbrook Community Sch Corp Modified RISE 

Eastern Hancock Co Com Sch Corp RISE 

Eastern Howard School Corp Modified RISE 

Eastern Pulaski Com Sch Corp RISE 

Edinburgh Community Sch Corp Modified RISE 

Elwood Community School Corp Other 
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Eminence Community School Corp RISE 

Fayette County School Corp Modified RISE 

Fort Wayne Community Schools Modified RISE 

Franklin Community School Corp Modified RISE 

Franklin County Com Sch Corp Modified RISE 

Fremont Community Schools RISE 

Frontier School Corporation Locally Created 

Goshen Community Schools TAP 

Greater Clark County Schools RISE 

Greater Jasper Con Schs RISE 

Greencastle Community Sch Corp Modified RISE 

Greenfield-Central Com Schools Locally Created 

Greensburg Community Schools RISE 

Greenwood Community Sch Corp RISE 

Griffith Public Schools RISE 

Hamilton Heights School Corp RISE 

Hamilton Southeastern Schools Locally Created 

Huntington Co Com Sch Corp RISE 
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Indianapolis Public Schools Modified RISE 

Jac-Cen-Del Community Sch Corp RISE 

Jennings County Schools Modified RISE 

John Glenn School Corporation RISE 

Lafayette School Corporation Locally Created 

Lake Central School Corp RISE 

Lake Ridge Schools RISE 

Lakeland School Corporation RISE 

Lanesville Community School Corp RISE 

LaPorte Community School Corp Modified RISE 

Lawrenceburg Com School Corp Modified RISE 

Lebanon Community School Corp Modified RISE 

Liberty-Perry Com School Corp Modified RISE 

M S D Bluffton-Harrison Modified RISE 

M S D Decatur Township TAP 

M S D Lawrence Township RISE 

M S D Mount Vernon RISE 

M S D North Posey Co Schools RISE 



95 

 

M S D Pike Township RISE 

M S D Southwest Allen County Schls Modified RISE 

M S D Steuben County Modified RISE 

M S D Wabash County Schools Modified RISE 

M S D Warren Township Locally Created 

M S D Washington Township Locally Created 

M S D Wayne Township Locally Created 

Maconaquah School Corp Modified RISE 

Madison Consolidated Schools RISE 

Madison-Grant United Sch Corp RISE 

Manchester Community Schools Modified RISE 

Marion Community Schools TAP 

Medora Community School Corp Locally Created 

Merrillville Community School Other 

Milan Community Schools Locally Created 

Mill Creek Community Sch Corp RISE 

Mitchell Community Schools RISE 

Monroe Central School Corp Modified RISE 



96 

 

Monroe-Gregg School District Locally Created 

Mt Vernon Community Sch Corp RISE 

Nettle Creek School Corp Locally Created 

New Albany-Floyd Co Con Sch Locally Created 

New Castle Community Sch Corp RISE 

New Prairie United School Corp Locally Created 

Noblesville Schools Modified RISE 

North Adams Community Schools Modified RISE 

North Central Parke Comm Schl Corp Modified RISE 

North Daviess Com Schools Other 

North Gibson School Corp RISE 

North Knox School Corp RISE 

North Lawrence Com Schools RISE 

North Miami Community Schools Modified RISE 

North Montgomery Com Sch Corp RISE 

North Newton School Corp Modified RISE 

North Spencer County Sch Corp Modified RISE 

North Vermillion Com Sch Corp RISE 



97 

 

North West Hendricks Schools Modified RISE 

North White School Corp Modified RISE 

Northeast Dubois Co Sch Corp Locally Created 

Northeastern Wayne Schools Other 

Northern Wells Com Schools Locally Created 

Northwest Allen County Schools Locally Created 

Northwestern Con School Corp RISE 

Northwestern School Corp Locally Created 

Oak Hill United School Corp RISE 

Oregon-Davis School Corp TAP 

Orleans Community Schools RISE 

Paoli Community School Corp RISE 

Penn-Harris-Madison Sch Corp Modified RISE 

Perry Central Com Schools Corp RISE 

Perry Township Schools TAP 

Peru Community Schools RISE 

Pike County School Corp RISE 

Plainfield Community Sch Corp Modified RISE 



98 

 

Plymouth Community School Corp RISE 

Prairie Heights Com Sch Corp RISE 

Randolph Central School Corp RISE 

Randolph Eastern School Corp RISE 

Randolph Southern School Corp RISE 

Rensselaer Central School Corp Modified RISE 

Richmond Community Schools Modified RISE 

Rising Sun-Ohio Co Com RISE 

River Forest Community Sch Corp RISE 

Rochester Community Sch Corp Locally Created 

Rossville Con School District RISE 

Rush County Schools RISE 

Salem Community Schools Locally Created 

School City of East Chicago RISE 

School City of Hammond TAP 

School City of Mishawaka Locally Created 

School Town of Speedway RISE 

Scott County School District 1 RISE 



99 

 

Scott County School District 2 Modified RISE 

Seymour Community Schools Locally Created 

Shenandoah School Corporation RISE 

Shoals Community School Corp RISE 

South Adams Schools Locally Created 

South Bend Community Sch Corp Locally Created 

South Dearborn Com School Corp RISE 

South Gibson School Corp RISE 

South Harrison Com Schools Other 

South Henry School Corp RISE 

South Knox School Corp RISE 

South Montgomery Com Sch Corp Modified RISE 

South Newton School Corp Other 

South Putnam Community Schools RISE 

South Ripley Com Sch Corp RISE 

South Vermillion Com Sch Corp RISE 

Southeast Dubois Co Sch Corp RISE 

Southeast Fountain School Corp Locally Created 



100 

 

Southern Hancock Co Com Sch Corp RISE 

Southern Wells Com Schools RISE 

Southwest Parke Com Sch Corp Modified RISE 

Southwestern Con Sch Shelby Co RISE 

Springs Valley Com School Corp RISE 

Sunman-Dearborn Com Sch Corp RISE 

Tippecanoe School Corp Locally Created 

Tippecanoe Valley School Corp Other 

Tipton Community School Corp Modified RISE 

Tri-County School Corp Locally Created 

Triton School Corporation RISE 

Tri-Township Cons School Corp RISE 

Twin Lakes School Corp Modified RISE 

Union Co/Clg Corner Joint Sch Dist Modified RISE 

Union School Corporation RISE 

Union Township School Corp Modified RISE 

Union-North United School Corp RISE 

Vigo County School Corp Modified RISE 



101 

 

Vincennes Community Sch Corp RISE 

Wabash City Schools RISE 

Wa-Nee Community Schools RISE 

Warrick County School Corp Other 

Warsaw Community Schools Modified RISE 

Washington Com Schools Modified RISE 

Wawasee Community School Corp Other 

Wes-Del Community Schools RISE 

West Central School Corp Modified RISE 

West Clark Community Schools Other 

West Lafayette Com School Corp Locally Created 

West Noble School Corporation RISE 

West Washington School Corp RISE 

Western Boone Co Com Sch Dist Modified RISE 

Western School Corp Modified RISE 

Western Wayne Schools Locally Created 

Westview School Corporation RISE 

White River Valley Sch Dist Modified RISE 



102 

 

Whiting School City RISE 

Whitko Community School Corp Locally Created 

Yorktown Community Schools RISE 

Zionsville Community Schools RISE 

 


