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FOSTERING EFFECTIVE TEACHING:
NO EASY ANSWERS
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A

fter 30 years of doing such work, I have
concluded that classroom teaching...
is perhaps the most complex, most
challenging, and most demanding, subtle,
nuanced, and frightening activity that our species
ever invented....The only time a physician could
possibly encounter a situation of comparable
complexity would be in the emergency room of
a hospital during or after a natural disaster.”
Lee Shulman, The Wisdom of Practice
Stanford University
The above quote exemplifies why it has been so
difficult to figure out how to develop, support,
and reward teachers. In the past few years,
teachers have been the focus of efforts to improve
and “reform” our educational system. This local
and national discussion of teaching was the
impetus for the Seattle-King County League to
look more closely at teachers and, specifically, to
study how teachers are trained and what impact
district policies have on their ability to affect
student learning.
Many League members are or have been teachers
or have family members or friends who are
teachers. Yet few of us understand the training
now required of teachers and the district policies
that affect a teacher’s ability to do his or her job.
The education committee hopes that this study
will provide some understanding of the issues
that surround teachers. It seems like almost
every day there is a new research project that
proclaims the “true way” to improve teaching

and thus improve student performance.
However, the title of the study, “Fostering
Effective Teaching: No Easy Answers,” should
give readers a clue that the research is all over
the map as regards results. There are a variety of
ongoing projects nationally and within our state
that hope to provide more definitive results over
the next few years. In the meantime, League
members should recognize the demands society
puts on teachers and the complexity of their
jobs. Teachers have a critical role in developing
the next generation, and it is in society’s interest
to figure out how best to support them in their
goal of improving student achievement.
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INTRODUCTION
Background
Over the last 50 years, the American educational
system has come to the attention of most
presidents. Each has tried to put his imprint on
what should be done to improve the system. In
1983, under President Reagan, the National
Commission of Excellence in Education
produced a controversial report, A Nation at
Risk. The purpose of the commission was to
evaluate the quality of education in the United
States. One of its more startling comments was,
“If an unfriendly foreign power had attempted
to impose on America the mediocre education
performance that exists today, we might well have
viewed it as an act of war.”1 The report was very
critical of many aspects of the system: the content
or curriculum, the expectations and academic
requirements for students, the time spent in school
and on homework, and the level of competence of
the teachers.
Since that time, many reforms have been proposed,
most of which involved aspects outside of the
classrooms. There have been efforts to provide
parents more choice through vouchers; to increase
competition with the establishment of charter
schools; and to impose greater accountability
through rigorous testing. While each of these
reforms has its supporters and detractors, there
still has been no consensus on the “silver bullet”
that would produce a higher quality educational
system that could compete in today’s world.
In the last few years, educational research
and commentary has focused on defining
and promoting “effective teaching.” Academic
researchers, national education organizations,
educational practitioners, and politicians have
written extensively on the benefits of high quality
instruction in advancing student learning.2
There is widespread recognition that important
factors outside the school, primarily the family’s
financial status and home environment, have an
impact on student achievement. There is also
acknowledgement that the context in which
teachers work affects their performance, in
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addition to the skills they possess: knowledge
of the subject matter, planning and preparation,
and classroom management.3 However, many
advocates for education see the quality of the
teacher as the critical factor in improving student
performance.4 In spite of this general agreement
on the importance of a teacher’s effectiveness,
there is little consensus on how to define and
evaluate effective teaching.
Much of the recent research and legislation focuses
on teacher evaluations as the key to improving
teacher effectiveness. Some participants in the
debate advocate measuring teacher effectiveness
by rating their students’ performance. Although
there are still significant national and local
discussions on the validity of this approach,
some districts around the country are including
student performance as a measure of teacher
effectiveness in making decisions about pay and
layoffs. In 2006, Denver fully implemented their
ProComp compensation system which includes
a teacher’s evaluation as one of the options for
determining salary increases and bonuses.5 The
Seattle School District’s most recent contract with
its teacher union includes student performance
as one measure of a teacher’s evaluation. In 2010,
Colorado passed legislation allowing districts to
consider teacher effectiveness in making layoff
decisions. Other states as well as Washington
D.C. have similar requirements for including
teacher effectiveness in these decisions.6 In the
2011 Washington State legislative session, a bill
was introduced but not passed that would have
required districts to use other factors, including
evaluations, along with or in place of, seniority in
determining layoffs.
State and Federal Efforts at Education Reform
For more than a decade, both Washington
State and the federal government have passed
legislation to improve the quality of the education
system. In Washington State, Governor Chris
Gregoire oversaw the Washington Learns project
beginning in 2005. The report containing all
the recommendations was finished in November
2006. The goal was to redesign and more fully
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fund the state’s education system from prekindergarten through college. For K-12, the
emphasis was on building expertise in math and
science teaching, providing more personalized
learning for specific student populations,
increasing quality and accountability throughout
the system, and creating a compensation system
that rewards teachers based on their performance.
In 2007, as a follow up to Washington Learns,
state legislation created a Task Force on Basic
Education Finance which was to develop a new
definition of basic education and create a new
funding structure. Their recommendations were
included in ESHB 2661 passed in 2009. In 2010,
another bill, SHB2776, gave the state until 2018
to complete full implementation of a new basic
education definition with full funding. With
implementation six years away, any impacts from
this reform effort will not happen in the near
future.
Another pressure on the state to fully fund
education came from the courts. Washington State
plays a major role in the funding and regulation
of our educational system. The Washington
Constitution declares that education is the
paramount duty of the state, but the state pays
only about 60% of local school districts’ costs. In
2010, King County Superior Court ruled in favor
of plaintiffs in their lawsuit against the state for
lack of education funding. This decision upheld
a 30 year old decision that came to the same
conclusion, that is, that the state was not carrying
out its constitutional duty to fully fund education.
It appeared that the judge in 2010 would give the
state until 2018 to meet the court’s demands.
However, the state appealed to the Washington
State Supreme Court. The court finally issued a
ruling on January 5, 2012 which upheld the lower
court decision. The court agreed to give the state
until 2018 but will “retain jurisdiction over the
case to ensure progress in the State’s plan to fully
implement education reforms by 2018.”7 The
League of Women Voters of Washington was one
of the plaintiffs in the suit.
Since 2001, the federal government has moved
aggressively to hold states more accountable for
improving student performance. President George
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W. Bush proposed and Congress passed an
update to the existing Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, commonly known as the No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB). The thrust of the act is
to require all students to meet academic standards
by 2014 with punishments for low-performing
schools where few students meet the standards.
Schools that don’t have 100% of their students
meeting standards after a specific time period
could be closed and reopened with new staff and
principal. A key problem for many states and local
school districts is that there was no additional
funding provided to carry out the act’s mandates.
Additionally, there is no recognition for student
growth for those students who still didn’t meet
standards but made substantial improvements
in their performance. A number of states have
applied for waivers from enforcing the law. NCLB
has created much controversy about its goals
and impacts, and it is up for renewal. However,
any action is most likely to be delayed until
after the 2012 election since there is significant
disagreement among members of Congress about
what needs to be done. As a result, the Obama
Administration has encouraged states to request
waivers from NCLB although there are criteria
that each state must meet before any waiver is
granted.
In 2009, President Obama and his Secretary
of Education, Arne Duncan, chose a different
approach to push educational reforms across the
country. The Race to the Top Program (RTT)
is a $4 billion grant program that asked states to
advance reforms in four specific areas:
•

Adopt standards and assessments that
prepare students to succeed in college and the
workplace;

•

Build data systems that measure student
growth and success and inform teachers
and principals about how they can improve
instruction;

•

Recruit, develop, reward, and retain effective
teachers and principals, especially where they
are needed the most; and

•

Turn around lowest achieving schools.8

Washington State did not apply in the first
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round. In 2010, the legislature passed legislation
(Senate Bill 6696) to make Washington more
competitive in the granting process, although the
state still was unsuccessful in getting any funds.
The legislation included new requirements aimed
at developing and retaining the best teachers.
One major change was the development of a new
teacher and principal evaluation system requiring
a four-tier system replacing the previous twotier satisfactory or unsatisfactory. Additionally,
teacher preparation programs are required to
improve their evaluation of students’ skills before
the students receive state certification to teach.
Underlying all these efforts is the assumption that
teachers are central to improvements in student
achievement and overall school improvement.
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bulk of the study will look at the major elements
within a local school district that play a role in
teacher performance: mentoring and professional
development; evaluation; the school environment,
including the role of the principal and family
integration into the school; union agreements;
and teacher compensation. The school districts
included in the study are Seattle, Mercer Island,
and Bellevue. The study also reviews the impact
of the recent changes at the state and federal level
on these local school districts and local teacher
preparation programs.

TEACHER PREPARATION
PROGRAMS
Overview

Teacher preparation programs are an important
In 2010, members of the League of Women component in the development of a public school
Voters of Seattle decided to study public school teacher. Research indicates that these programs are
teachers. The resulting study looks at the major vital to teacher effectiveness, offering prospective
components of the educational system that affect teachers the knowledge and skills they will need
teachers: state legislation and regulation, teacher in the classroom. In addition, well-prepared
and
preparation programs, and school district policies. teachers produce higher student achievement
9
The focus is on the requirements, programs, and are more likely to remain in teaching.
policies that develop, support, or reward effective The Professional Educator Standards Board
(PESB) establishes policies and requirements
teaching.
In reviewing the research on teacher effectiveness for the preparation and certification10 of teachers
It is also
and school improvement, one finds two and other educational professionals.
approaches: one approach focuses on raising the responsible for approving and monitoring all
quality of an individual teacher; the other focuses Washington State teacher education programs.
on improving the school as an organization. Both According to its Executive Director, Jennifer
approaches reflect a common sense notion: to Wallace, the PESB is committed to high
improve student learning over time, you need standards for preparing educators11 and ensuring
To receive
good teachers and a school culture that encourages uniformity of programs offered.
collaboration and improvement for all teachers. If state accreditation, programs must meet five
the focus is on raising student achievement, one approved standards: have a Professional Educators
good teacher is not enough. Our study will look Advisory Board (PEAB) to provide guidance;
at both aspects: the factors that affect a teacher show how the program uses data to assess and
improve their program; demonstrate through
and the factors that affect a school as a whole.
their business practices that they have the fiscal
The study begins with a look at three teacher capacity to enroll students, fund programs, and
preparation programs in the greater Seattle area hire well-trained faculty; allow enough time for
to understand how teachers are trained: Seattle students in the field; and, finally, organize their
University, Seattle Pacific University, and the program around knowledge and skills educators
University of Washington. The process for state are expected to know.12
certification of teachers is also explained. The
Study Focus
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Although it is not required, many Washington
State teacher education programs seek national
accreditation as well. The National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE)
is a non-profit, non-governmental alliance of
professional education and public organizations
that promotes quality teaching preparation.13

are now mandated to provide an Alternate Route
program in addition to their more “traditional”
teacher education programs. The programs
emphasize field experience and practice, full-time
internship, and less formal course work.17

Teacher education programs are now entering
a new era, according to PESB’s Wallace.
Washington State has new regulations aimed
at training teachers and new ways of evaluating
teacher preparation programs. Previously,
twenty-one Washington programs (seven public)
were accredited by the state. New legislation
has opened up accreditation to “non higher
education” groups such as community colleges,
and charter management companies. However,
Wallace said, the same standards for preparing
educators are required of these new programs to
ensure uniformity.14

Local teacher preparation programs offer many
options for aspiring teachers. We chose to look at
three local institutions--Seattle Pacific University
(SPU), Seattle University (SU), and University
of Washington (UW)--to provide a sampling
of different programs. Here are features that all
three of these teacher education programs share:

Local Teacher Preparation Programs

•

The PESB is now required to develop a new
assessment of teacher effectiveness to evaluate the
quality of a teacher preparation program in order
to improve the rigor of all programs. Washington is
one of twenty states that participate in the Teacher
Performance Assessment Consortium (TPAC).15 •
The Consortium is conducting a national pilot
project of Teacher Performance Assessment
(TPA), an emerging assessment of candidates
who are in teacher preparation programs. The
assessment reflects the new emphasis on evidencebased standards rather than accumulation of
courses and credits; candidates must demonstrate
that they can assess student learning and know
what to do when students are or aren’t learning
the concepts. The TPA requires that teaching
candidates submit three to five lesson segments
with detailed plans, a 15-minute video clip and
analysis of their lesson, a list of materials used,
samples of student work, and reflection on the •
lesson outcomes. The TPA includes a focus on
teaching English Language Learners.16
The
model timeline is to test the system in the field in
the 2011-12 school year and then have it required
for all candidates in the 2012-13 school year.
Finally, teacher education programs across the state

•

All prospective teachers in Washington State
must pass the WEST-B (The Washington
Educator Skills Test-Basic which assesses basic
skills in reading, mathematics, and writing) as
a requirement for teacher preparation program
admission and the WEST-E (Washington
Educator Skills Test-Endorsements) which
measures content knowledge required for
candidates’ teaching assignments.
The field experience is an important part of
becoming certified to teach; all three of the
programs use a co-teaching model during the
field experience. This means that the student
teacher and mentor teacher are involved
in organizing, planning, and assessing
instruction, and they share instruction. As
student teachers gain experience, they assume
more and more of the instruction. This may
differ from what some people think of when
they picture student teaching. The classic
image of an inexperienced teacher being
thrown into a classroom to sink or swim is no
longer the case.
SPU, SU, and UW all piloted the Teacher
Performance Assessment (TPA) in 2010-11.
Now this assessment, part of the process
of evaluating teacher candidates, will be
required for all teacher education programs in
Washington.
Students at all three schools are evaluated
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using a three-pronged approach--the TPA,
an evaluation of their teaching in their school
placements, and their university course work.

science. Applicants tend to be career changers
who are older, very committed, and described as
the brightest of candidates.19

•

After a candidate has successfully completed
a teacher preparation program, the school
awards a degree and recommends that the
state grant the candidate a teaching certificate.

•

Teacher preparation programs are accredited
by different bodies. All three programs are
accredited by the PESB. SU and SPU are
also accredited by the NCATE which is an
optional accreditation and requires additional
resources.

Seattle University offers a full-time Master in
Teaching (MIT) program in which candidates
are able to earn a master’s degree and a Residency
Teaching Certificate in four academic quarters.
There is no undergraduate teacher education
program at SU. Candidates selected for the MIT
program tend to be older students returning to
school or changing careers. The average age of
an MIT student is 28 years when entering the
program.20 About half of the program involves
field experiences, observing, participating, and
teaching in an actual classroom beginning with
the second week of the program. Interns initially
observe and evaluate each other, then gradually
take on full-time teaching responsibilities using a
co-teaching model with the cooperating teacher.

Here are some unique features of the teacher
preparation programs at each institution reviewed
in this study:
Seattle Pacific University offers several teacher
education programs. Undergraduates may choose
to earn a bachelor’s degree and their teacher
certification. Candidates with bachelor’s degrees
in other fields, who want to continue working
during the day, are able to earn a Master of Arts in
Teaching (MAT) by taking most of their courses
in the evening. A third program, known as
Alternate Routes to Certification (ARC), allows
candidates working in schools as paraprofessionals,
instructional assistants, or conditionally-certified
teachers to earn a degree and certification in an
intensive one-year program. SPU makes a special
effort to recruit and offer scholarships to teaching
candidates of color. The school has an articulation
agreement with Seattle Central Community
College so that these students can finish their
academic program at SCCC and “walk right into
SPU.” The recruiting effort also includes a focus
on social connections to ease these students into
what is a very different campus environment.18
Another special effort at recruitment is aimed at
those with majors in math or science. The School
of Education makes scholarships available, has
built a strong relationship with the math and
physics departments, and has developed a Master
in Teaching Math and Sciences degree especially
for candidates who want to teach at the secondary
level. All course work is integrated with math and

The SU program partners with several schools
in the area. One school, Echo Lake Elementary
in Shoreline, provides a classroom for instructors
from SU and Echo Lake teachers to use for
demonstrating teaching strategies for MIT
students, who in turn can go out to other
classrooms in the school to apply what they have
learned. In selecting partner schools, SU looks
for a diverse student population, master teachers,
and a three-year commitment to place at least
two interns per year.21 Dr. Margit McGuire,
director of the MIT program, points out that it is
a very cohesive and integrated program that can
be changed easily to keep the program dynamic.
For example, they recently integrated a servicelearning course into another course in order to
include a focus on English Language Learners
earlier in the program. She also believes that
the co-teaching model for internships has great
impact, fostering collaboration and building
community among the interns.22
The University of Washington also offers a
four-quarter Master in Teaching program. The
program focuses on inspiring commitment to
and preparing teachers for teaching in povertyimpacted schools because there is a higher teacher
retention rate in such schools among teachers
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who are prepared to teach in them. Among
the admissions requirements for the program
is at least 40 hours observing, volunteering,
or teaching in a poverty-impacted school.
Admissions officers look for strong knowledge
in a content area, experience with children from
diverse communities, and commitment to equity,
social justice, and improving the educational
opportunities and outcomes for all students.23
The UW partners with the Ackerley Partner
Schools Network, funded by the Ackerley
Foundation. Its mission is to create and support
the collaboration of K-12 and university educators
to improve teaching and learning in public schools
and universities in ways that respond to the needs
of students who face the greatest challenges.24 For
their field experiences, UW students are placed in
Ackerley partner schools identified as high needs
schools with large minority and poverty-impacted
populations.25 Clinical experience (including
student teaching) is an important part of the UW
program. Students observe and teach in schools
from the beginning of the program. Graduates
who have received their teaching certificate are
encouraged to complete a second endorsement in
teaching English learners, special education, or
reading. Course work and field experiences are
provided to support this opportunity for graduates
in the summer and academic year.26
The UW has recently entered into a partnership
with Teach for America (TFA) to offer the
certification portion of the program for TFA
teachers working in the Puget Sound area. The
University is working with the Alliance for
Education, a local non-profit working on education
issues, and with the Seattle Public Schools to plan
an urban teacher residency program.27

TEACHER CERTIFICATION
Once a teaching candidate has completed a
teacher education program, he or she must apply
for a teaching certificate to teach in our state’s
public schools. The PESB is responsible for the
certification of teachers and other educators. The
candidates must demonstrate the two requirements
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for certification: the basic knowledge and skills
required for teaching, and the knowledge of the
subject matter. Both components are tested before
certification is granted. The standards for basic
knowledge and skills are constantly updated. For
example, cultural competency is now a required
skill. Some skills previously limited to the fields of
Special Education or English Language Learning
are now required of all teachers. Once the new
student teaching assessment is implemented, it
will be used to assess a candidate’s actual teaching
skills.
Residency Certificate: The first level of certification
requires a bachelor’s degree, completion of a
preparation program, and subject endorsements.
Assessment is done through the basic skills test
done on entry into the program (WEST-B) and
then the subject area (WEST- E) test.
Professional Level Certificate: After two years of
teaching, a teacher begins working toward the
next level of certification. Generally, a teacher
has five years to complete the requirements. As of
2007, teachers are required to complete a ProTeach
portfolio that is used to evaluate the candidate’s
ability to have an impact on student learning as
stated in the three standards — effective teaching,
professional development, and professional
contributions to the improvement of the school
and community.28 It is an online assessment that
is scored under a point system with a required
score to pass. Each teacher is provided an online
platform where the information is collected. The
website offers lots of guidance on what is required.
The PESB has contracted with Professor Dan
Goldhaber of the Center for Education Data
and Research at the University of Washington
to evaluate the validity of the ProTeach portfolio
assessment. The study looks at whether those
teachers who scored higher on the ProTeach
portfolio actually achieve higher student learning
gains than those teachers who scored lower.29
The research will be completed in 2014, assuming
there is a sufficient sample of teachers to proceed.
In addition to earning certification to teach in
Washington State, many local teachers pursue an
optional advanced teaching credential, National
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Board (NB) certification. Teachers earn this
by going through a rigorous process that takes
one to three years; about half of all candidates
who attempt the process actually achieve the
certification. Certification must be renewed
every ten years. The incentives for achieving
NB certification are annual salary bonuses and
professional development. The National Board
for Professional Teaching Standards, which
oversees this process, states on its website that
the certification and standards “give teachers and
schools the tools to define and measure teaching
excellence.”30 As of 2011, the Seattle School
District had 289 NB certified teachers or 15
percent of the staff, the Bellevue School District
had 266 NB teachers for a total of 27% of the
district’s teachers, and Mercer Island School
District reported a total of 45 teachers, or 18%
of district teachers. The number of teachers
who are working toward national certification is
increasing. Teachers say that the process made
them better teachers.31

OVERVIEW OF SCHOOL
DISTRICT POLICIES
Introduction to Four Areas of District Policies
The study focuses on local district policies that
develop, support, or reward teachers. The four
policy areas are: 1) mentoring and professional
development; 2) evaluation of teachers; 3)
the school environment (including the role of
the principal and families); 4) compensation.
Mentoring includes both help for new
teachers (induction) and for teachers who need
improvement. Professional development policies
are important for the instructional needs of an
individual teacher, the school, or the district as
a whole. The state has established a new fourtier evaluation system for both teachers and
principals, and all three districts are working
on implementing a system that meets the state’s
requirements. The state also has a major role in
compensation as it sets the minimum base pay of
teachers based on years of teaching and academic
degree plus additional coursework credits. Each
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district can supplement the base pay by offering
additional pay for Time, Responsibilities, and
Incentive (TRI) work.
Many of these policies are included in collective
bargaining agreements (CBAs) along with
working conditions, hours of work, etc. Seattle
School District completed a new contract in the
fall of 2010, and Bellevue and Mercer Island
School Districts both have teacher agreements
that were renegotiated in 2011. There are also
CBAs for Seattle school principals while Bellevue
principals have a less formal agreement. Because
union agreements generally cover a three year
period, the study looks at current policies that are
in effect now although they might change in the
future.
Overview of Three Local Districts
Bellevue, Seattle, and Mercer Island School
Districts were chosen for the study based on
their diverse characteristics. All three are also
in the Seattle League’s area of involvement and
membership. Seattle School District is the largest
with 95 schools and a total student population
of 47,808. Forty-five percent of the students are
white with 55% students of color. Asian and
African American students make up the majority
of students of color. Mercer Island School District
has five schools and 4,740 students. Its student
population is less diverse with 74% white. The
majority of students of color are Asian. Bellevue
School District has 29 schools with 18,088
students. Its student population is more evenly
split between white (49.9%) and students of color.
The largest segment of students of color is Asian
at 28.6%. Both Seattle (12%) and Bellevue (9.4%)
have significant numbers of students for whom
English is not their native language. Roughly
43% of Seattle’s students qualify for free and
reduced price lunch with Bellevue at 22% and
Mercer Island around 3.5%. These numbers are
based on data from the 2010-11 school year.32
The information on specific policies at each district
is based on interviews with district staff and a
review of pertinent agreements. It is important
to remember that some districts have multiple
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schools at each level: elementary, middle, and
high school. The examples given to demonstrate
how a policy or program is implemented provide
a snapshot, not the full picture of how policies are
implemented in each school. The needs of specific
student populations at each school play a role in
how the school operates.
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turnover to districts and communities.35 The
report concludes that low salaries are not the only
reason for high rates of turnover in schools with
high rates of poverty. Often teachers are stymied
by inadequate administrative support or training,
too many intrusions on classroom time, and an
inability to affect decision making.
Local School District Programs

MENTORING AND PROFESSIONAL
The three districts and their teachers realize the
DEVELOPMENT
importance of strong professional development
Overview

Many
commentators,
foundations,
and
educational organizations have focused on
the importance of professional development.
Professional development is a broad term that can
be defined as: 1) help for new teachers (induction);
2) a plan for improvement for struggling teachers;
and 3) a process for all teachers individually or
collectively to encourage professional growth by
learning new teaching techniques or devising new
plans for updated curriculum. The orientation
or induction programs for new teachers appear
to be universally accepted as important to
the development and retention of highly
qualified teachers. Induction is best defined
as a comprehensive, coherent, and sustained
professional development process organized by a
school district to train, support, and retain new
teachers. It should seamlessly lead teachers into
a lifelong learning program.33 Building strong
professional learning communities with a culture
of collaboration was recognized as essential to this
model.
Research from the US Department of Education
sees professional development for new teachers
as a way to reduce their high rate of attrition,
especially those who are serving the neediest
students in high poverty schools. “Although
shown to be valuable, induction programs that
include sustained feedback in collaborative
environments remain a rare experience for most
beginning teachers.”34
Another problem is
the retention of teachers in their first five years
of teaching. Research of a national think tank
presented evidence of the high cost of teacher

and mentoring programs for teachers. The
districts report that professional development is
often driven by state and federal mandates for the
districts, teacher certification and endorsement
requirements, or new curriculum, technology, or
reporting initiatives by the districts. Mercer Island
School District (MISD) reported that the School
Improvement Plans (SIPs) direct professional
development. SIPs are developed with input
from teachers, principals, and parents. In Seattle
School District (SSD) the SIPs also determine
the professional development needs of the school.
A Bellevue School District (BSD) principal36
stated that establishing a culture where everyone
welcomes and supports a new employee is
important to the smooth functioning of a school.
Supportive, collaborative working environments
are critical to attracting and retaining strong,
committed teachers. Collaboration at all levels
is accepted as a key to a successful professional
development process and is reflected in the current
efforts in the districts to build professional learning
communities and in the school improvement
plans.
School district staff interviewed for this study
used the terms mentor, coach, master teacher, and
specialist to some degree interchangeably. Both
MISD and BSD include building level one-onone trained mentors who receive a stipend for their
work. In MISD, each teacher new to the district
is assigned a mentor. Mentors are chosen because
of their experience in the area the new teacher
is teaching and because of their willingness to
have the new teacher observe them in their own
classroom. Each mentor has only one new teacher
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to mentor, and they are both assigned to the same
school. The principals in BSD recommend the
match of the mentor and teacher. The President
of the Bellevue Education Association (BEA) has
final approval and usually agrees to the proposed
match.37 While SSD emphasizes support for
new teachers during their first year of teaching,
it does not include the building level one-on-one
mentoring. Both BSD and SSD employ district
specialists or star teachers whose full time job
is to guide the work and evaluate the needs of
15 to 35 new teachers. BSD is the only district
that reported both building and district level
mentoring support. It also is the only one with
collaboration between the district and teacher
union in identifying mentors.
Both MISD and BSD have early release days
during the week for the schools to use for
professional development and school planning.
In MISD, Monday afternoons are available,
and in BSD Wednesday afternoons are set aside
for this work. In MISD, one Monday a month
can be district directed activities. On the first
Wednesday of a month, BSD cannot require a
district event for teachers. In BSD, it is usually
up to the teachers to participate although the
Superintendent would like to change this to have
more specific requirements for the time.
The collection, analysis, and definition of relevant
data for implementation and evaluation of
professional development programs for teachers
remain problematic. In BSD, both the BEA and
Superintendent agreed that the resources available
for mentoring fall short of the ideal and that
resources are scarce for new initiatives. In 2010,
BEA reported losing a planning day which is the
day before school starts. MISD reported that they
were affected by the cuts to curriculum resources.
With state funding being reduced each year,
financing professional development programs is a
critical issue and impairs the ability of the districts
to fully train their teachers.
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EVALUATION OF TEACHERS
Overview
There is general agreement on the positive effect
of high quality teaching on student achievement.
Disagreements arise over how to define effective,
excellent instruction and--once it is defined-how to evaluate teachers on their performance.
Traditionally, the main purpose of an evaluation
process has been to decide whether or not to
extend a contract to a teacher for the ensuing
academic year. Principals conducted classroom
observations once or twice a year and then met
with the teacher to discuss their observations.
Teachers were given an evaluation of satisfactory
or unsatisfactory.
As momentum for education reform has grown
over the past several years, there have been
efforts to find new and better ways to evaluate
instruction and teachers. Other goals for a
meaningful evaluation system include improving
student achievement and providing support
and mentoring to help teachers become more
effective. Evaluations can provide opportunities
to recognize teachers’ work as well as to help
teachers and schools identify priorities for further
training.
Many reformers believe that student achievement
should be an important factor in evaluating
teachers and principals. Some suggest that an
evaluation system can be used to determine
differential pay for teachers based on their
effectiveness. Using teacher effectiveness, instead
of seniority, also as a criterion for layoffs would
require an evaluation system that is accurate and
fair, a task that may prove difficult.
Efforts are underway nationally and in Washington
State to create and test comprehensive evaluation
systems. The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation
began a Measures of Effective Teaching (MET)
project in 2009 to develop and test several
measures of teacher effectiveness. The project
has enlisted over 3,000 teacher volunteers in six
mostly urban school districts across the country
(none in Washington). These teachers have
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agreed to have data collected and analyzed on
these measures: 1) student achievement gains on
assessments; 2) videotaped classroom observations;
3) teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge; 4)
student perceptions of the classroom instructional
environment; 5) teachers’ perceptions of working
conditions and instructional support at their
schools. Final findings and report are to be
released the fall of 2012.38 A preliminary progress
report in January 2012 emphasized the need for
multiple classroom observations done by well
trained observers. The observations need to be
combined with student feedback and data on
improvement in student test scores.39

The criteria used in evaluations should
include indicators of 1) a teacher’s practice
such as knowledge of the subject matter
material, classroom management, lesson
plans; 2) a teacher’s contribution to the school
and professional growth; 3) and a teacher’s
contribution to student learning and growth.
The evaluation system should be fair and
conducted by highly trained supervisors and
must be adequately funded. The full statement
can be found at the NEA website.

In Colorado, state legislation was passed in 2010
establishing new requirements for evaluating
teachers and principals. The law mandates that at
least half of a teacher’s evaluation be determined
by the academic growth of the teacher’s students
and that at least half of a principal’s evaluation
is determined by the academic growth of the
students in the principal’s school. The Colorado
Growth Model has been developed to see how
individual students and groups of students
progress from year to year toward state standards,
based on where each individual student begins.
The new evaluation system will be implemented
statewide in 2013-14.40

Race to the Top contenders were graded on
several criteria including that of measuring
student achievement. In an effort to be a
contender for future Race to the Top funding,
the Washington State Legislature passed a
broad education reform bill (E2SSB 6696) in
2010 that includes significant changes to state
requirements for school districts’ evaluation
of teachers and principals.42 The legislation
requires that each school district establish revised
evaluative criteria and a four-tier rating system
for all teachers and principals, a departure from
the previous satisfactory or unsatisfactory rating.
Minimum criteria specified in the legislation for
evaluating classroom teachers include:

National Teacher Unions Grapple
Evaluating Teacher Effectiveness

with

At the annual meeting of the National Education
Association (NEA), the national union for
educators adopted a policy statement in July 2011
that lays out criteria “for the types of teacher
evaluation and accountability systems necessary
to ensure a high quality public education for
every student.” The policy statement affords the
association’s members the opportunity to take
responsibility for ensuring the development,
implementation, and enforcement of these high
quality systems. The policy further states “high
quality teacher evaluation systems must provide
the tools teachers need to continuously tailor
instruction, enhance practice, and advance
student learning.” 41

Race to the Top Fuels Race to Change
Evaluation in Washington State

•

centering instruction on high expectations
for student achievement;

•

demonstrating effective teaching practices;

•

recognizing individual student learning
needs and developing strategies to address
those needs;

•

providing clear and intentional focus on
subject matter content and curriculum;

•

fostering and managing a safe, positive
learning environment;

•

using multiple student data elements to
modify instruction and improve student
learning;

•

communicating and collaborating with
parents and school community;
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•

exhibiting collaborative and collegial practices
focused on improving instructional practice
and student learning.

When student growth data (student growth
meaning the change in student achievement
between two points in time) is referred to in the
evaluation process, it must be based on multiple
measures that can include classroom-based,
school-based, district-based, and state-based tools.
Another change was extending the period of
provisional status for new teachers from two years
to three. During the provisional period, a teacher
is subject to nonrenewal of the employment
contract without due process. After successfully
completing the provisional period, teachers
receive a continuing contract requiring a more
substantial argument for dismissal.
A Teacher/Principal Evaluation Pilot project
is the first phase in the implementation of the
new state evaluation requirements by the Office
of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI).
Eight school districts and one consortium of
districts were selected to begin in 2010-11 to
develop evaluation systems aligned to the new
state criteria. They will pilot these systems in
2011-12. (None of the districts are in the Greater
Seattle area.) OSPI will review information from
the pilot projects and make recommendations to
the legislature regarding adopting one or more
of the evaluation systems for use by all districts
in the state. All districts must adopt evaluation
systems that conform to the requirements of the
E2SSB 6696 legislation for use in the 2013-14
school year.43
Current Evaluation Practices in Local School
Districts
Bellevue School District: Traditional Evaluation
System
In the Bellevue School District, evaluations are
carried out by principals with some assistance
from district administrators, who observe teachers
in classrooms at least twice a year. The annual
evaluation summary is essentially a blank form
on which the principal writes the evaluation.
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Student performance is not part of the evaluation,
but student or parent concerns can be considered.
After three years of teaching in the district a teacher
receives a continuing contract which doesn’t bring
a higher salary but does entitle the teacher to due
process. The district and the Bellevue Education
Association have a joint committee working on a
new evaluation system to comply with the 2010
state legislation.44
Mercer Island School District: Three Years In
The Mercer Island School Board adopted a new
evaluation system in 2008 after the district and
the Mercer Island Education Association (MIEA)
worked together to review the previous system
and recommend a change that would better
support teachers in the classroom and foster
a culture of professional development. This
evaluation process is spelled out in the collective
bargaining agreement and is based on Charlotte
Danielson’s work Enhancing Professional Practice:
A Framework for Teaching.45 The Framework for
Teaching is a research-based set of components
of instruction. “In this framework, the complex
activity of teaching is divided into 22 components
(and 76 smaller elements) clustered into four
domains of teaching responsibility: planning and
preparation, classroom environment, instruction,
and professional responsibilities.”46 Teachers
are evaluated for their level of performance in
each domain or category and receive a rating of
unsatisfactory, basic, proficient, or distinguished.
The goal for each teacher is to receive an evaluation
of proficient or distinguished in each domain.
The procedure for evaluation observations by
the principal and follow-up meetings is spelled
out in the agreement. The principal asks for
three observations, a mixture of announced and
unannounced. The teacher must be observed
for a total of 60 minutes, 30 of which must
be continuous.
The 30-minute continuous
observation must be scheduled in advance. New
teachers must have one observation in the first 90
days.
The teacher union (MIEA) is proud of the
evaluation system, which resulted from the
collaboration of union members and the
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district. They believe that the system elevates
professionalism by providing a structured way to
reflect on one’s teaching practice, take stock, get
input from the principal and other teachers, and
think of ways to improve. It is useful for every
teacher because it helps identify specific areas for
improvement for underperformers, as well as areas
for good teachers to stretch. The evaluator must
identify specifically where there are deficiencies
and then help construct a plan for improvement.
The union gets involved when an evaluator has
concerns and lets the union know. It makes sure
that due process is followed and wants to see that
milestones are set up for improving practices. It
also tries to ensure that the employee is hearing
what the evaluator says. If milestones aren’t met
and teaching does not improve, MIEA helps to
counsel that teacher to leave the profession.47
The process for struggling teachers involves a great
deal of the principal’s time, especially if a teacher
is placed on probation. A major concern of many
teachers and principals is that all the evaluators be
properly trained to use the evaluation system. This
requires funds that may or may not be provided
by the state.
Seattle School District: Transitioning
Seattle School District began the development of
a new four-tiered system for evaluating teachers in
2010 based on its collective bargaining agreement
with Seattle Education Association. In the
past teachers were observed as they taught and
then given feedback. They were rated as either
satisfactory or unsatisfactory. It has been estimated
that less two percent of all SPS teachers were rated
unsatisfactory. In addition to creating four levels
of evaluation, the system will require student
growth measures to be included in determining
the evaluation of teachers.
In 2010-11, Level One schools,48 for teachers in
their first three years of teaching as well as teachers
new to the district, began using a new system
called the Professional Growth and Evaluation
(PG&E) measure. Teachers receive evaluations
of unsatisfactory, basic, proficient, or innovative
in four domains based on Charlotte Danielson’s
Framework for Teaching. Like Mercer Island
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School District, teachers are evaluated by their
principal or a designated evaluator. In 2011-12,
Level Two schools are being phased into the new
system. In 2012-13, all teachers will be evaluated
in the same way.
As part of their evaluation, teachers along with
their evaluator will assess their own teaching
practice and develop future goals for their
students. These goals should be in line with the
specific School Improvement Plan of their school.
Early in the school year they will discuss and agree
upon ways to measure how they will know if these
goals have been met. One principal in the middle
of her first year of this new method commented
that she is impressed with the rich conversations
she was having with teachers about their practice,
but that the process is incredibly time-consuming.
Once proficient in all four domains, the certified
teacher moves to the shorter general annual
evaluation. Provisional teachers and those who
have not been found proficient in all areas or
have failed to meet the student growth standard
stay on the more comprehensive evaluation, the
Professional Growth and Evaluation Measure,
referred to previously.
A teacher whose performance is rated unsatisfactory
shall be placed on a Performance Improvement
Plan (PIP) and receive support from a mentor or
the teacher may be placed on probation. Teachers
who receive a basic rating must develop a support
plan with their supervisor. After three months of
the support plan, the administrator will observe
the progress of the teacher and either discontinue
the support plan, keep the support plan, or put
the teacher on a PIP.
Role of Evaluation in Decisions on Reductions
in Force (RIF)
When school districts must lay off teachers
because of inadequate funding (reduction in
force or RIF), most make decisions about which
teachers to lay off on the basis of seniority (often
described as last hired, first fired). Concerns
have been raised by a variety of stakeholders that
less senior but highly effective teachers are let go
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while sometimes ineffective teachers with more
seniority keep their jobs. Another concern is
that often inexperienced teachers are assigned to
schools that include significant numbers of at risk
students. As a result, those schools and students
who most need stability and extra help must cope
with higher rates of teacher turnover in times of
reduced funding.
Teacher unions argue that using seniority is the
fairest, most transparent way to handle layoffs.
The Mercer Island teachers union makes the
case that a fair, consistent, and well-implemented
evaluation system, and not budget driven
layoffs, is the best way to address the problem
of underperforming teachers. The teachers will
be identified throughout the year, given help to
improve, and placed on probation if necessary.
If there is still no improvement, they will leave
the system. When a good evaluation system is
working well, seniority is the fairest and most
transparent criterion for making layoff decisions.
Other observers make the case that teachers’
evaluations should be factored into layoff decisions
in addition to, or in place of, seniority.49 However,
that would require a well-developed evaluation
system trusted by all parties. Implementation of
new state approved evaluation systems included
in ESHB 2661 will be required in 2013-14.
While criteria for layoffs is currently a hot topic
among politicians and educators, a resolution will
depend on agreements with teacher unions or
state mandates, neither of which will happen in
the near future.

SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT
Teaching as a Collective Act
The spring 2010 issue of the Voices in Urban
Education (VUE) published by the Annenberg
Institute of School Reform is devoted to the
importance of teaching as a collective act. This
concept comes from a belief that a teacher’s
effectiveness is affected by the school environment
and how well teachers and principals work
together. Recent research has demonstrated that
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schools become more effective when teachers
coordinate their work and contribute to school
wide improvements.50
Collaboration leads
to higher teacher effectiveness and student
achievement gains.51 According to the Center
for Strengthening the Teaching Profession,
Washington State teachers report that having a
collaborative work environment is a great source
of support as well as one reason for them to remain
at their schools and in their jobs.52
One often discussed form of collaboration is the
development of a professional learning community
(PLC). Characteristics of a PLC include: shared
values and vision, a shared leadership structure
with shared decision making, a collaborative
culture, and a focus on instructional improvement
that leads to gains in student performance.
Schools become learning environments for both
teachers and students.53 PLCs can take the form
of grade level teams in elementary schools, crossdiscipline teams working with the same students
in a high school, or a school wide instructional
leadership team.54
One critical issue is how to find the time for
collaboration. Some schools provide common
planning periods for teachers in a team, others
have early release days or provide substitutes for
teachers so they can observe another teacher or
meet with their team.55
All three school districts have established a
structure for encouraging collaboration among
the teachers and the principals at each school.
It generally takes the form of a leadership team
which includes teachers and principals. In the
Bellevue School District, Superintendent Cudeiro
instituted instructional leadership teams (ILT)
when she became superintendent. She specifically
called out the need to develop professional
learning communities in each school to improve
instruction.56 While teachers collaborated on a
more informal basis, the ILT further supports
the idea of teachers taking ownership of any
changes.57
At Mercer Island School District, the high school
has a Building Leadership Team (BLT), and the
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elementary and middle schools have a cabinet
that includes the principal and teachers. Teachers’
views on whether they have enough say in the
decision making process depends on the school.58
In the Seattle School District, each school is to
have a Building Leadership Team (BLT) composed
of staff representatives and the principal. The
BLT may also include parents, students, and
community members where appropriate. The
purpose of the BLT is to “promote and facilitate
the collaborative decision-making process which
affects academic achievement and to indentify
how to support the needs of the students and staff
in the buildings.”59 There are also instructional
councils that focus on instruction. In the 2010
agreement between the SEA and the Seattle School
District, several items address the need for more
collaboration: there is one additional paid hour
per week for collaborative time in elementary and
K-8 schools and general support for an increase
in planning and collaborative time for all staff.
The Seattle School District is also in the process of
developing PLCs both within a school and crossdistrict with educators who teach the same subject
such as physical education, special education, and
English language learners.
The Role of the Principal
The principal has the most influence in
determining the school culture and environment.
Principals have many roles: operational manager
of the school, instructional leader who works with
teachers to improve instruction, evaluator of the
teachers, and the face of the school to the students,
parents, and community. According to interviews
with district staff and principals, the degree of
autonomy that a principal has to hire the staff and
organize the school fluctuates based on district
policies and the principal. With so many roles,
principals complain about the lack of time and
resources to fulfill all of their responsibilities.60
Representatives of Mercer Island School District
administration, teachers, and principals are
in complete agreement on the importance of
the principal as the instructional leader who
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establishes a school environment that nurtures
learning, innovation, and creativity for educators
and students. In the Bellevue School District,
principals have some autonomy to organize their
schools based on the needs of their students. A
key responsibility for any principal is the hiring of
staff for the school. In Mercer Island and Bellevue
School Districts, principals have the authority to
hire staff based on the pool of candidates available.
In the Seattle School District, the hiring process
is more complex because of the three phase hiring
process. However, the principal and staff at the
school are responsible for the final decision on
hiring in most situations.
The area where principals do not have much
autonomy is in budgeting. While they may be
able to establish their own staffing pattern, it
is within the context of a certain level of funds
based on district funding formulas. With the
reduction in overall funding these last few years,
principals have less money to work with. Districts
and individual schools are turning to grants to
provide more resources for teachers and students.
Sammamish High School in the Bellevue School
District received a grant for problem based learning
which the principal believes will help provide for
more teacher collaboration and innovation at
the school.61 In 2010, West Seattle Elementary
was one of three schools in Seattle that received
federal funds to turn around low performing
schools. The district hired a new principal and 12
new teachers. The grant pays for a longer school
day, more after-school activities, more training for
teachers, and outreach to parents.62 The grant is
for three years with significant evaluation after
the first two years.
Family Participation in the School
The families and guardians of the students are
another important influence on student learning.
Research has shown that the more parents are
involved in their children’s schooling, the better
it is for their academic achievement.63 Schools
consider a student’s family a critical partner in
the student’s success, and they strive to create
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opportunities for families to become engaged in
the schools. The three school districts have an
assortment of community and family engagement
policies, and many schools have Parent, Teacher,
Student Associations (PTSAs) that work to keep
parents informed and participating in their
children’s education. However, families that
face language and cultural barriers have a more
difficult time engaging with the schools. The
National PTA created a set of national standards
for parent or family involvement programs.
The standards are based on John Hopkins
University scholar Joyce L. Epstein’s six types
of parent involvement.64 The six standards are:
1) communication between home and school is
regular, two-way, and meaningful; 2) parenting
skills are promoted and supported; 3) parents
play an integral role in assisting student learning;
4) parents are welcome in the school and their
support and assistance are sought; 5) parents are
full partners in the decisions that affect children
and families; and 6) community resources are
used to strengthen schools, families, and student
learning.
For teachers, parents are critical to ensuring that
their students are in school and ready to learn.
Attendance is an important factor in a student’s
performance. Home visits, parent-teacher
conferences, and opportunities for parents to
become involved at the school are some of the
important ways that teachers and schools try to
connect with parents.

TEACHER COMPENSATION
Overview
Washington State sets the basic salary schedule
based on education credentials (B.A, M.A., Ph.D.,
extra credits) and years of experience. It provides
funds to each district to cover the salaries of its
teachers based on the schedule. The goal of this
policy is to provide adequately for public schools
throughout the state, in spite of wide variations
among local communities in income, resources,
and property values. The three school districts
included in this study add on to the basic schedule
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based on time, responsibilities, and incentives
(TRI). Since pay is a negotiated item in union
agreements, districts vary in the amount and
requirements for extra pay.
Restructuring teacher pay is a national area of
reform. Some advocates want to link pay more
closely with teacher effectiveness and to raise some
salaries for specific work in order to encourage
and retain a higher quality teacher workforce.65
There are also efforts to induce teachers to accept
placement or remain in high need schools and to
provide differential pay by subject matter so as to
compete with the private sector in areas like math
and science.66 Both Denver and Washington D.C.
have instituted new systems where teachers can
earn significant pay increases as rewards or bonuses
for good performance. In Washington’s Impact
Plus, a teacher who is rated “highly effective”
two years in a row can earn large pay increases
ranging from $2,400 to $25,000.67 Providing
those bonuses to teachers early in their careers was
considered important in keeping teachers from
leaving the profession. With close to 20 percent
of teachers in urban districts leaving every year,
the cost of teacher turnover is also an important
aspect of pay reform. Teachers make 14 percent
less than professionals in other occupations with
similar educational backgrounds.68
In 2006, Denver Public Schools collaborated with
its teachers’ association to develop an alternative
compensation system called ProComp.69 A teacher
who participates in this salary system is assigned an
initial salary based on a traditional schedule. Then
the teacher is eligible to earn monetary awards
and bonuses based on four major components:
knowledge and skills, comprehensive evaluation,
hard to serve school or assignment, and student
growth indicators. There are nine elements in the
four components, and each one has an assigned
monetary reward.70 The evaluation report done
in 2011 found mixed results, some due to lack of
understanding of the system and need for more
complete implementation. However, the district
made significant gains during the period of review,
although it was not clear that the gains were
due solely to the ProComp system. The report


THE VOTER MARCH 2012

provides suggestions for other districts that might
be interested in establishing a similar system.
Another issue under discussion is the basis for
determining a teacher’s salary and step increases.
The National Council on Teacher Quality
(NCTQ) argues that more funds should be
allocated based on a district’s primary needs:
improving student achievement and placing the
best teachers where they are needed the most.71
Their report looked at research on the two basic
determinants of teacher pay: education credentials
and years of experience. Their conclusion was that
there is not a significant relationship between
advanced degrees and student achievement.
Additionally, the report questions the link between
higher pay and longevity.72 However, other recent
studies using student testing data showed a more
positive impact of teacher experience on student
achievement. While the research is not conclusive
either way, there does seem to be general agreement
that any correlation between experience and
student performance is most evident in the first
five to seven years of teaching.73
The NCTQ report recommends that states remove
the requirements for advanced degrees and use
the funds to boost salaries earlier in teachers’
careers and provide bonuses for highly effective
teachers and for teachers working in high needs
schools.74 A caveat on these recommendations
comes from Dan Goldhaber, Director of the
Center for Educational Data and Research, who
states that more work needs to be done on the
methodology for using student achievement
tests as a gauge of teacher effectiveness.75 Before
connecting pay to teacher effectiveness, districts
need a valid evaluation system that generates trust
among teachers and principals.
Washington State’s efforts at using pay as a means
to improve teaching include providing bonuses to
teachers who received National Board certification,
a more rigorous certification process than that of
the state. The state also pays bonuses to teachers
who work in high needs schools. Because of
funding problems, the state reduced the size of the
bonus in its 2011-13 budget. All three local school
districts provide bonuses to teachers with national
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certification, at least for now. At the federal level,
the new Teacher Incentive Fund provides grants
to state and local districts to implement new pay
structures. The extra funds would go to teachers
who increase student achievement and to teachers
who work in “hard to staff” positions working
with high need students.76
Review of Local School Districts Compensation
While the state determines the basic salary
schedule, local school districts have some options
in responding to local needs and choices. Such
options include access to funds through federally
funded programs such as Title One, local levy
funds authorized by local voters, other levies
established for purposes which support activities
related to education, and grants for specific
purposes from other sources. School districts
in this area have salary schedules that are
quite similar. An inexperienced teacher with a
bachelor’s degree and a teaching certification will
probably earn about $45,000. As the teacher gets
more experience and higher degrees, he or she will
move up the salary schedule. The top salary after
16 years of experience and a master’s degree or
Ph.D. can reach $80,000.
In the Seattle School District, the latest contract
provided a small increase in pay for TRI
responsibilities and additional compensation for
special and supplemental assignments including
leadership and extra duties. The contract also
established career ladder positions such mentor
teachers, curriculum specialists, or mentor
principals.77 The increases were linked to the
passage of additional levy capacity authorized by
the state which was approved by Seattle voters in
November 2010. The school district also received
funds from the federal Teacher Incentive Fund
to help pay for the additional pay and salary
increases. The Mercer Island and Bellevue School
Districts also include TRI pay incentives and pay
for extra work such as being a mentor teacher or
participating on a leadership team. Additional
funds from grants may pay for extra professional
development such as those received by Bellevue’s
Sammamish High School.
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In this time of significant budget cuts from the
state to local school districts, it will be difficult for
districts to increase base salaries. In 2011, the state
reduced teacher salaries by 1.9 percent. Districts
had to negotiate with their teachers as to how this
reduction was implemented.

LOOKING TO THE FUTURE
This study has described some of the critical issues
relating to teacher effectiveness; however, there are
no grand conclusions. As stated earlier, the issues
of teacher evaluation (both before and during
their teaching careers), teacher compensation, and
professional development are all in flux, especially
because of the state’s funding situation. The last
few years have seen significant experiments across
the country to improve teaching quality; however,
there is no one easy answer. The conclusions from
research studies are varied and not definitive.
Given the variety of student populations and
district sizes, solutions will ultimately have to be
determined at the local level.
The amount of funds a district receives from
the state has a major impact on what it can do.
Budget reductions over the last few years have
already reduced teacher salaries, reduced funds for
professional development, reduced the bonus for
national certifications, and forced districts to lay
off teachers, a process that can lead to disruptions
in the schools and larger class sizes.
Since the passage of ESHB 2661 in 2009, the state
has worked at creating a new system of funding
basic education (including expansion of what is
defined as basic education). A variety of work
groups were established to: create a new model for
allocating funds to school districts; create a new
teacher and principal evaluation system; develop
a new teacher compensation model; provide
new investments in early learning including
full day kindergarten; and increase graduation
requirements and standards. In its January 2011
report to the Legislature,78 The Quality Education
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Council, the agency responsible for overseeing the
implementation of education reform, estimated
the costs of implementing its recommendations
at over $221 million in the first year. Final
implementation of basic education reforms will
not be completed in the near future given the lack
of funding. Clearly, there is a gap between what
the state and local districts want to do and their
ability to pay for it. Efforts to improve the quality
and retention of teachers cost money. Whether
these efforts succeed may depend on how much
the public is willing to pay for better education.
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ZHEVLWHKWWSQFDWHRUJVHDUFKE\WLWOHRIDUWLFOH
6HHZZZSHVEZDJRY
 -HQQLIHU:DOODFH([HFXWLYH'LUHFWRU3URIHVVLRQDO(GXFDWRU6WDQGDUGV%RDUG*XHVW6SHDNHU
IRU(GXFDWLRQ&RPPLWWHH/HDJXHRI:RPHQ9RWHUVRI6HDWWOH2I¿FH6HSWHPEHU
3URIHVVLRQDO(GXFDWRU6WDQGDUGV%RDUGKWWSZZZSHVEZDJRY
1DWLRQDO&RXQFLOIRU$FFUHGLWDWLRQRI7HDFKHU(GXFDWLRQKWWSZZZQFDWHRUJ
:DOODFHWDON6HSWHPEHU
6HHKWWSZZZDDFWHRUJLQGH[SKS"3URJUDPV7HDFKHU3HUIRUPDQFH$VVHVVPHQW
&RQVRUWLXP73$&WHDFKHUSHUIRUPDQFHDVVHVVPHQWFRQVRUWLXPKWPO
0DUJLW0F*XLUH3URIHVVRUDQG'LUHFWRURI7HDFKHU(GXFDWLRQ3URJUDP6HDWWOH8QLYHUVLW\
LQWHUYLHZ-DQXDU\
 :DOODFHWDON6HSWHPEHU5LFN(LJHQEURRG'HDQ6HDWWOH3DFL¿F8QLYHUVLW\6FKRRO
RI(GXFDWLRQLQWHUYLHZ-DQXDU\
(LJHQEURRGLQWHUYLHZDQG)UDQN.OLQH3K'$VVRFLDWH'HDQ6HDWWOH3DFL¿F8QLYHUVLW\
6FKRRORI(GXFDWLRQLQWHUYLHZ-DQXDU\
 ,ELG
6HDWWOH8QLYHUVLW\&ROOHJHRI(GXFDWLRQ0,7%URFKXUHZZZVHDWWOHXHGXFRH0F*XLUH
LQWHUYLHZ-DQXDU\
 0F*XLUHLQWHUYLHZ-DQXDU\
,ELG
0RUYD0F'RQDOG$VVRFLDWH3URIHVVRURI(GXFDWLRQ8QLYHUVLW\RI:DVKLQJWRQ'LUHFWRURI
WKH$FNHUOH\1HWZRUNLQWHUYLHZ$SULO
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8:&ROOHJHRI(GXFDWLRQ$FNHUOH\3DUWQHU6FKRROV1HWZRUN%URFKXUH
0F'RQDOGLQWHUYLHZ1RY
.HQQHWK=HLFKQHU%RHLQJ3URIHVVRURI7HDFKHU(GXFDWLRQ'LUHFWRURI7HDFKHU(GXFDWLRQ
8QLYHUVLW\RI:DVKLQJWRQLQWHUYLHZ0D\
 ,ELG
KWWSZZZZDSURWHDFKFRPRYHUYLHZLQGH[KWPO
-HQQLIHU:DOODFHFRPPHQWVRQUHYLHZLQJWKLVGRFXPHQW
³:KDWLV1DWLRQDO%RDUG&HUWL¿FDWLRQ"´1DWLRQDO%RDUGIRU3URIHVVLRQDO7HDFKLQJ6WDQGDUGV
ZZZQESWVRUJ
 &DOODJKDQ3HWHU³%RDUG&HUWL¿FDWLRQ0DNHV%HWWHU7HDFKHUV²,VQ¶W7KDW(QRXJK"´1HZV
7ULEXQH 7DFRPD:$ 0DUFK$
'LVWULFW'HPRJUDSKLFVFRPHIURP2I¿FHRI6XSHULQWHQGHQWRI,QVWUXFWLRQZZZNZDXV
:RQJ³,QGXFWLRQ3URJUDPV´
(LOHHQ0DU\:HLVVDQG6WHSKHQ*DU\:HLVV³%HJLQQLQJ7HDFKHU,QGXFWLRQ´1RYHPEHU
DYDLODEOHDW(5,&'LJHVW('
7KH&HQWHUIRU6WUHQJWKHQLQJWKH7HDFKLQJ3URIHVVLRQ³0RUH6ZLPPLQJDQG/HVV6LQNLQJ
DQG:K\'R+LJK3RYHUW\6FKRROV+DYH'LI¿FXOW\6WDI¿QJ7KHLU&ODVVURRPVZLWK4XDOL¿HG
7HDFKHUV´MRLQWLQLWLDWLYHRIWKH&HQWHUIRU$PHULFDQ3URJUHVVDQGWKH,QVWLWXWHIRU$PHULFD¶V
)XWXUH1RYHPEHU
7RP'XHQZDOG3ULQFLSDO6DPPDPLVK+LJK6FKRRO%HOOHYXH6FKRRO'LVWULFWLQWHUYLHZ
RQ0DUFKUG2YHUYLHZRI0HQWRULQJDQG5HVRXUFHVIRU1RYLFHDQG6WUXJJOLQJ
7HDFKHUV3URIHVVLRQDO'HYHORSPHQWDQG(YDOXDWLRQLQWKH%HOOHYXH6FKRRO'LVWULFW
 ,ELG
0(73URMHFW%LOODQG0HOLQGD*DWHV)RXQGDWLRQ³:RUNLQJZLWK7HDFKHUVWR'HYHORS)DLU
DQG5HOLDEOH0HDVXUHVRI(IIHFWLYH7HDFKLQJ´-XQH$YDLODEOHDWZZZJDWHVIRXQGDWLRQ
RUJVHDUFKE\NH\ZRUGV
 'RQQD%ODQNLQVKLS³*DWHVVWXG\2QFHD\HDUWHDFKHUHYDOXDWLRQVQRWHQRXJK´6HDWWOH
7LPHV-DQXDU\7KHIXOOUHSRUWFDQEHIRXQGDWZZZPHWSURMHFWRUJ
KWWSZZZFGHVWDWHFRXV(GXFDWRU(IIHFWLYHQHVV
 6HHIXOOWH[WDWZZZQHDRUJJUDQWVKWP
³*UHJRLUHVLJQV.HGXFDWLRQELOOVLQWRODZ´6HDWWOH7LPHV0DUFK
263,:HEVLWHZZZNZDXV(G/HJ73(3
,QWHUYLHZVZLWK%HOOHYXH6FKRRO6XSHULQWHQGHQW$PDOLD&XGHLURDQG%($3UHVLGHQW0LFKHOH
0LOOHU
&KDUORWWH'DQLHOVRQ(QKDQFLQJ3URIHVVLRQDO3UDFWLFH$)UDPHZRUNIRU7HDFKLQJQGHG
$VVRFLDWLRQIRU6XSHUYLVLRQ &XUULFXOXP'HYHORSPHQW 
$JUHHPHQW%HWZHHQ0HUFHU,VODQG6FKRRO'LVWULFWDQG0HUFHU,VODQG(GXFDWLRQ
$VVRFLDWLRQIRU&HUWL¿FDWHG(PSOR\HHV6HSWHPEHU±$XJXVWS
 ,QWHUYLHZZLWK7/LQGTXLVW3UHVLGHQW0HUFHU,VODQG(GXFDWLRQ$VVRFLDWLRQ)HEUXDU\
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6HDWWOH3XEOLF6FKRROVEHJDQLVVXLQJ6FKRRO5HSRUWVLQWKHIDOORI6FKRROVDUHUDWHG
IURP/HYHOVWRZLWK/HYHOEHLQJWKHORZHVWOHYHOOHYHOVDQGWKHKLJKHVW/HYHO
VFKRROVKDYHKLJKHUVFRUHVDQGDFKLHYHDQDFKLHYHPHQWJDSRIOHVVWKDQ/HYHOVFKRROV
DUHVFKRROVWKDWKDYHDPHGLXPWRORZQXPEHURIVWXGHQWVZKRPHHWVWDWHPDWKDQGUHDGLQJ
VWDQGDUGVDQGKDYHORZWRPHGLXPQXPEHURIVWXGHQWVZKRLPSURYHLQPDWKDQGUHDGLQJ
IURPRQH\HDUWRWKHQH[W6FKRROVZLWKKLJKHUOHYHOVUHFHLYHPRUHDXWRQRP\VFKRROVDW
ORZHUOHYHOVUHFHLYHPRUHRYHUVLJKWIURPWKHGLVWULFW8QOLNH1&/%UDWLQJV636VFKRROOHYHOV
PHDVXUHVWXGHQWJURZWKLQDGGLWLRQWRVWXGHQWSHUIRUPDQFH)URP³6HJPHQWDWLRQ8VLQJ'DWD
WR*URXS6FKRROVDQG&UHDWH,PSURYHPHQW3ODQV´RQWKH636:HEVLWH
6%DVGHVFULEHGE\6HQ5RGQH\7RPDQG6HQ-RH=DUHOOL³(YHU\6WXGHQW'HVHUYHVDQG
([FHOOHQW7HDFKHU´6HDWWOH7LPHV$SULO
6XVDQ0RRUH-RKQVRQ³+RZ%HVWWR$GG9DOXH´ (FRQRPLF3ROLF\,QVWLWXWH 
5HSULQWHGLQ6SULQJRQZHEVLWHRI9RLFHVLQ8UEDQ(GXFDWLRQ$YDLODEOHRQKWWS
DQQHQEHHUJLQVWLWXWHRUJ98(SRISGI
 ,ELGS
0LFKDHO6.QDSSHWDO³7HDFKHUV&RXQW6XSSRUWIRU7HDFKHUV¶:RUNLQWKH&RQWH[WRI6WDWH
5HIRUP´ &HQWHUIRUWKH6WUHQJWKHQLQJWKH7HDFKLQJ3URIHVVLRQ$XJXVW $YDLODEOHRQ
ZZZFVWSZDRUJ
³3URIHVVLRQDO/HDUQLQJ&RPPXQLWLHV´&HQWHUIRU&RPSUHKHQVLYH6FKRRO5HIRUPDQG
,PSURYHPHQWXQGHU³5HVRXUFHVE\7RSLFZZZFHQWHUIRUVFULRUJ
0LOEUH\:0F/DXJKOLQDQG-RDQ(7DOEHUW³3URIHVVLRQDO/HDUQLQJ&RPPXQLWLHV%XLOGLQJ
%ORFNVRI6FKRRO&XOWXUHDQG6WXGHQW/HDUQLQJ´98(6SULQJS$YDLODEOHRQ
KWWSDQQHQEHUJLQVWLWXWHRUJ98(
%XLOGLQJ&ROODERUDWLYH&XOWXUHV&HQWHUIRU6WUHQJWKHQLQJWKH7HDFKLQJ3URIHVVLRQ
LQIRUPDWLRQDOGRFXPHQW*RWRZZZFVWSZDRUJ
$PDOLD&XGHLUR6XSHULQWHQGHQW%HOOHYXH6FKRRO'LVWULFWLQWHUYLHZ)HE
 'XHQZDOGLQWHUYLHZ0DUFK
7DQL/LQGTXLVW3UHVLGHQW0HUFHU,VODQG(GXFDWLRQ$VVRFLDWLRQLQWHUYLHZ)HE
 6($&RQWUDFW$UWLFOH,,S
0DUN5RVFK\$VVRFLDWH3ULQFLSDO0HUFHU,VODQG+LJK6FKRROLQWHUYLHZ)HE
 'XHQZDOGLQWHUYLHZ
³6WUXJJOLQJ:HVW6HDWWOH(OHPHQWDU\*HWVD)UHVK6WDUW´6HDWWOH7LPHV1RY
³:KDW5HVHDUFK6D\VDERXW3DUHQW,QYROYHPHQWLQ&KLOGUHQ¶V(GXFDWLRQLQ5HODWLRQWR
$FDGHPLF$FKLHYHPHQW´0LFKLJDQ'HSDUWPHQWRI(GXFDWLRQEULHIS0DUFK
,ELGS
'DQ*ROGKDEHU³7HDFKHU3D\5HIRUPV7KH3ROLWLFDO,PSOLFDWLRQVRI5HFHQW5HVHDUFK´
&HQWHUIRU(GXFDWLRQ'DWDDQG5HVHDUFK &('5 :RUNLQJ3DSHUS
*ROGKDEHUFRPPHQWVRQUHSRUW0D\WK
 6DP'LOORQ³,Q:DVKLQJWRQ/DUJH5HZDUGVLQ7HDFKHU3D\´1HZ<RUN7LPHV-DQXDU\
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'DYH(JJHUVDQG1LQLYH&OHPHQWV&DOHJDUL³7KH+LJK&RVWRI/RZ7HDFKHU6DODULHV´1HZ
<RUN7LPHV0D\
³0DNLQJD'LIIHUHQFH,Q(GXFDWLRQ5HIRUP3UR&RPS([WHUQDO(YDOXDWLRQ5HSRUW
´7KH(YDOXDWLRQ&HQWHU6FKRRORI(GXFDWLRQDQG+XPDQ'HYHORSPHQW%XHFKQHU
,QVWLWXWHIRU*RYHUQDQFH6FKRRORI3XEOLF$IIDLUV&HQWHUIRU(GXFDWLRQ'DWDDQG5HVHDUFK
2FWREHUO([HFXWLYH6XPPDU\S[L
,ELGS[LL
 ³5HVWUXFWXULQJ7HDFKHU3D\WR5HZDUG([FHOOHQFH´1DWLRQDO&RXQFLORQ7HDFKHU4XDOLW\
'HFHPEHUS$YDLODEOHRQZZZQFWTRUJVHDUFKE\WLWOH
,ELGS
*ROGKDEHULQWHUYLHZ
1&74³5HVWUXFWXULQJ7HDFKHU3D\´S
 *ROGKDEHU³7HDFKHU3D\5HIRUPV´S
,ELGS
 6($&RQWUDFWS
KWWSZZZNZDXVTHFGHIDXOWDVS[
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$33(1',;$3HUVRQV,QWHUYLHZHG
2OJD$GGDH3UHVLGHQWDQG-RQDWKDQ.QDSS9LFH3UHVLGHQW6HDWWOH(GXFDWLRQ$VVRFLDWLRQ
$QQ&KDQIRUPHU+XPDQ5HVRXUFHV'LUHFWRU6HDWWOH6FKRRO'LVWULFW
5LFDUGR&UX]$VVLVWDQW6XSHULQWHQGHQW%HOOHYXH6FKRRO'LVWULFW
$PDOLD&XGHLUR6XSHULQWHQGHQW%HOOHYXH6FKRRO'LVWULFW
7RP'XHQZDOG3ULQFLSDO6DPPDPLVK+LJK6FKRRO%HOOHYXH6FKRRO'LVWULFW
5LFK(LJHQEURRG'HDQ6FKRRORI(GXFDWLRQ6HDWWOH3DFL¿F8QLYHUVLW\
'DQ*ROGKDEHU'LUHFWRU&HQWHUIRU(GXFDWLRQDO5HVHDUFKDQG'DWD
3DW+XQWHU3ULQFLSDO0DSOH(OHPHQWDU\6FKRRO6HDWWOH6FKRRO'LVWULFW
)UDQN.OLQH$VVRFLDWH'HDQ6FKRRORI(GXFDWLRQ6HDWWOH3DFL¿F8QLYHUVLW\
7DQL/LQGTXLVW3UHVLGHQW0HUFHU,VODQG(GXFDWLRQ$VVRFLDWLRQ
0RUYD0F'RQDOG$VVRFLDWH3URIHVVRURI(GXFDWLRQ'LUHFWRURI$FNHUO\1HWZRUN

&ROOHJHRI(GXFDWLRQ8QLYHUVLW\RI:DVKLQJWRQ
0DUJLW0F*XLUH3URIHVVRUDQG'LUHFWRURI7HDFKHU(GXFDWLRQ3URJUDPV6HDWWOH8QLYHUVLW\
0LFKHOH0LOOHU3UHVLGHQW%HOOHYXH(GXFDWLRQ$VVRFLDWLRQ
+RZDUG3ULSDVIRUPHU'LUHFWRURI/DERUDQG(PSOR\HH5HODWLRQV6HDWWOH6FKRRO'LVWULFW
0DUN5RVFK\$VVRFLDWH3ULQFLSDO0HUFHU,VODQG+LJK6FKRRO0HUFHU,VODQG6FKRRO'LVWULFW
6WHYH6XQGTXLVWIRUPHU'LUHFWRU6HDWWOH6FKRRO%RDUG
-HQQLIHU:DOODFH'LUHFWRU3URIHVVLRQDO(GXFDWRUV6WDQGDUGV%RDUG
-HQQLIHU:ULJKW(GXFDWLRQ'LUHFWRU/HDUQLQJDQG7HFKQRORJ\6HUYLFH

0HUFHU,VODQG6FKRRO'LVWULFW
.HQQHWK=HLFKQHU3URIHVVRUDQG'LUHFWRURI7HDFKHU(GXFDWLRQ8QLYHUVLW\RI:DVKLQJWRQ
$33(1',;%6XPPDU\RI&KDUORWWH'DQLHOVRQ¶V)UDPHZRUNIRU7HDFKLQJ
7KHFKDUWRQWKHQH[WSDJHVKRZVWKHIRXUPDMRUGRPDLQVRIWHDFKLQJUHVSRQVLELOLW\DQGWKH
PDMRUFRPSRQHQWVRIHDFKGRPDLQ7HDFKHUVDUHHYDOXDWHGIRUWKHLUOHYHORISHUIRUPDQFHLQ
HDFKFRPSRQHQWDQGUHFHLYHDUDWLQJRIXQVDWLVIDFWRU\EDVLFSUR¿FLHQWRUGLVWLQJXLVKHG)RU
PRUHLQGHSWKLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKH)UDPHZRUNIRU7HDFKLQJVHHKWWSFKDUORWWHGDQLHOVRQFRPWKH
IUDPHWHDFKKWP
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March Program - Fostering Effective Teaching:
No Easy Answers
81,70((7,1*$*(1'$
81,7%86,1(66

Introductions and welcome of guests and visitors
Attendance and sign-ups
Board Announcements
Vote on Program Planning
',6&866,2148(67,216

1. Think about a teacher you had in elementary or secondary school. What made that teacher
memorable? What positive effect did that teacher have on your performance in school?
2. What status do teachers have in the community? Are there ways that the society should
provide them more support?
3. How have teacher preparation programs changed in recent years?
4. What do you think makes an effective teacher?
5. Currently, Washington State sets teacher salaries based on academic credentials and years of
experience. Do you think this is the best system? If not, what alternative approaches would
you like to see?
&216(168648(67,216

1. Under state legislation establishing a new four-tiered evaluation system for Washington,
multiple measures of student growth, where available and relevant, should be included in
evaluating teachers. Do you agree that information on student growth should be part of the
evaluation of teachers? Why or why not?
2. Which of the following should be included in determining which teachers lose their jobs in a
reduction in force (RIF)? Choose one or more criteria.
• Evaluation of the teacher
• Seniority based on years of experience
• Needs of the school
• All of the above
3. Support for teacher collaboration and professional development should be given a high
priority in district budgets.
Strongly Agree Agree No Consensus Disagree Strongly Disagree

