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ISSUE BEFORE THE BOARD: 
Update on the Oregon Matrix Model for Educator Summative Evaluations submitted to the U. S. Department of Education for approval of Oregon’s ESEA Flexibility Waiver.
BACKGROUND: 

After three years of review, discussion, research, and piloting, Oregon has selected a matrix method for combining multiple measures for professional practice, professional responsibilities, and student learning and growth in teachers’ and administrators’ summative evaluations. The Oregon Matrix Model was submitted to the U. S Department of Education on May 1 as a requirement of the ESEA Flexibility Waiver. Once approved, the Oregon Matrix will be used by all districts beginning in the 2014-15 school year. 

The Federal ESEA flexibility waiver provided our state an opportunity to design an educator evaluation and professional growth system that best meets the needs of our students, educators, and schools.  The vision that has guided this work was to support student learning through a focus on high-quality practice and instruction, professional growth, and continuous improvement.  A key element was a shared commitment to high standards for students and teachers alike and a strong foundation in research and best practice. The overall effort has resulted in a strong evaluation system based on collaborative leadership among teachers and administrators at the local level.  

The creation of an educator evaluation system was a serious and deliberate process that took time and effort. Senate Bill 290, passed by the Legislature in 2011, provided the foundation and key elements to guide the development of educator evaluation and support systems. The Oregon Department of Education, under the leadership of the Governor, brought together a diverse workgroup to develop a framework for teacher and administrator evaluation and support systems based on other state models.  This workgroup, which included teachers, administrators, and representatives from education advocacy organizations, worked over the course of a year to develop the Oregon Framework for Teacher and Administrator Evaluation and Support Systems.

After the Framework was developed, districts around the state piloted variations of a matrix and a percentage model. The piloting process allowed for a focus on maximizing flexibility and empowering school districts to try different approaches to ensure we were selecting the best model for our state.  After the initial pilot year, we received approval from the U.S Department of Education to continue piloting a second year to give researchers the time to fully review the efficacy, reliability, and comparability of the models.  
Upon completion of the pilot, we worked with American Institutes for Research (AIR) to gather and analyze results. Through the combination of the AIR analysis and input from pilot districts, we were able to arrive at a single model that represents our state’s best work. There has been a shared interest in developing a model that will leverage standards-based practice to support learning, provide a clear connection to professional growth and continuous improvement, and support collaborative leadership around educator practice within each school.  
Our new system combines three important components: professional practice, professional responsibilities, and a student learning and growth.  The educator evaluation process and the Oregon Matrix Model are based on student learning and growth and improvement in educator practice. The single Matrix model is a consistent means of measuring educator effectiveness across the state.  For the first time, educators will be able to use and develop a common understanding about educator effectiveness and a consistent means of measuring that effectiveness. 

Oregon’s Matrix Model for Educator Summative Evaluations

Oregon’s Requirements for Teacher and Administrator Evaluation and Support Systems

Teacher and administrator evaluation and support systems in all Oregon school districts must include the following five elements described in the Oregon Framework for Teacher and Administrator Evaluation and Support Systems: 


These five required elements defined below establish the parameters for local evaluation and support systems. The Oregon Framework describes the state criteria for each of these elements. Districts must align their systems to these elements but have local flexibility in their design and implementation. Local systems must meet or exceed the state criteria for evaluation and support systems.

1. Standards of Professional Practice. The state adopted Model Core Teaching Standards and Educational Leadership/Administrator Standards define what teachers and administrators should know and be able to do to ensure that every student is ready for college, careers and engaged citizenship in today’s world.  Districts’ selected rubrics must align to these standards.
2. Differentiated (4) Performance Levels. Districts select a rubric to evaluate teacher and administrator performance on the standards of professional practice measured on four performance levels.  Each level is defined as follows: Level 1 = does not meet standards; Level 2 = progress toward meeting standards; Level 3 = meets standards; Level 4 = exceeds standards.

3. Multiple Measures. Multiple sources of data are used to measure teacher and administrator performance on the Standards of Professional Practice, including evidence from: professional practice, professional responsibilities, and student learning and growth. 

4. Evaluation and Professional Growth Cycle. Teachers and administrators are evaluated on a regular cycle of continuous improvement which includes self-reflection, goal setting, observations, formative assessment and summative evaluation. The Oregon Matrix Model is used for the summative evaluation. The matrix model combines measures for professional practice (PP) and professional responsibilities (PR) and student learning and growth (SLG). The Y-axis represents the performance level for PP/PR, and the X-axis represents the performance level for SLG. The educator’s Professional Growth Plan and overall summative performance level are determined by the intersection of the Y- and X-axes. Student Learning and Growth accounts for 20% (with inquiry process) of the educator’s summative evaluation. The Oregon Matrix Model is described on the following pages.

5. Aligned Professional Learning. Relevant professional learning opportunities to improve professional practice and impact on student learning are aligned to the teacher’s or administrator’s evaluation and his/her need for professional growth.

The Oregon Matrix for Summative Evaluations for Teachers and Administrators

Beginning in the 2014-15 school year, all districts will use the Oregon Matrix Model for their summative evaluations. In the Oregon Matrix, Professional Practice (PP) and Professional Responsibilities (PR) intersects with Student Learning and Growth (SLG) culminating in a Professional Growth Plan and summative performance level. When there is a discrepancy between the PP/PR level and SLG level, further inquiry is triggered to explore and understand the reasons for the discrepancy in order to then determine the Professional Growth Plan and corresponding summative performance level.

	Y-AXIS: Combined Rating on Professional Practice and Professional Responsibilities (PP/PR)
	LEVEL 4

(Highest)
	COLLEGIAL PLAN With focus on SLG Goals
*SLG INQUIRY 

due to LOW level of fidelity between measures
3
	FACILITATIVE or COLLEGIAL PLAN With focus on SLG Goals

Determined post inquiry

*SLG INQUIRY
due to only SOME level of fidelity between measures

3 or 4
	FACILITATIVE PLAN

Educator leads development of Professional Growth Plan

GOOD level of fidelity between measures

4
	FACILITATIVE PLAN
Educator leads development of Professional Growth Plan

HIGHEST level of fidelity between measures

4

	
	LEVEL 3
	COLLEGIAL or CONSULTING PLAN
With focus on SLG Goals

Determined post inquiry

*SLG INQUIRY
due to SOME level of fidelity between measures

2 or 3
	COLLEGIAL PLAN
With focus on SLG Goals

GOOD level of fidelity between measures

3
	COLLEGIAL PLAN

Educator and evaluator collaboratively develop Professional Growth Plan

HIGHEST level of fidelity between measures

3
	COLLEGIAL PLAN

Educator and evaluator collaboratively develop Professional Growth Plan

GOOD level of fidelity between measures

3

	
	LEVEL 2
	CONSULTING PLAN

With focus on SLG Goals

Evaluator consults with the educator and guides development of Professional Growth Plan

GOOD level of fidelity between measures

2
	CONSULTING PLAN

With focus on SLG Goals

Evaluator consults with the educator and guides development of Professional Growth Plan

HIGHEST level of fidelity between measures

2
	CONSULTING PLAN

Evaluator consults with the educator and guides development of Professional Growth Plan

GOOD level of fidelity between measures

2
	COLLEGIAL or CONSULTING PLAN

Determined post inquiry

*PP/PR INQUIRY 

due to only SOME level of fidelity between measures

2 or 3

	
	LEVEL 1

(Lowest)
	DIRECTED PLAN

With focus on SLG Goals

Evaluator determines Professional Growth Plan

HIGHEST level of fidelity between measures

1
	DIRECTED PLAN

With focus on SLG Goals

Evaluator determines Professional Growth Plan

GOOD level of fidelity between measures

1
	CONSULTING or DIRECTED PLAN

Determined post inquiry

*PP/PR INQUIRY      due to only some level of fidelity between measures

1 or 2
	CONSULTING PLAN

Evaluator consults with the educator and guides development of Professional Growth Plan

*PP/PR INQUIRY 

due to only LOW level of fidelity between measures

2

	
	
	LEVEL 1 

(Lowest)
	LEVEL 2
	LEVEL 3
	LEVEL 4

(Highest)

	X-AXIS: Rating on Student Learning and Growth 




*Ratings in these areas require an inquiry process in order to determine a summative performance level and Professional Growth Plan.
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