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[image: ]Improving student learning and educator effectiveness is at the heart of the Maine Schools for Excellence (MSFE) initiative, which is assisting two cohorts of districts in the design and implementation of comprehensive human capital management systems (see Figure 1).
The vision of MSFE is as follows:
· To enhance educator effectiveness and student learning
· For the benefit of all stakeholders, including students, educators, parents, and the community
· By developing an integrated and coherent human capital management system that aligns with district mission and includes the following key features for all educators: regular, specific measurement and feedback; ongoing, targeted professional development; and fair and equitable recognition and rewards
· So that schools can better attract and retain high-performing educators and benefit from a workforce of teachers and leaders who are aligned in purpose, teamed in their efforts, and motivated to succeed in delivering high-quality instruction to all students
This comprehensive human capital management system includes the following components:
· School environment
· Educator preparation
· Employment
· Evaluation and professional growth
· Recognition and reward

MSFE’s School Environment Instruments
As a part of this work, MSFE and the School Environment Working Group have developed five school environment data collection instruments that can provide districts, schools, leaders and teachers with information on the school environment(s) within their districts (see Table 1). Each district can determine how, and to what extent they will include school environment data in their teacher and leader evaluations and improvement focused conversations.
Table 1. School Environment Tools
	Tool
	Description

	Kindergarten–Grade 2 discussion protocol
	This eight question discussion protocol can be administered by teachers or administrators. 

	Grades 3–5 survey (short and long versions)
	This survey for grades 3-5 students includes 29 (short version) or 46 (long version) questions. Students are asked to answer yes, sometimes, no or I don’t know. The survey is available in paper and pencil or electronic versions.

	Grades 6–12 survey (short and long versions)
	This survey for grade 6-12 students includes 37 (short version) or 66 (long version) questions. The survey is available in paper and pencil or electronic versions.

	Staff survey
	This survey for staff members includes 72 questions. The survey is available in paper and pencil or electronic versions.

	Parent focus group protocol
	This 45 minute focus group protocol asks parents about teaching and learning, safety, the school environment and also the relationships within and outside the school community.


The tools and the alignment of each question to the Teacher Evaluation and Professional Growth (TEPG) and Leader Evaluation and Professional Growth (LEPG) professional practice rubrics can be found at http://maine.gov/doe/excellence/resources/index.html. These alignment guides show suggested areas of alignment between the TEPG and LEPG standard indicators and survey questions, although not all items are aligned to both TEPG and LEPG indicators. In order to create these tables, each survey question was examined by a team of MSFE TEPG and LEPG experts and a team of American Institutes for Research (AIR) consultants separately. Both teams then compared their results and engaged in another round of review to confirm areas of agreement and discuss areas of disagreement until consensus was reached. Alignment was determined based on specific language included in the following sections of the TEPG and LEPG rubric’s standard indicators: descriptive narrative, key elements or the descriptions of practice at the effective level. 
Note on Survey Scoring
In each survey, there are several items that require “reverse coding” – that is, the response scale is reversed so that an “agree” or “strongly agree” indicates a negative instead of positive response. For example, in an item such as “I worry about crime and violence in this school,” a “strongly agree” response would be considered a negative response. A complete list of items that require reverse coding is included in Appendix A.
Administering School Environment Instruments
In order for the data collected through the school environment instruments to be useful in informing professional learning and growth as a part of the TEPG and LEPG programs, districts should consider an administration timeline that results in having the data available at key points in the TEPG and LEPG processes. To set a “baseline” for determining professional growth goals, districts might consider drawing upon prior year’s school or classroom environment data or administering surveys once in the fall and once in the spring. Should districts be interested in two rounds of survey implementation, we recommend that fall implementation be no sooner than 6-8 weeks into the school year, so that responses are fully based on student, staff, or family perceptions of the current school year and not previous years.


Districts interested in a suggested administration timeline might consider the approach outlined in Table 2 below. 
[bookmark: _Ref444076908]Table 2. Sample School Environment Instrument Administration Timeline
	
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Jul

	TEPG and LEPG Conferences
	
	Fall Beginning of Year Conference
	
	Mid-year Formative Check-in
	
	
	Spring Summative Conference
	District Data Analysis Sessions

	Student surveys or discussion protocols
	
	
	Optional Fall Administration
	
	
	
	Spring Administration
	
	

	Staff surveys
	
	
	Fall Administration
	
	
	
	Optional Spring Administration*
	
	

	Parent focus groups
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Spring Administration
	
	

	LEPG 360 survey
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	*Districts interested in reducing staff survey administration time may consider administering the staff environment survey every other year.



[bookmark: _Toc358624285][bookmark: _Toc358624858][bookmark: _Toc358625049]Interpreting and Using School Environment DataFigure 2. MSFE Evaluation and Professional Growth Process

[image: ]Data from school environment surveys and protocols can be incorporated into an educators’ evaluation and professional growth process (see Figure 2) in several ways. 
Formatively, the data can be used by teachers and principals for goal setting (Step 1), in professional conversations with evaluators, and in making professional learning decisions (Step 2).[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Note that not all items align to both LEPG and TEPG standard indicators. In cases where items are not aligned to TEPG or LEPG indicators, they should not be used to inform evidence of teacher or leader practice, respectively.] 

At a school level, building-based leadership teams can use the data to make decisions about schoolwide conversations, activities, and professional learning opportunities as well as to inform parent and community engagement strategies (Steps 1 and 2). 
Summatively, the data can be used in an educator’s evaluation rating[footnoteRef:3] (Step 3) using an evaluator’s professional judgment after interpreting and discussing the implications of the data collaboratively with a teacher, or more systemically as one of the multiple measures of teacher and leader effectiveness. [3:  Note that not all items align to both LEPG and TEPG standard indicators. In cases where items are not aligned to TEPG or LEPG indicators, they should not be used to inform the teacher’s or leader’s summative effectiveness rating, respectively.] 

Item-Level vs. Construct-Level Analysis
Each questionnaire includes survey items that broadly provide information on themes such as safety, relationships, teaching and learning, and the external environment. The alignment of survey items to individual TEPG and LEPG standard indicators was determined through expert judgment and not through survey validation or scale score development which makes the information it provides most useful at the item level only. That is, “constructs” such as “safety” or “relationships” may be captured through the items on these surveys but analyses to identify and develop these constructs through scaling have not been done. 
Since the surveys do not have associated construct-level scores, users may want to organize and examine items in groups by substantive content based on the alignments to TEPG and LEPG described earlier to allow for a more manageable, focused analysis and data driven decision-making process. For example, there are several items designed to capture information about TEPG standard indicator 1.3: Classroom Climate (see TEPG and LEPG alignment guides). Users may want to look at these item-level results as a collective group, as one type of evidence contributing to the practice score for a given TEPG or LEPG standard indicator.
This document provides guidance for districts on the strengths and limitations of each approach to interpreting school environment data for use in the TEPG and LEPG programs. 


Using School Environment Data for Formative Individual Purposes
School environment data can be used for formative purposes in an individual’s TEPG or LEPG evaluation cycle as a part of goal setting, in professional conversations, and in professional growth. Teachers and their evaluators should consult the TEPG and LEPG alignment guides to determine appropriate use. Table 3 describes how these data can be used by individuals in the evaluation cycle. Notably, these data may also provide value to teachers or leaders outside of the formal evaluation process, for self-reflection and continuous professional learning.
Table 3. Formative Uses of School Environment Data for Individuals
	Data Uses
	Description

	Goal Setting
	Individual teachers can use results from their students and individual leaders can use results from their staff members to write goals as part of the goal setting process. 
Information from the student perception surveys and student and parent focus groups could be used as baseline and/or summative data for a teacher’s professional practice goal. 
Data from student or staff surveys or parent focus groups aggregated to the school level could be used to inform a leader’s professional practice goal.
A protocol and example for how teachers can use student survey data in setting goals is included in Appendix B. 

	Professional Conversations
	Teachers and leaders can discuss school environment data as a part of professional conversations that occur during the evaluation cycle. Teachers and leaders can discuss improving the classroom environment and the school environment, even if the survey results are not included in the formal goal-setting process.

	Ongoing Professional Learning
	Teachers and leaders can use school environment data to identify potential areas of professional learning and growth. Conversations with evaluators can help educators find appropriate professional development opportunities. 
Teachers can compare classroom data with schoolwide averages to determine areas of strength and need and make plans to address them. 
Leaders can compare schoolwide averages to other schoolwide averages or districtwide averages to determine areas of strength and need.



Considerations for Formative Individual Use
When deciding to use survey or focus group data in any of these aspects of the TEPG or LEPG cycle, evaluators and educators should keep the following considerations in mind.
Response Rate. Teachers and leaders must ensure that they are using high quality data that reflect their population of interest (e.g., students in their classroom). Response rates are often used as indicators of data quality. As such, teachers and leaders should make sure that response rates for the data they are using as baseline or summative measures are high.
· For example, a teacher may choose not to use student survey data as the only source of baseline data for a goal if only 10 percent of students completed the survey. In this instance, the teacher may choose to use the survey data for that small percentage of students as one of several data sources informing the goal. 
Timeline. Teachers and leaders must ensure that data sources identified as summatively measuring progress toward a goal will be available at the end of the evaluation cycle. 
Respondent Confidentiality. To protect the confidentiality of students and staff submitted responses, whenever there are fewer than five respondents at a reporting level, data should not be shared so that the privacy of the respondents can be protected. 
· For example, if a teacher’s class includes twenty grade 6 students and three grade 7 students, the district could:
· Combine the survey results of all students in the class and report them to the teacher.
· Only report the responses of the grade 6 students to the teacher. 
Responsible Data Sharing. Evaluators may have access to results describing the environment of individual teachers and leaders. The district should decide what data are acceptable to share with all educators and what data are confidential. For example, the district may decide student perception survey responses may be shared with an individual teacher and his or her supervisor with classroom averages compared to school averages. However, the district may also decide the responses of students of other teachers in the same grade should not be shared for comparison. Similarly, the district may decide school-level comparisons may be made, but the results of individual teachers should not be shared with the leaders of other schools.


Using School Environment Data for Formative Schoolwide Purposes
Student, staff and parent feedback can provide information that can be used at the school level. Table 4 describes some ways schoolwide data can be used.
Table 4. Formative Uses of School Environment Data Schoolwide
	Data Uses
	Description

	Professional Growth
	School and district leaders can consider school environment data when determining professional growth priorities for a school and district.
· A school can identify an area of relative need for the school, and/or as compared with district averages as a focus for schoolwide professional development and/or action planning. 
· A district can provide support to schools with low aggregate scores to improve areas of need, perhaps connecting schools with lower and higher school environment scores to share best practices.
· A district may use aggregate school scores to identify district priorities for growth.

	Parent or Community Engagement
	School and district leaders can consider information from parent focus groups when planning parent and community engagement priorities. The focus groups and other school environment data sources can identify school and district needs as well as suggest possibilities for improved engagement.



Considerations for Formative Schoolwide Use
Using schoolwide or districtwide data from school environment sources should reflect the following considerations.
Responsible Data Sharing. As was discussed in the previous section, the district should decide what data are acceptable to share with all educators and/or other stakeholders, and what data are confidential. The district may decide school-level comparisons may be made, but determine that the results of individual teachers should not be shared with the leaders of other schools. 



Using School Environment Data for Summative Purposes
Districts may also decide to use school environment data as a part of TEPG and LEPG summative scoring. Two approaches to doing this are described in Table 5.
Table 5. Summative Uses of School Environment Data
	Data Uses
	Description

	Evaluation – Professional Judgment
	Incorporating school environment evidence as part of a teacher or leader’s professional practice rating can be done by considering the alignment of the items in each instrument to TEPG and LEPG standard indicators. Alignment guides outlining how the items align with the standard indicators can be found at http://maine.gov/doe/excellence/resources/index.html. 
· If the district decides to incorporate school environment data into evaluations in this way, evaluators can look at a school environment survey data, focus group data or discussion protocol data and identify the TEPG or LEPG indicators aligned to individual items. Then evaluators can incorporate this evidence into the educator’s final practice ratings on individual standard indicators, along with other sources of evidence reflecting educator performance. 
· Individual teachers can provide their evaluators with information from surveys using the TEPG Teacher-led Evidence Collection form (or other format, as appropriate).
· Individual leaders can provide their evaluators with information from surveys using the LEPG Artifact Submission form (or other format, as appropriate).

	Evaluation –Systematically
	Some districts may be interested in including climate related survey data in their TEPG and LEPG evaluations in a more systemic way. This requires coming to a numeric score based on this feedback and using the score as one of multiple weighted measures in the educators’ evaluation program.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  Given educators’ broad responsibilities, multiple measures is recognized as the preferred approach because there is no single perfect measure of educator effectiveness. Each measure and piece of supporting evidence has strengths and weaknesses as well as “noise” or measurement error.] 

MSFE recommends that before attaching weight to any survey data that districts have at least one year’s experience administering the survey and confidence in the validity and reliability of its results. In addition, districts should carefully consider and answer the following questions, and engage district stakeholders in the decision-making process:
How will the district engage stakeholders in determining the most appropriate and effective way to use school environment data in teacher and leader evaluation?
Which of the survey instruments are suitable for use as a weighted measure in the TEPG and/or LEPG program? Which are better suited as evidence to support professional growth goals, formative feedback, etc.?
Should the weighted survey data reflect an individual, team, or school-level measure? 
What percentage of the summative evaluation score will come from the climate survey results? The amount of weight attached to this measure should take into account not only the relative importance of this measure to educator effectiveness and student achievement, but also the fairness, reliability, and validity of the data. 
What school environment data should be used in the TEPG and LEPG programs? 
How will the surveys be administered to ensure consistency across classrooms, schools and the district, as well as common understanding of survey items by all students?
How will the surveys be administered to ensure fairness in the timing of the survey and selection of students to be surveyed?
Will all student protocols and surveys be treated the same, or will the scoring and percentage change based on the age of the students?
Is there a minimum response rate (e.g. 50%) of students or staff required for the measure to be included in a teacher or leader’s evaluation?
How will the information be communicated to all teachers and leaders?



Considerations for Summative Use
When deciding to use school environment data for summative evaluation purposes as part of the TEPG or LEPG cycle, evaluators and educators should keep the following considerations in mind.
Consistency. If school environment data are used for evaluation, it needs to be used consistently across the district. Evaluators, teachers and leaders should be clear how the data will be incorporated in an educator’s summative score. This information should be communicated to educators at the beginning of the evaluation cycle. 
Timeline. The district should confirm that school environment data used for summative purposes are available at the end of the evaluation cycle. 
Survey Validity. While MSFE developed the school environment instruments drawing upon expert judgment and including some validated survey items, the survey instruments and focus group protocols created for MSFE have not been tested in the field or undergone a formal validation study. Districts considering using data from these instruments for a formal summative “school environment” rating should consider consulting with a research organization to engage in instrument validation process, or, at a minimum, collecting one year of data from the instruments before attaching weight to summative ratings.
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Appendix A: Reverse-coded Survey Items
	Survey Instrument
	Items that Should be Reverse-Coded

	Grades 3-5 short survey
	29

	Grades 3-5 long survey
	46

	Grades 6-12 short survey
	33, 34, 35, 36, 37

	Grades 6-12 long survey
	54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 61

	Staff survey
	4, 6, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72



[bookmark: _Appendix_B:_Data]Appendix B: School Environment Data Interpretation Examples 
Example 1. Using School Environment Data to Inform TEPG Professional Goal Setting
Step 1. Review the data from the relevant school environment instruments (surveys item responses, or summaries/notes from focus groups or discussion protocols). Compare individual results with relevant averages.
Teachers would compare student protocol and survey results with school averages. 

	Ms. Smith reviews how her fourth grade students responded to the grades 3-5 long survey on the survey results report provided by her district. The report provides aggregate responses from her students, so no individual student’s responses would be identifiable. She also considers the schoolwide report and the district report, which includes aggregate student responses by grade. Comparing this teacher’s responses to the district or school average provides context for this individual teacher’s performance.


Step 2. Identify areas of significant difference. Consider how the data fit with your reflections and understanding of students, staff and parents.

	Ms. Smith notices that 75% of her students responded “No” to question 36 “My teacher explains new ideas using examples that interest me” – that compares with an average of 40% of students in fourth grade responding “no” to that question schoolwide. She also notices that 50% of her student responded “no” to question 33, “My teacher explains what good work looks like on each assignment.” This is near the 55% average for fourth grade schoolwide, but Ms. Smith still sees this response as lower than she would like. Ms. Smith also reflects on her observation ratings last year and noted that she received a rating of 2, Developing on TEPG standard indicator 3.2: Student Engagement in each observation. 


Step 3. Determine what improvement on that measure would look like and set a goal. 

	Ms. Smith decides to write a goal related to standard indicator 3.2. She decides to measure progress using daily student exit tickets. One of the questions she will include on all exit tickets asks students to choose which describes them: “I learned a lot today, I learned some today, I didn’t learn much today.” She plans to chart their responses and apply different strategies to increase engagement across the year, including using student-centered examples regularly. Her goal is to increase average percentage of students responding “I learned a lot today” or “I learned some today” from the scores collected during her baseline week (50%) to 80%. 



Example 2. Using School Environment Data to Inform a LEPG Summative Professional Practice Rating on Particular LEPG Standard Indicators, Using Professional Judgment
Step 1. Review the data from the relevant school environment instruments (surveys item responses, or summaries/notes from focus groups or discussion protocols). Compare individual results with relevant averages.
Leaders would compare staff survey and parent focus group results with district averages. 
Evaluators would compare the results of the educator with relevant district or school averages. 

	Ms. Wilson, the superintendent, evaluates Mr. Anderson, a high school principal. In preparing for his summative conference and assigning a professional practice rating on some LEPG standard indicators that are indicated as aligned in the LEPG alignment guides, she reviews results from the staff survey and parent focus group. How survey responses on particular items compare to district averages may provide some context for Mr. Anderson’s performance.


Step 2. Summarize information from the relevant school environment instruments by standard indicator. Record the information on the appropriate form, incorporating it into summative ratings for particular standard indicators. 

	Along with other evidence (e.g., artifacts submitted by Principal Anderson) Ms. Wilson considers responses to several survey items that are indicated as aligned to particular LEPG standard indicators in the LEPG alignment guides, when providing Mr. Anderson a summative rating on these indicators. 
For example, with standard indicator 5.2 Respect for Diverse Cultures, she summarizes information from the staff survey and parent focus group for items that are aligned to that standard-indicator. She also considers other sources of information before coming to a final summative rating on that standard indicator on the LEPG principal practice rubric, including artifacts submitted by Mr. Anderson with their accompanying artifact submission forms and results from the Leadership 360 Degree Survey. 
Using the information across these several evidence sources, Ms. Wilson uses her professional judgment to provide a rating for standard indicator 5.2. She repeats this process for several other indicators that are indicated as aligned to particular items.
The scores on each individual standard indicator are then combined to form Mr. Anderson’s Professional Practice Rating, which is just one part of his overall summative LEPG rating.
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