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Guidelines for Submission and Review of Locally-Developed Alternative Multiple Performance Measures Component[footnoteRef:1] and Effectiveness Rating Tool[footnoteRef:2] [1:  Guidelines addressing locally-developed alternatives that modify the observation/practice component for classroom teachers, principals/school leaders, and nonteaching professional employees are available upon request by emailing ra-alteval@pa.gov.  When an LEA modifies both observation/practice and multiple measures, submission of two completed guidelines is necessary.  ]  [2:  The tool is comprised of the rating form and instructions.  ] 



The overarching goal of Pennsylvania’s new Educator Effectiveness System is to improve student achievement by focusing on effectiveness of classroom teachers, principal/school leaders, and nonteaching professional employees.  It is intended that the system will provide summative scores for accountability purposes, inform decisions about tenure or dismissal, identify educators whose practice needs to improve, and provide formative feedback for improvement to occur.

The Educator Effectiveness System provides school districts, intermediate units and area vocational-technical schools with the opportunity to develop their own rating tool for use in evaluating professional employees and temporary professional employees who serve as classroom teachers, principals/school leaders, and professional and temporary professional employees.  A locally-developed alternative educator effectiveness rating tool must be approved by the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) before it is implemented.  During its review process, PDE will determine whether the alternative effectiveness rating tool and all of its components meet or exceed the measures of effectiveness outlined by the Pennsylvania School Code (24 P.S. §11-1123).  In addition, PDE intends to verify that any alternative tool proposed will be at least as rigorous as the one defined by PDE models (PDE 82-1, 82-2, and 82-3), which were published in Pennsylvania Bulletins on June 22, 2013 and June 14, 2014, so that Pennsylvania educators are held to the same standards across the state.  Since aggregate performance data will not be available for several years either for the state-developed rating tools or for any approved alternative rating tools, initial evaluations of rigor will be made on the basis of the proposed design and the evidence/research provided by local education agencies (LEA) to support its locally-developed rating tool and multiple student performance measures. 
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Principal/School Leader Effectiveness System
(Act 82 of 2012)

								Building Level Data/School Performance Profile

Indicators of Academic Achievement
Indicators of Closing the Achievement Gap, All Students
Indicators of Closing the Achievement Gap, Historically
   Underperforming Students
Academic Growth PVAAS
Other Academic Indicators
Extra Credit for Advanced Achievement
Observation/Practice
Framework for Leadership Domains

Strategic/Cultural Leadership
Systems Leadership
Leadership for Learning
Professional and Community Leadership








											

 Elective Data/Student Learning Outcomes

District Designed Measures and Examinations
Nationally Recognized Standardized Tests
Industry Certification Examinations
Student Projects Pursuant to Local Requirements
Student Portfolios Pursuant to Local Requirements
Correlation Data/Relationship

Based on Teacher Level Measures
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(Act 82 of 2012)
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Planning and Preparation
Educational Environment
Delivery of Service 
Professional Development
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PDE-82-7 (9/14)
	LEA Name:

	Contact Information:



Multiple measures for classroom teachers and principals/school leaders constitute 50 percent of an educator’s performance and final ratings, while student performance/multiple measures constitute 20 percent of nonteaching professional employees’ performance and final ratings.  The percentage factor established by the Pennsylvania Code (22 Pa. Code, Chapter 19) for each professional and temporary professional employee follows:  

	Multiple Measure Rating Areas and
Percentage Factors of Performance Rating

	Classroom Teachers (PDE 82-1)

	Multiple Measure Rating Area
	Factor

	Building Level Rating
	15%

	Teacher Specific Rating
	15%

	Elective Rating
	20%

	Principal/School Leaders (PDE 82-2)

	Multiple Measure Rating Area
	Factor

	Building Level Rating
	15%

	Correlation Rating
	15%

	Elective Rating
	20%

	Nonteaching Professional Employees (PDE 82-3)

	Multiple Measure Rating Area
	Factor

	Student Performance Rating (SPP)
	20%



The factors listed above are the percentages included in Pennsylvania’s model rating tools PDE 82-1, PDE 82-2, and PDE 82-3.  LEAs may alter the percentage factors as long as the modifications stay within the parameters and equal the total of 50 percent for classroom teachers and principals/school leaders and 20 percent for nonteaching professional employees as described below:

	Multiple Measure Rating Area
	Factor

	Building Level Rating
	Must be greater than 0 percent and meets or exceeds measures of effectiveness established by the Pennsylvania School Code (24 P.S. §11-1123)

	Teacher Specific or Correlation Rating
	Must be at least 15 percent and meets or exceeds measures of effectiveness established by Pennsylvania School Code (24 P.S. §11-1123)

	Elective Rating
	Must be greater than 0 percent and selected from PDE’s pre-approved list published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin.  In order for elective-data measures to meet or exceed the measures of effectiveness established by Pennsylvania School Code (24 P.S. §11-1123), an LEA must use the Student Learning Objective (SLO) process developed by PDE for non-tested subjects

	Student Performance Rating
	Must be greater than 0 percent and meets or exceeds measures of effectiveness established by Pennsylvania School Code (24 P.S. §11-1123)



Although provisions in the Pennsylvania School Code (24 P.S. §11-1123) and the Pennsylvania Code (22 Pa. Code, Chapter 19) allow LEAs to submit a locally-developed alternative rating tool for their professional and temporary professional employees, there are several statutory and regulatory requirements that may not be altered by an alternative rating tool.  For example, a district may not modify the following:

· The percentage of all educators’ evaluation that is based on practice/observation/evidence, this will remain at 50 percent;
· The percentage of a classroom teacher or principal/school leader’s evaluation that is based on multiple measures of student performance, this will remain at 50 percent;
· The percentage of a nonteaching professional employee’s evaluation that is based on multiple measures of student performance, this will remain at 20 percent; and
· The number of times a temporary professional employee is notified about the quality of service, this will remain at a minimum of twice a year as required by the Pennsylvania School Code (24 P.S. §11-1108).

See Frequently Asked Questions posted to PDE’s educator effectiveness web page (http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/community/educator_effectiveness_project/20903) for more information.

LEAs that develop their own alternative multiple measures and educator effectiveness rating tools are to:

1. Complete all of the sections of this document that correspond to modifications being submitted for PDE action; and 
2. Submit the completed guidelines, copies of evidence, research, and/or documents to support alternative measures, and a copy of each educator alternative rating tool.  

Depending on the complexity of the modifications to Pennsylvania’s-approved educator effectiveness models, the LEA is encouraged to schedule a meeting to discuss all aspects of its educator effectiveness system.  The complexity and the nature of multiple measure modifications included in locally-developed alternative rating tools will affect the time required for PDE review.  Until PDE approves an LEA’s locally-developed multiple measures and alternative educator rating tool, the LEA is required to use PDE 82-1, PDE 82-2, and/or PDE 82-3.  

1. Locally-developed alternative evaluation tools are being submitted for the following professional and temporary professional employees:

	Professional and Temporary Professional Employees
	Insert a Check (√) to Indicate Alternative is Submitted

	1a
	Classroom Teachers
	

	1b
	Principals/School Leaders
	

	1c
	Nonteaching Professional Employees
	



2. Identification of changes being proposed 

	Proposed Changes
	Insert a Check (√) to Indicate Revision is Submitted for Action

	2a
	Building Level Data/Student Performance/School Performance Profile (SPP) (see item #6)
	

	2b
	Teacher Specific Data (see item #7)
	

	2c
	Correlation Data/Relationship (see item #8)
	

	2d
	Elective Data/Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) (see item #9)
	

	2e
	Combining Multiple Student Measures (see item #10)
	

	2f
	LEA Implementation of Alternative Rating Tool (see item #11)
	

	2g
	Accuracy Certification Statement (see Item #12)
	











3. Describe the purpose, vision and goals of the LEA’s locally-developed educator evaluation system, and how the alternative multiple measures fit into the purpose, vision and goals

	3a
	How are the purpose, vision, and goals of the LEA’s locally-developed alternative multiple measures aligned with LEA’s strategic plan and/or improvement plan?  Are the multiple measures comprehensive enough to address all subjects and grade levels?  Describe why your LEA’s locally-developed multiple measures are better suited to your needs.  

	3b
	Use or describe available data to demonstrate how the LEA’s multiple measures are as rigorous as the multiple measures applicable to the ones established by Act 82 of 2012 (24 P.S. §1123).  



4. Describe the process used by your LEA to develop each multiple measure and a locally-developed rating tool

	4a
	Date alternative multiple measure(s) and alternative rating tool(s) were approved by LEA’s governing board.  

	4b
	List of stakeholders involved in the development of the alternative multiple measures, rating tool(s), and percentage represented by each stakeholder group.

	4c
	Number of meetings convened.

	4d
	Timeline for implementation and the cycle to review results of professional/temporary professional employee ratings and to revise the alternative multiple measure(s) and rating tool(s) based on data.



5. Review process for modifications to multiple measures.  
PDE will employ a two stage evaluation, review, and approval process, where each stage differs in terms of the type of information provided and the point in the development and implementation process where review occurs.  The purpose of the Stage 1 review is to determine whether fundamental statutory requirements of the Pennsylvania School Code (24 P.S. §11-1123) and regulatory requirements of the Pennsylvania Code (22 Pa. Code Chapter 19) are met, while Stage 2 is to ensure that an LEA has been thoughtful in the design and development of its educator evaluation system as a whole, regardless of the scope of the modifications suggested (Part A of Stage 2 is coherence while Part B is an analysis of implementation and practices).  A reporting timeline applicable to follow-up data (Stage 2, Part B) will be included in the letter issued after PDE’s Stage 1 and 2 reviews are complete.  








	5.  Stage 1 Required Components

	5a
	Describe each change in the professional/temporary professional employees’ rating form(s).  Submit copies of all locally-developed alternative evaluation tools that the LEA will use for its professional/temporary professional employees.  

	5b
	Confirm LEA will use mandatory performance level ratings (i.e., Failing, Needs Improvement, Proficient, or Distinguished) and mandatory final rating (i.e. Satisfactory or Unsatisfactory) when it evaluates each professional/temporary professional employee. 

	5c
	Describe your LEA’s policy when professional/temporary professional employees receive a performance rating of Failing.  Exception:  professional/temporary professional employees who receive two ratings of Needs Improvement within a 10-year period while working for the same employer and under the same certification area will be considered Unsatisfactory for that year.

	5d
	Describe your LEA’s alternative multiple measures and how each measure meets or exceeds the level of effectiveness established by the Pennsylvania School Code (24 P.S. §11-1123) and relevant PDE-approved model evaluations (PDE 82-1, 82-2, 82-3).  

	5e
	Confirm that professional/temporary professional employee(s) whose performance is rated as Failing or Needs Improvement will be required to participate in an improvement plan.

	5f
	Describe the frequency of how often each professional and temporary professional employee will be fully evaluated.  



Pennsylvania’s systems for evaluating classroom teachers, principals/school leaders, and nonteaching professional employees represent an implicit theory of action regarding the components necessary to make a valid statement about educator performance within a given year. 
 
The performance measures included in PDE-approved model evaluations define how educator performance is operationalized within each of Pennsylvania’s model educator effectiveness rating tools (PDE 82-1, PDE-82-2, and PDE-82-3).

A locally-developed alternative rating tool, therefore, should provide evidence that the LEA has made design and measurement decisions that:  

· align with the requirements set forth in the Pennsylvania School Code (24 P.S. §11-1123); 
· reflect a clear, evidence-based theory and rationale why the factors are integral to the evaluation of each educator’s effectiveness; and 
· provide relevant data and information that can be used to determine whether progress is being made toward the achievement of established goals of an LEA’s locally-developed educator effectiveness evaluation system.  



Stage 2 consists of two parts as follows:  

A. Review of the coherence of the overall design of the alternative rating tool and its components (specifically those recommended for modification) prior to implementation; and
B. Analysis of relevant implementation data and practices to determine any areas in need of further refinement or adjustment by LEA.  

Stage 2, Part A.  The following eight (8) items are designed to answer these questions:  Does the system provide a comprehensive, coherent argument for the alternative rating tool and are measures based on clearly defined, evidence-based theory of educator effectiveness?

	5.  Stage 2:  Part A Coherence of Overall Design

	5g
	The proposal includes a clear overview of how educator effectiveness is defined within the proposed alternative system, how this definition differs from that outlined within the PDE-approved model rating tool(s) (i.e., PDE 82-1, 82-2, 83-3), and the rationale for the modification(s).  Response must include:
· a summary of each proposed component that is directly associated with educator effectiveness (teaching quality, student learning/achievement, etc.);
· an evidence-based rationale for inclusion of your LEA’s components; and 
· the process for collecting evidence to support the evaluation of each multiple measure (e.g., growth measures, Student Learning Objectives (SLOs), etc.).

	5h
	The proposal clearly describes the different evaluation components addressed within the rating tool (Student Performance:  Building Level Data, Teacher Specific Data or Correlation Data/Relationship, Elective Data or Student Performance/School Performance Profile); the process and mechanism by which they will be measured (if different from that outlined in Pennsylvania’s tools); how component-level ratings (or scores) will be calculated, weighted, and combined for a final educator rating; and the rationale behind these decisions. 

	5i
	The proposal clearly outlines:  
· differences in processes that will be implemented for classroom teachers, who do or do not teach subjects associated with Pennsylvania’s state assessment of mathematics, reading, and science; and
· performance measures that can be attributed to and included in individual educators’ evaluations.

	5j
	The proposal clearly describes the process and rationale that will be used to determine a performance rating of Failing, Needs Improvement, Proficient, or Distinguished.  Response must include:
· when data will be available;
· when ratings will occur;
· individuals who will be involved in the process;
· how the results will be reviewed for accuracy.

	5k
	The proposal provides a timeline detailing the development and roll-out of each component being modified.

	5l
	The proposal describes the process and materials that will be used to support the training of stakeholder groups on system goals, implementation procedures, use of rating tools, and system-based results.  Response must include timeline related to the development and pilot of training materials.  

	5m
	The proposal explains how the district will ensure capacity (fiscal and resource) to develop, implement, and maintain each component of the proposed alternative system, for current and future years.

	5n
	The proposal describes how the quality and functioning of the alternative system and its components will be evaluated during implementation, after one year, and in subsequent years.  Response must include:
· a description of the quality control procedures associated with the calculation of each performance measure being modified; and
· studies being considered to determine effectiveness and reliability of the system’s measures.



Stage 2, Part B.  The purpose of the Stage 2, Part B review is to determine if the alternative proposal clearly addresses all of the variables to be used in the alternative rating tool, how each measure will be calculated, how variables will be obtained, the rationale for inclusion, and how they will be combined into the overall educator rating tool.  LEAs are to submit data when possible to document each student performance measure being modified.  

6.	Building Level Data/Student Performance/School Performance Profile (refer to the blue wedge in the graphs and the blue text boxes on pages two, three and four)

Building level data measures, as defined in 24 P.S. §11-1123 and in 22 Pa. Code Chapter 19 cover eight different measures that include exam results, graduation/promotion rates, and attendance data when data is available and applicable to a building where the educator provides service.  Building-level data are intended to reflect the overall performance of the school within which a teacher, principal/school leader, and/or nonteaching professional employee is assigned.  The Department or its designee will provide building level/student performance/school performance profile scores based on available data.  

If districts choose to use building-level data measures that are different from those incorporated into the PDE-approved classroom teacher, principal/school leader or nonteaching professional employee rating forms (PDE 82-1, 82-2, and 82-3), LEAs must clearly address how their measures are defined, the rationale for their inclusion, how they will be used in alternative evaluation tools, and how they will be calculated.  


	6a
	Describe how building level/student performance/school performance profile data are defined within the context of the proposed alternative rating form for each professional/temporary professional employee.

	6b
	What building level/student performance/school performance profile data will be used to calculate the building level score in an LEA’s alternative rating form for each professional/temporary professional employee?

	6c
	What percentage is assigned to building level/student performance level data measure for each professional/temporary professional employee?

	6d
	Describe the methodology used to calculate the building level/student performance/school performance profile data for LEA’s alternative rating form for each professional/temporary professional employee.

	6e
	What is the building level/student performance/school performance profile percentage factor being applied to LEA’s alternative rating form(s) for each professional/temporary professional employee?  

	6f
	Create a table similar to Table G (at the end of this document) that converts building level score to a rating scale that will be converted to a zero-to-three point scale that will be inserted in the LEA’s alternative rating forms for each professional/temporary professional employee.  

	6g
	Describe the evidence LEA used to ensure its locally-developed building level/student performance/school performance profile data measures are relevant and appropriate for making inferences about student performance.

	6h
	Why does the LEA believe its locally-developed building level/student performance/school performance profile data measures are appropriate to use in each of its alternative educator evaluation systems?

	6i
	Describe the quality control procedures that are in place to ensure building level/student performance/school performance profile measures are calculated correctly (e.g., independent replication of all results and calculations; including the application of exemption, scoring, aggregation, and rounding rules).  



7.	Teacher Specific Data Measures (Classroom teachers) (refer to the red wedge in the graph and the red text box on page two)

Teacher-specific data measures, as defined in 24 P.S. §11-1123 and in 22 Pa. Code Chapter 19, consist of measures based upon student performance on assessments that include:

a. teachers with eligible PVAAS data, Pennsylvania Value-Added Assessment System data;
· For teacher specific data, if Value Added Assessment System Data (3-year rolling average) is available, that data must represent at least 10% of the teacher specific rating.  All teacher specific data can be assigned to the nearest tenth percent within the valid ranges as outlined on the PDE teacher specific worksheet and, when totaled, must equal 15.0%.  In addition to value added assessment system data, each of the following teacher specific measures when available and applicable shall be used:

· Student performance on assessments; 
· Progress in meeting goals of student IEPs; and 
· Locally-developed rubric validated by PDE-approved SLO process. 
 
b. teachers without eligible PVAAS data, locally developed school district rubrics as established through the PDE-approved SLO process.  
· In school year 2014-15 and every school year thereafter, if PVAAS data are unavailable, the teacher specific data measure for temporary or professional employees shall be comprised of the following three teacher specific data measures when data are applicable and available:

· Student performance on assessments, (not more than five percent), 
· Progress in meeting the goals of student IEPs, (not more than five percent),
· Locally developed rubric (not more than 15 percent in the case where none of the other measures of teacher specific data are available.) 
· If teacher specific data are not available, PDE’s model tool uses the Observation and Practice rating in lieu of teacher specific data. 

For more information, see Frequently Asked Questions available on PDE’s educator effectiveness web page:  (http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/community/educator_effectiveness_project/20903).

LEAs must clearly address how their additional measures were selected, why they meet the needs of their alternative evaluation system, and the process by which the measures will be calculated, verified and validated.  

	7a
	What is the rationale for proposing alternative or additional teacher specific measures?

	7b
	What percentage is assigned to each teacher specific data measure?  (For example, PDE current percentages are:   
· Teacher specific data scores related to student performance on state assessments shall not comprise more than five percent of a teacher’s overall performance evaluation; 
· A score based upon available PVAAS data shall comprise not less than 10 percent of the classroom teacher’s final evaluation for those teachers who teach a subject/grade/course for which PVAAS data is available; and
· Any score attributable to a classroom teacher related to progress in meeting the goals of student IEPs when applicable and available shall be no more than five percent of a classroom teacher’s overall evaluation.)

	7c
	What additional teacher specific data measures are being incorporated?

	7d
	Describe the methodology used to calculate teacher specific data for LEA’s alternative rating form.

	7e
	Describe the procedure used to establish a teacher specific rating; create a table similar to Table I (at the end of this document) that demonstrates how the teacher specific score is converted to a zero-to-three-point scale that will be inserted in the LEA’s alternative Classroom Teacher Rating Form.  

	7f
	Describe why the LEA believes its teacher specific measures are (or will be) fair, valid and reliable.

	7g
	Describe the quality control procedures that are in place to ensure additional teacher specific data measures are calculated correctly (e.g., independent replication of all results and calculations; including the application of exemption, scoring, aggregation, and rounding rules).  

	7h
	Describe the process LEA will use to establish its additional teacher specific data measures for teachers without eligible PVAAS data.  

	7i
	What is the rationale for proposing an alternative to the SLO process?

	7j
	What percentage factor is assigned to the teacher specific data measures for teachers without eligible PVAAS data?

	7k
	Describe the methodology used to calculate teacher specific data for teachers without eligible PVAAS data.



8.	Correlation Data/Relationship (refer to red wedge in the graph and the red text box on page three)

Correlation data/relationship will comprise 15% of the final principal/school leader effectiveness rating and features correlation data based on teacher level measures.  For purposes of correlation data, “teacher level measures” shall include, but not be limited to, any combination of one or more of the following data for classroom teachers who are evaluated by the principal/school leader:

· Building level data 
· Teacher specific data
· Elective data

If the Correlation Data Performance Level Descriptors contained in Table H of 22 Pa. Code, Chapter 19, IV (b) (2) will be changed, the LEA is required to respond to the following:

	8a
	Prepare a cross-walk that aligns Pennsylvania’s Correlation Data Performance Level Descriptors to locally-developed descriptors.  

	8b
	Explain why the locally-developed descriptors are better suited to the LEA’s needs and to its principal/school leader evaluation system.  

	8c
	What is the rationale for proposing a revised set of correlation data performance level descriptors?  

	8d
	Describe why the LEA believes its locally-developed descriptors are (or will be) fair, valid and reliable.  

	8e
	What percentage will the LEA’s locally-developed correlation data contribute to a principal/school leader’s rating?

	8f
	Describe the rating scale or how the LEA’s rating scale will be converted to a zero-to-three point rating scale to be entered into a principal/school leader’s rating form.  

	8g
	Submit a copy of the LEA’s locally-developed descriptors.  



9.	Elective Data/Student Learning Objectives (SLO)[footnoteRef:3] (refer to the green wedge in the graphs and the green text boxes on pages two and three) [3: Student Learning Objective process.  ] 


The elective data/SLO component will be included in Pennsylvania’s classroom teacher evaluation tool beginning with the 2014-15 school year and 2015-16 for principals/school leaders.  LEAs are required to use an SLO to document and verify quality assurance in validating the process and weight that will be used in establishing elective data rating for classroom teachers and principals/school leaders.  Should multiple SLOs be used to meet the elective data requirement, each SLO can be assigned a specific weight culminating in a rating that will be on a zero-to-three-point scale (calculated to two decimal points) and then applied to the overall performance rating (§IV.(c) 2 of 22 Pa. Code Chapter 19).  

The order of the elements or changes to the visual appearance of the SLO process template do not constitute variances in the template format and do not require PDE approval; however, all elements of the PDE-approved SLO template must be included in the district-developed SLO template[footnoteRef:4].   [4: SLO templates are available on PDE’s educator effectiveness web site:  http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/community/educator_effectiveness_project/20903/p/1173845
] 


If an LEA will be using assessments or performance measures that are different than the examples presented below, it is required to submit documentation and descriptions that respond to the items listed in the table below.  Examples of elective data measures include, but are not limited to, the following:

· District designed measures and examinations;
· Nationally recognized standardized tests;
· Industry certification examinations;
· Student projects pursuant to local requirements; and
· Student portfolios pursuant to local requirements

	9a
	What percentage is assigned to the elective data measures?

	9b
	Describe the measures the LEA will use.  

	9c
	Describe the quality control procedures that are in place to ensure the assessment and performance measures are calculated correctly (e.g., independent replication of all results and calculations, including the application of exemption, scoring, aggregation, and rounding rules).  

	9d
	Describe the methodology used to calculate elective data to be applied to teacher’s or principal/school leader’s overall performance rating for LEA’s proposed alternative rating form.  

	9e
	Describe the procedure used to establish elective measure rating; create a table similar to Table I (at the end of this document) that demonstrates how the elective data/SLO score will be converted to a zero-to-three point scale that will be inserted into the LEA’s alternative rating forms.  

	9f
	Describe the quality control procedures that are in place to ensure elective data measures are calculated correctly (e.g., independent replication of all results and calculations, including the application of exemption, scoring, aggregation, and rounding rules).  

	9g
	If the LEA is not using the PDE-approved SLO process and template, describe the SLO process and template LEA will use to establish its elective rating.  (Insert NA if this item does not apply to LEA’s request.)

	9h
	Provide a cross-walk between the proposed LEA SLO template and the PDE-approved SLO template.  (Insert NA if this item does not apply to LEA’s request.)

	9i
	Submit a copy of the LEA’s SLO process and template.  (Insert NA if this item does not apply to LEA’s request.)

	9j
	What assessments or performance measures are being proposed?  (Insert NA if this item does not apply to LEA’s request.)



10.	Combining Multiple Student Measures to Calculate Each Educator’s Rating

	10a
	Describe how LEA will combine all of its multiple student measures (see items 6, 7, 8, and 9 above) into its alternative rating form to calculate each educator’s rating.  

	10b
	What are the cut scores for classroom teacher, principal/school leader and nonteaching professional employee evaluation established by the LEA and describe the process that was used to establish performance levels (e.g., Failing, Needs Improvement, Proficient, and Distinguished)?

	10c
	Submit a copy of each locally-developed rating tool.  



11.	LEA Implementation of Alternative Rating Tool

	11a
	How will principals, supervisors and others, who will use the alternative forms, be trained to use them reliably?

	11b
	If the LEA conducted a pilot of the alternative evaluation system prior to its submission for approval, what were the results?





12.	Accuracy Certification Statement

	I certify that the information provided by my LEA accurately describes the alternative rating system and tools that were developed collaboratively by educators and approved by the local governing board.  I further certify that the guidance provided by PDE was utilized in incorporating multiple student performance measures that I assert meet or exceed the effectiveness established by the Pennsylvania School Code (24 P.S. §11-1123).  

	Chief School Administrator's Signature:


	Date



13.	Date of Final PDE Action

	Date of Final PDE Action
	

	Determination of Application by PDE:


	Name and Title of PDE Official:


	LEA must resubmit and reapply for approval of its locally-developed alternative evaluation system within five (5) years or less from the date of final approval of this request or when additional revisions are made.  



Below is Table G that demonstrates how the building level score is converted to a zero-to-three point scale in Pennsylvania’s approved classroom teacher and principal/school leader rating forms; Table G associated with PDE-approved form was published in the Pennsylvania Code (22 Pa. Code, Chapter 19) in the June 22, 2013 and June 14, 2014 Pennsylvania Bulletins.  
	
	

	Table G: Conversion from 100 Point Scale to 
0 - 3 Scale for Building Level Rating

	Building Level Score
	0 - 3 Rating Scale

	90.0 to 107
	2.50 - 3.00

	70.0 to 89.9
	1.50 - 2.49

	60.0 to 69.9
	0.50 - 1.49

	00.0 to 59.9
	0.00 - 0.49





Below is Table I that demonstrates how the teacher specific score is converted to a zero-to-three point scale in Pennsylvania’s approved Classroom Teacher Rating Form; Table I associated with PDE-approved form was published in the Pennsylvania Code (22 Pa. Code, Chapter 19) in the June 22, 2013 Pennsylvania Bulletin.  

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Table I: Conversion from 100 Points Scale to 
0 - 3 Scale for PVAAS Rating

	PVAAS Score
	0 - 3 Scale

	90.0 to 100
	2.50 - 3.00

	70.0 to 89.9
	1.50 - 2.49

	60.0 to 69.9
	0.50 - 1.49

	00.0 to 59.9
	0.00 - 0.49
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