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I. Purpose 

The Community Training and Assistance Center (CTAC) was commissioned by the Rhode Island 
Innovation Consortium of six school districts and their teacher union partners, together with the 
Rhode Island Federation of Teachers and Health Professionals (RIFTHP), to assess and report on 
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) implementation. This work was conducted with the cooperation 
of the Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE). 
 
District-level information for the report has been drawn primarily from the experiences and 
observations of teachers, principals, and district leaders in the six districts affiliated with the 
Innovation Consortium—Central Falls, Cranston, Pawtucket, Providence, West Warwick, and 
Woonsocket—and teachers from four other Rhode Island districts not affiliated with the Innovation 
Consortium—Coventry, Johnston, Lincoln, and North Providence. Statewide information, documents, 
and materials related to the SLO design and implementation were provided by RIDE and also found 
on the State website. Innovation Consortium information and materials were provided by RIFTHP and 
found on the Consortium website.1 
 
The ten districts represent almost 50% of the students served (49.1%) and nearly 47% of all 
teachers (46.8%) in the State of Rhode Island.2 There are fifty-four Local Education Agencies (LEAs) 
in Rhode Island, including thirty-six school districts, serving more than 147,000 students and 
employing more than 14,000 teachers.3  

The Challenge 

At issue in these ten districts is the design and implementation of new teacher and principal 
evaluation models in response to the Educator Evaluation System Standards (EESS) adopted by the 
Rhode Island Board of Regents late in 2009.4  While the six Innovation Consortium districts and the 
Coventry school district submitted locally developed evaluation models that met the State evaluation 
standards and received RIDE approval, the remaining districts in the State adopted the RIDE-
developed evaluation model. Each of the four RIDE-approved models—the Rhode Island Model, the 
Innovation Model, the Coventry Model, and the Learning Community Charter School Model—
incorporates the RIDE Student Learning component. 
 
Participant responses from interviews and surveys reveal a raft of interlocking issues and concerns 
relating to the implementation of the new evaluation models, but much of the disquiet centers on 
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs), a measure of student learning (MOSL) developed by RIDE and 
mandated for use in all Rhode Island evaluation models.  
 
That so much concern about the new evaluation system has attached to SLOs is perhaps not 
surprising. RIDE developed a teacher performance evaluation model that looks at many facets of 
teaching practice, content knowledge, and professional responsibilities, but as required by the 
adopted standards, “an educator’s overall evaluation of effectiveness is primarily determined by 
evidence of impact of student growth and academic achievement.”5 RIDE defines “primarily” to 
mean that 51% or more of a teacher’s performance rating will be based on measures of student 
learning. Student Learning Objectives became the first measure of student learning to be 
implemented. The use of a second measure of student learning in the summative evaluation ratings 
originally planned for introduction in the 2013-14 academic year, may be suspended for a year 
pending U.S. Department of Education approval.6 
 
Including a measure of student learning as evidence in a teacher’s evaluation is new to Rhode Island 
educators, as is the use of the SLO measure itself—a process of developing and assessing student 
growth on two or more instructional objectives. Implementation of SLOs is complex and instruction-
based, requiring a significant commitment of district resources as well as local and state leadership 
and support for successful outcomes. 
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The purposes of the study, conducted by CTAC from June to August of 2013, are to (1) document the 
experiences and concerns of educators in the ten districts as they relate to the quality and impact of 
SLO implementation; (2) review participant feedback and relevant documents and artifacts; and, 
based on an analysis of findings, (3) make recommendations that may be used to build upon and 
strengthen the implementation, depth of understanding, and research-based uses of Student 
Learning Objectives within the context of the new evaluation system. 

About CTAC 

CTAC introduced Student Learning Objectives nationally in partnership with the Denver Public 
Schools and the Denver Classroom Teachers Association (1999-2004). For fourteen years, the 
Community Training and Assistance Center (CTAC) has been the country’s leading practitioner, 
technical assistance provider, and researcher of district and state work related to Student Learning 
Objectives.  
 

II. Methods of Data Collection 

The analysis is based on data collected from (1) survey feedback provided by teachers and principals 
in the ten districts; (2) interviews of superintendents, i3 coordinators, district union leaders, and 
representative principals in the six Innovation Consortium districts; (3) interviews of instruction and 
assessment leaders, technical advisers, educational consultants, and other professional staff at 
RIDE; (4) interviews of state level union leadership; (5) reviews of documents and artifacts relating to 
the teacher evaluation models and the SLO design and implementation process, provided by RIDE 
and the Innovation Consortium; and (6) other data, including an observation of a RIDE training and 
Rhode Island’s Race to the Top application to the U.S. Department of Education.  

Survey Data 

A confidential web-based, CTAC-
designed survey of school-based 
educators was administered 
electronically by RIFTHP on May 
31. CTAC alone had access to 
survey responses. The survey was 
open for responses until June 20. 
Forty survey questions centered 
on (1) the systemic context for 
the implementation of the 
evaluation model; (2) the quality 
of the design/developmental 
process; (3) the quality of the 
implementation process; (4) the 
quality of evidence (SLOs and 
classroom observations) collected 
for teacher evaluation; and (5) 
teacher and school readiness to 
implement SLOs. 
 
The final tally and analysis of responses is based on 3,551 educators from the ten subject districts. 
Among the 3,551 educators, 2,918 are from the six Innovation Consortium districts and 633 are 
from non-Innovation-affiliated districts.7  

Table 1.  Survey Response Numbers and Rates 

District Population 
Surveyed 

Completed 
Surveys 

Response 
Rates 

Innovation Affiliated 
Central Falls 244 231 94.67% 
Cranston 883 743 84.14% 
Pawtucket 607 563 92.75% 
Providence 1,500 843 56.20% 
West Warwick 286 256 89.51% 
Woonsocket 405 282 69.63% 

Innovation Subtotal 3,925 2,918 74.34% 
Non-Innovation-Affiliated 

Coventry 404 348 86.14% 
Johnston 228 119 52.19% 
Lincoln 246 64 26.02% 
North Providence 260 102 39.23% 

Non-Innovation Subtotal 1,138 633 55.62% 
Total 5,063 3,551 70.14% 
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Interview Data 

CTAC conducted confidential individual and some group interviews with leaders in each of the six 
Innovation Consortium districts, RIFTHP and NEA Rhode Island leadership, RIDE leadership and 
instruction and assessment professional support staff, and RIDE technical advisors. Table 2 shows 
that 43 interviews were conducted and identifies the roles of the interviewees. The time frame for 
the survey and interviews coincided with the close of school so there was not opportunity to schedule 
additional teacher interviews. 

Table 2.  Interviews by Position 

Position Number 

Innovation Consortium District Leaders 

Superintendents 6 

Principals 6 

District Union Leaders 5 

i3 Coordinators 6 

RIDE Leaders and RIDE-Affiliated Specialists 

Executive Leaders 3 

Evaluation Specialists 4 

Curriculum and Instruction 2 

Consultant 1 

District Support Specialists 3 

Technical Advisors 4 

Statewide Union Leaders  

RIFTHP  2 

NEA Rhode Island 1 

Total 43 
 

Document/Artifact Data 

An examination of various documents and artifacts relating to the components of the educator 
evaluation system has contributed to the analysis, particularly those that demonstrate the 
development, design, and implementation timeline for Student Learning Objectives. Many of the 
relevant documents and artifacts were found on the RIDE website, while others were provided 
directly by RIDE staff. Other related materials were provided by RIFTHP or found on the Innovation 
Consortium website. During the brief time frame for the study, RIDE has continued to develop and 
revise supporting materials, workshops, and webinars for principals and teachers. More than 100 
documents were reviewed for the study. Representative examples are shown in Table 3. 
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Table 3. Representative Examples from Document/Artifact Review 

Document Dates: December 3, 2009—Summer 2013 

• Board of Regents: Educator Evaluation System Standards 

• RIDE Student Learning Working Group Meetings: Guiding Documents 

• Advisory Committee for Educator Evaluation Systems (ACEES): Meeting Agenda 

• RI Model Evaluation and Support System Theory of Action and Validation Framework 

• RI Model Educator Evaluation System Field Test: Orientation and Overview 

• RI Model Educator Evaluation System Field Test: Participant Manual 

• RI Model Educator Evaluation System Field Test: Final Report 

• Early Adoption of RI Model in Warwick Public Schools 

• RI Board of Regents: Introduction to Student Learning 

• Educator Evaluation in Rhode Island: Lessons Learned and Next Steps 

• Changes to RI Model for 2012-13 

• Teacher Evaluation and Support System, Edition II 

• Academy for Personnel: Teacher Evaluation, Day 3: Student Learning Objectives 

• Statewide Evaluation Survey Results: Innovation District Responses to SLO Items  

• Statewide Evaluation Survey Results: Presentation, Winter 2013 

• Measures of Student Learning (Revised), 2013-14 
 

Other Data 

Other sources of data used to augment the analysis include: Rhode Island Board of Education 
agenda, minutes, and video; observation of a RIDE teacher training session; and Race to the Top 
materials on the U.S. Department of Education website. 

Limitations 

Available data were collected and analyzed within a short time frame in order to gain actionable 
information in a timely fashion. Using a focused collection of data, the analysis is intended for use by 
the ten districts, in particular, and by RIDE, more broadly, in making improvement decisions.  
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III. Student Learning Objectives: The National Landscape  

“We have moved from a priority school to a high growth school, and I give a lot of 
credit for this change to the SLO process.”  

 –Principal, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools 
 
Educator performance evaluation systems have not traditionally assessed an individual teacher’s 
contribution to student achievement, often for lack of effective and inclusive assessment 
instruments and well-integrated student and teacher data systems. As states and districts—
stimulated by federal priorities and incentives—have sought better methods of teacher performance 
appraisal with the goal of placing a highly effective teacher in every classroom, the Student Learning  
Objectives process, which originated as a performance-based compensation model in the Denver 
Public Schools, is being adapted for use as a student growth component of educator evaluation 
systems.  
 
When implemented effectively, SLOs are a way to measure and improve student academic growth 
and a way to measure and improve teacher practice. Today SLOs are being used for instructional 
improvement, as performance measures, and for incentives. In particular, more than thirty states 
and several thousand districts are actively implementing or planning to implement SLOs as part of 
their new educator evaluation systems.  
 
State education departments, school districts, national teacher centers, and teacher organizations 
involved in implementing Race to the Top (RTTT) projects around the country are joining the U.S. 
Department of Education in investigating and advancing Student Learning Objectives as one 
measure of teacher effectiveness. Rhode Island stepped out early among the Race to the Top-
funded states to adopt SLOs for use as a student learning measure in the State’s new educator 
evaluation model. 
 
A major advantage of SLOs as a measure of teacher performance is their adaptability to all grades 
and all subjects. Significantly, SLOs originate in the instructional milieu of the classroom that 
teachers understand well and over which they believe they have the greatest influence, unlike the 
annual state assessments that are often used to rate schools. However, SLOs still require thoughtful 
and strategic participation of other district systems and resources in order to provide essential 
supports to teachers—effective principal leadership, focused professional development, reliable 
student assessments, and timely access to data and technology.  
 
A second advantage of using SLOs as a measure is that findings from large scale studies conducted 
in two urban school districts—Denver Public Schools and Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools—show a link 
between well-crafted SLOs and increases in student achievement. The two comprehensive studies, 
both conducted by CTAC, analyzed SLO impact on teaching and learning. In Denver (1999-2003), 
findings from the four-year study showed that elementary, middle, and high school students whose 
teachers had high quality SLOs outperformed their peers on state and national standardized tests. In 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg (2007-12), research showed significantly higher growth rates in reading and 
mathematics for students of teachers in schools using SLOs compared with students of teachers in 
the non-SLO comparison (control) schools.8  
 
Teacher and principal feedback in these districts indicates that the SLO process gets results 
because it provides teachers a heuristic for reviewing and thinking deeply about student baselines, 
mostly from archival data and classroom pre-assessments, and individual student growth targets 
while identifying standards-based content, aligned assessments, and the best instructional 
strategies to make learning happen. Table 4 provides an example of one SLO heuristic used in 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools. 
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Table 4. Components of Student Learning Objectives9  

Component Guiding Question 

Population Which students (whole class, partial) are targeted and why? 

Learning Content What curricular standards are addressed and why? 

Interval When during the year will the instruction begin and end and why? 

Assessment(s) How will growth in student learning be measured and why? 

Growth Expectations What expectations are set for each student and why? 

Instructional Strategies What methods of teaching will be used and why? 
 
 
Well-implemented, the SLO process is not an add-on. It is an integral part of instructional practice. 
When the principal conducts classroom visits to look for evidence of effective teaching, the teacher 
will have planned the content focus, reasoned out the best instructional strategy to meet the range 
and diversity of student needs through the SLO process, and discussed them with the principal and, 
perhaps, colleagues. 
 
The Student Learning Objective model designed and developed by the Rhode Island Department of 
Education, with the advice of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC),10 centers on three criteria for 
SLO development: priority of content, the rigor of the target, and the quality of the evidence. Priority 
of content includes the objective statement, rationale, and aligned standard; rigor of the target 
includes the growth target and rationale for the target; and quality of evidence describes the 
assessment(s) to be used and how it will be administered and scored. SLO criteria are elaborated in 
educator support materials, available on the website and used in training sessions and webinars. A 
recently updated manual, Measures of Student Learning (2013-14),11 provides information about 
expectations as well as suggestions and heuristics for developing effective SLOs using the three 
criteria. 
 

IV. Findings  

“We need to take away the fear factor…SLOs hold a key to the empowerment of 
teachers, unlocking what we have to do next.” 

–Superintendent 
 
Participant responses from the survey and interviews in the ten districts underscore that teachers, in 
particular, are dissatisfied with both the SLO and the classroom observation components of the 
evaluation process. Findings from a RIDE-sponsored survey also show a similar critique of SLOs by 
teachers in many of these districts.12 That most of the criticism of the new evaluation system seems 
to be targeted at SLOs is probably with good reason, as the findings from the ten districts show.  
 
Principal responses, on the other hand, show that they are both somewhat less dissatisfied with the 
SLO process and more apt to see its potential even though their workload as teacher evaluators is 
substantial and they also have responsibility for their own Building Administrator SLOs. 
 
SLO implementation has been complicated by fundamental disagreements about the premises of 
including a measure of student learning in teacher evaluation, such as: questions about the 
accuracy of the methodology; misunderstandings and/or lack of knowledge about the rationale for 
choosing SLOs as the measure of student learning; and fears regarding the fairness of the evaluation 
system. These concerns have been further exacerbated by inadequate communication, 
misinformation, and some interpersonal tensions.  



 

Focus on Rhode Island: Student Learning Objectives and Evaluation 7 

The goal of the analysis has been to mine the available data to explain the concerns of teachers and 
principals and to support better understanding and more effective implementation of Student 
Learning Objectives. The five major findings follow. 
 

Finding One: RIDE officials emphasize that the new evaluation system, with a design that 
includes SLOs, provides teachers meaningful opportunity for teaching improvement.  
 

“An educator’s overall evaluation of effectiveness is primarily determined by 
evidence of impact on student growth and academic achievement.”  

–Standard 1.3, Rhode Island Educator Evaluation System Standards    
   (December 3, 2009) 

 
“[Rhode Island will] base educator effectiveness ‘primarily’ on impact of student 
growth. ‘Primarily’ means at least 51% of teachers’ and principals’ evaluations must be 
based on student growth using measures that are comparable from classroom to 
classroom…The system will be fully operational in the 2013-14 school year with 51%.”  

–Rhode Island Race to the Top Application,  
   U.S. Department of Education (January 14, 2010) 

 

 
The components of the new Educator Evaluation System include professional practice, professional 
responsibilities, and student learning. As the passages above show, the State of Rhode Island takes 
the student learning component of teacher evaluation very seriously.  
 
Information provided by RIDE, particularly meeting preparation and agenda materials for two 
committees, indicate that RIDE did not select SLOs as a measurement of student learning before 
considering other measures. Documents from the Student Learning Working Group and the Advisory 
Committee for Educator Evaluation Systems (ACEES)13 show that early dialogue centered on the 
following types of measures: (1) growth on standardized tests for students in tested grades and 
subjects; (2) growth on districtwide tests; (3) growth within a “goal attainment” process for different 
categories of teachers; and/or (4) a combination of one or more of these. However, by the January 
2011 meeting of ACEES, RIDE had decided on Student Learning Objectives as the initial measure of 
student learning for every teacher. In this meeting, typical issues surrounding SLOs were identified, 
and it was stressed that “support and [teacher] development should be the heart of the system” and 
that ongoing communication strategies would be needed. 
 
RIDE commissioned a field test and formal study (from January to early March, 2011) of the 
components of the new evaluation system, including SLOs, in two districts (Warwick and 
Jamestown). During the 2011-12 academic year, Student Learning Objectives were implemented 
more broadly within the State but not used as evidence in a teacher’s performance rating, thus 
allowing for a year of preparation, training and practice. RIDE refers to 2011-12 as “a gradual 
implementation year.”  
 
During 2011-12, information from the field test and early adoption districts was augmented through 
feedback from surveys and focus groups of participant educators, as well as feedback from District 
Evaluation Committees, other standing groups, and responses to the department from the field. 
According to RIDE documents and interviews with RIDE leaders and technical advisors, changes 
were then made to the Rhode Island evaluation model for the purposes of alignment to other 
initiatives; streamlining the process; accuracy and consistency; and clarity in expectations, 
requirements, timelines, and measures of student achievement.14 
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Among the changes made by RIDE was a change in the scoring matrix as shown in Table 5. The final 
effectiveness matrix brings together the ratings from the Professional Practices and Professional 
Responsibilities components of the evaluation with the ratings for the Student Learning component 
(the teacher’s SLOs). In 2011-12, there were five rating categories for the Student Learning 
component with 5 being the highest. In 2012-13, the rubric was changed to four rating categories 
with 4 being the highest. 
 

Table 5. Final Effectiveness Rating Matrices, 2011-12, 2012-13 

2011-12 Matrix: 5X4 Student Learning 
5 4 3 2 1 

Prof Prac  
X  

Prof Resp 

4  HE  HE  E  E*  D* 
3  HE  E  E  D  I* 
2  E*  E  D  D  I 
1  D*  D*  D  I  I 

 
*Indicates that ratings in any of these cells will trigger an immediate review. 
HE = Highly Effective; E = Effective; D = Developing; I = Ineffective 

 
2012-13 Matrix: 4X4 Student Learning 

4 3 2 1 

Prof Prac  
X  

Prof Resp 

4  HE  E  D  D* 
3  HE  E  D  D 
2  E  E  D  I 
1  D*  D  I  I 

 
 
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) constitute only the first measure of student learning to be 
introduced in the new evaluation system. RIDE plans to include a second measure of student 
learning, a student growth model based initially on the New England Common Assessment Program 
(NECAP) for teachers of grades and subjects assessed by NECAP and ultimately on a new 
assessment, the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC).  
 
As indicated earlier, the original implementation (2013-14) target for the second measure may be 
suspended until 2014-15 pending approval by the U.S. Department of Education. The modified 
implementation calendar may contribute some confusion to the process; if so, it will heighten the 
need for effective State-to-district communication.  
 
RIDE continues to make refinements, recognizing the importance of making mid-course corrections. 
As an example, RIDE is finding additional ways to help teachers access information through open 
workshops, webinars, user manuals, and other materials available on the RIDE website. A review of 
these materials shows that they are professionally prepared and user-friendly.  
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Finding Two: Many teachers do not agree with the premises that the primary intent of 
Student Learning Objectives is continuous improvement of teaching and learning and that 
SLOs provide quality evidence of teacher effectiveness.   
 

“Teachers are overwhelmed. Teachers don’t see this as about professional growth.” 
–Local Union Leader 

 
“There needs to be greater confidence in SLOs and the evaluation system. We need 
to revisit the intent of SLOs, not as a separate entity but how they’re blended with 
teachers’ practices every day.” 

–Principal 
 

“It’s so important to get this right so that teachers feel the evaluation is fair and 
accurate, with a culture focused on professional growth.” 

–Local Union Leader 
 

 
RIDE officials underscore the instructional value of the SLO process and the potential of teacher 
evaluation to improve teacher performance and student learning; however, a preponderance of the 
teachers in the ten surveyed districts either do not see it that way or have yet to be convinced. Only 
one-fourth (24% to 28%) of teachers agree with the survey statement, “Continuous performance 
improvement is the core intent of SLOs in educator evaluation,” although 60% of their principals do 
agree.  
 
Further, the survey responses indicate that a majority of teachers in the ten districts do not perceive 
SLOs to be quality evidence for teacher evaluation. In particular, they strongly disagree/disagree that 
SLOs (1) provide sound evidence for measuring teacher performance (85% for Innovation teachers 
and 89% for non-Innovation-affiliated teachers); (2) contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings (82% for Innovation teachers and 87% for non-Innovation-affiliated teachers); 
or (3) provide comparability of rigor in measuring teacher impact on student outcomes (80% for 
Innovation teachers and 85% for non-Innovation-affiliated teachers). 
 
Principals also have reservations about the quality of SLOs as evidence. Just more than a third 
strongly agree/agree that SLOs “provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft and student 
learning outcomes” while 18% are undecided and 46% strongly disagree/disagree. However, nearly 
60% strongly agree/agree that SLOs “connect to course curricular goals and content.”  
 

Table 6. Principal and Teacher Survey Responses Related to SLOs 

 

Innovation Principals  
(n=124) 

Innovation Teachers  
(n=2,794) 

Non-Innovation-Affiliated 
Teachers (n=626) 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total  

Agree 
Total 

Disagree Undecided Total  
Agree 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total  

Agree 
Continuous performance 
improvement is the core intent 
of SLOs in educator evaluation. 

20  
(16%) 

29  
(23%) 

75  
(60%) 

1,470 
(53%) 

546 
(20%) 

777 
(28%) 

359 
(57%) 

116 
(19%) 

151 
(24%) 

SLOs respect educators’ 
professional knowledge and 
skills. 

31 
(27%) 

24 
(21%) 

59 
(52%) 

1,891 
(71%) 

326 
(12%) 

428 
(16%) 

470 
(81%) 

55  
(9%) 

54  
(9%) 

SLOs provide a credible link 
between a teacher’s craft and 
student learning outcomes. 

53  
(46%) 

21  
(18%) 

40  
(35%) 

2,042 
(77%) 

326 
(12%) 

277 
(10%) 

472 
(82%) 

70  
(12%) 

37  
(6%) 
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Innovation Principals  
(n=124) 

Innovation Teachers  
(n=2,794) 

Non-Innovation-Affiliated 
Teachers (n=626) 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total  

Agree 
Total 

Disagree Undecided Total  
Agree 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total  

Agree 

SLOs connect to course 
curricular goals and content. 

25  
(22%) 

23  
(20%) 

66 
(58%) 

1,362 
(52%) 

465 
(18%) 

816 
(31%) 

299 
(52%) 

114 
(20%) 

166 
(29%) 

SLOs provide data-based 
evidence for ongoing 
improvement of teaching 
strategy. 

44 
(39%) 

23 
(20%) 

47 
(41%) 

1,583 
(60%) 

464 
(18%) 

598 
(23%) 

381 
(66%) 

95 
(16%) 

103 
(18%) 

SLOs improve student 
achievement outcomes. 

42 
(37%) 

35 
(31%) 

37 
(32%) 

1,877 
(71%) 

459 
(17%) 

306 
(12%) 

445 
(77%) 

85 
(15%) 

49  
(8%) 

SLOs provide sound evidence 
for measuring teacher 
performance. 

61  
(54%) 

26  
(23%) 

27  
(24%) 

2,245 
(85%) 

240  
(9%) 

159 
(6%) 

515 
(89%) 

47  
(8%) 

17 
(3%) 

SLOs provide comparability of 
rigor in measuring teacher 
impact on student outcomes. 

60 
(53%) 

29  
(25%) 

25 
(22%) 

2,115 
(80%) 

342 
(13%) 

188  
(7%) 

490 
(85%) 

67  
(12%) 

22  
(4%) 

SLOs contribute valuable 
evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings. 

63 
(55%) 

22  
(19%) 

29  
(25%) 

2,169 
(82%) 

284 
(11%) 

192  
(7%) 

501 
(87%) 

59  
(10%) 

19  
(3%) 

NOTE: Innovation Principals refers to principals, assistant principals, and other administrators in the Innovation 
Consortium. Innovation Teachers refers to classroom teachers and non-classroom teaching staff in the Innovation 
Consortium. Non-Innovation-Affiliated Teachers refers to classroom teachers and non-classroom teaching staff not in the 
Innovation Consortium. The total number of responses (n=3,544) represents the exclusion of responses (7) of members of 
the role group Non-Innovation-Affiliated Principals, whose numbers were too small to identify. Total Disagree is a composite 
of strongly disagree/disagree and Total Agree is a composite of strongly agree/agree. 
 
 
Educators also have concerns about the classroom observation component of the evaluation model. 
However, compared with their views on SLOs, they are somewhat more positive. A preponderance of 
the teachers surveyed (60% in Innovation districts and 64% in non-Innovation-affiliated districts) 
strongly disagree/disagree that classroom observations “provide a sound basis for evaluating 
teacher performance.” Specifically, they strongly disagree/disagree that classroom observations: 
 

• provide explicit, evidenced-based feedback to teachers (49% for Innovation teachers and 
53% for non-Innovation-affiliated teachers); 

• contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall effectiveness ratings (58% for Innovation 
teachers, and 61% for non-Innovation-affiliated teachers); or  

• provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft and student learning outcomes (55% for 
Innovation teachers, and 61% for non-Innovation-affiliated teachers). 

 
More principals do think highly of classroom observations than teachers, believing that the process 
“respects educators’ professional knowledge and skills” (81%); and that it “provides explicit and 
evidence-based feedback to teachers” (78%). Only one-fifth of the principals disagree that 
“classroom observations provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft and student learning 
outcomes.” 
 
Credibility is critically important in evaluation systems not only because employment decisions and 
professional status may be based on them—the accountability factor—but also because 
recommendations and resources for school planning and teacher professional development are 
often based on them—the continuous improvement factor. The RIDE message on the potential of the 
new system to provide credible evidence to improve teaching and learning is being lost for a sizeable 
number of teachers in these ten districts. 
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Finding Three: For many teachers, the accountability features trump the continuous 
improvement goals and philosophy in the new evaluation system. 
 

“The entire evaluation is pressure packed with certification hanging in the balance. 
It should be on the improvement of instruction.”  

–Superintendent 
 
“There are some powerful conversations taking place. That’s the strength. That’s the 
brighter side. But so much of the effort has been demoralizing.”  

–Principal 
 
“If RIDE would reverse the connection to certification, teachers would embrace the 
emphasis on student growth.”  

–Superintendent 
 

 
A student learning component in performance evaluation is new to Rhode Island teachers. As with 
other states and districts around the country, Rhode Island is implementing a measure of student 
learning in teacher evaluation for the first time, and like teachers in other states and districts, 
teachers in the ten districts are concerned about its impact on their evaluation ratings and 
professional status.  
 
A measure of student learning assesses the outputs or effects of teacher performance: What did 
students learn? What value did teachers add? Yet traditionally, performance appraisals have 
focused on inputs: How effective is the classroom lesson? How supportive is the classroom 
environment? What professional growth has been undertaken?  
 
The input model is the most familiar to teachers. Being measured by how much each student has 
learned is unfamiliar and may seem unmanageable or even unreasonable. For example, one concern 
that has arisen in some schools is the fairness of teacher accountability for the achievement of 
students with high absenteeism.  
 
Furthermore, states and districts around the country are still seeking the best measures to use for 
teacher performance, and a consensus has yet to emerge on what constitutes fair, comparable, and 
equitable measures of the teacher’s contribution to student achievement. For the reasons pointed 
out earlier, features of Student Learning Objectives—that they are a measure adaptable to teachers 
of all subjects, grades, and specialties; that there is research to show that they are positively 
associated with student academic growth; and that when well-implemented, they are not an add-on 
but integrate well into teacher work—make them an attractive measure for teacher performance 
evaluation. Based on this rationale, and with teacher union advocacy, RIDE adopted SLOs over 
approaches disproportionately weighted to the use of state tests for its initial measure of student 
learning.  
 
Teacher unease about SLOs is exacerbated by the fact that the Student Learning component 
nonetheless counts for 51 percent of their final evaluation rating. Further, the change from a 5X4 
matrix to a 4X4 matrix reduced the percentage of cells for Highly Effective (HE) and Effective (E) 
ratings. The change also increased the percentage of cells for Developing (D) or Ineffective (I) 
ratings. 
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There is a prevailing view among teachers and principals that the new evaluation system is a 
stacked deck. For example, five consecutive years of Ineffective ratings will result in a loss of 
certification to teach in Rhode Island. However, none of the interviewees feel that a teacher with a 
track record of such poor performance would continue to be employed in his or her district for the 
five-year period. As a result, teachers and principals feel the link of evaluation to certification is 
punitive, thereby shaping their perceptions of the overall evaluation system and leading them to 
question its intent.  
 
Given all of the perceived traps in the new system—a measurement of student learning over which 
many teachers feel they have little control; a measurement vehicle that is new to them; a 
measurement which they do not perceive to provide sound evidence of their work; a measurement 
that is considered to be the primary (51%) evidence of their effectiveness; and that the final matrix 
(see Table 5) appears to reduce their opportunities to receive the highest ratings—it is 
understandable that educators are distrustful and that their distrust appears to be focused on 
Student Learning Objectives. In this context, a principal notes, “RIDE needs to support a culture of 
risk taking for teachers when they’re crafting SLOs. Fear is tainting the whole thing.”  
 

Finding Four: Professional development for implementation of Student Learning Objectives 
in the ten districts is missing the mark. Opportunity and access to SLO training have been 
uneven within the schools. There are gaps in teacher knowledge about the rationale for 
using SLOs as a performance measure as well as using the SLO process to improve 
instruction.  
 

“SLOs were thrown out there without enough professional development, or 
assessment support, or with explanations of the ‘why’ behind them.”  

–i3 Coordinator 
 
“There was no base building, no effort to explain why, or how SLOs have been used 
elsewhere. It was supposed to be about growth and improving practice. Instead, 
it’s been about compliance.”  

–Local Union Leader 
 
“SLOs can’t be punitive. They need to be a professional learning experience—they 
are a goal for children and for you as a teacher to escalate your teaching and 
instructional delivery.”  

–Superintendent 
 

 
More than 40% of teacher survey respondents say that they are not “prepared to develop and 
implement SLOs,” and approximately one-fourth are undecided about whether they are prepared. 
Over 80% of teachers disagree or are undecided about the effectiveness of their SLO training.  
 
Principals are on the fence in regard to the instructional value of SLOs. For example, principals’ 
survey responses are evenly distributed on whether SLOs improve student achievement outcomes: 
32% think so, 37% do not think so, and 31% are undecided.  
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The majority of the teachers surveyed (ranging from 68% to 81%) in both the Innovation districts and 
the non-Innovation-affiliated districts indicate that the initial implementation process has not 
provided adequate time either to learn to develop effective SLOs, to learn to utilize the classroom 
observation instrument, or to communicate their suggestions and questions. Additionally, they 
indicate that they have not received timely responses to their concerns about the SLO process or had 
effective training on the use of either SLOs or the classroom observation instruments in their 
evaluations. 
 
Of more concern is the survey evidence that indicates a substantial number (from 60% to as high as 
89%) of teachers do not agree with or are uncertain about one or more of the important features of 
the SLO process. Their survey responses strongly suggest that professional development for the new 
evaluation system has not sufficiently built the case for (1) why SLOs have been chosen as a 
measure of student learning; (2) how well-crafted SLOs can lead to increases in student learning; (3) 
how SLOs can provide benefits over other types of measures that are external to the classroom and 
school; and (4) how the new evaluation system, including SLOs, complements other initiatives 
underway in the State, including implementing the Common Core standards.  
 
Student Learning Objectives were not merely a perfunctory choice as a measure of student learning. 
With working groups and technical advisors, RIDE reviewed many possibilities and selected SLOs as 
one that would be inclusive of and within the capacity of all teachers, as well as keep the focus on 
instructional improvement.  
 
Most interviewees who were directly trained on SLOs show a greater understanding of the reasoning 
behind SLOs, and are generally more able to see the potential of SLOs to change the dialogue in 
schools, a testament to the fact that professional development matters. However, as one principal 
noted, even the trainings led by the State for evaluators left a lot of questions unanswered, causing 
evaluators to take various interpretations back to their schools and/or make up a few rules of their 
own. Other interviewee descriptions of trainings indicate that some of the trainers lacked knowledge 
of and experience with SLOs and could not answer questions. One principal says: 
 

“I have been going to trainings on SLOs for a couple years. It’s interesting that the 
presenters presented with scripts. Questions were not answered. No one followed 
up. They read from PowerPoint. Our questions couldn’t be answered. The ‘whys’ 
got lost. It was so robotic. ‘This is what to do and how to do it, that is it,’ without 
understanding the whole. We are [still] trying to understand why to approve or 
not to approve an SLO.”  

 
Their own levels of understanding and buy-in may possibly hamper some principals who are the de 
facto leaders of the process in the schools. Just half of principals think that SLOs connect to course 
curricular goals and content (58%) or respect educators’ professional knowledge and skills (52%). 
About half of the principals disagree that SLOs contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings (55%); provide sound evidence for measuring teacher performance (54%); 
provide comparability of rigor in measuring teacher impact on student outcomes (53%); or provide a 
credible link between a teacher’s craft and student learning outcomes (46%). Certainly, there are 
principals in the schools who are conducting evaluations while still struggling with their own 
understandings and beliefs regarding SLOs. 
 
Overall, these data suggest that many teachers and some principals may not be in a good place to 
go forward with the implementation of SLOs without additional professional development of a higher 
quality and without more technical assistance than has been accorded to date. One interviewee 
suggested, “We need to do a thoughtful reset.” 
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Several factors relating to professional development seem to be at play within the districts and 
appear to have impacted districts and schools differently: (1) the quality of the SLO training received, 
which includes the topics covered and the expertise or know-how of the presenters; (2) the amount 
of time, available resources, and the circumstances of the training sessions; (3) the access to follow-
up and support; and (4) the lack of clarity on who is responsible for components of the professional 
development—RIDE, the district, the Innovation Consortium, or the school? 
 
Importantly, not all of the ten districts are alike in regard to the opportunities for professional 
development. There is variation in the amount of time and resources that districts and schools have 
been able to dedicate to the training on the new evaluation system. Additionally, having staff 
participate in the State process, such as sitting on the working committees, led to different 
experience and knowledge bases in districts. Having a highly functional professional development 
department was very helpful, in at least one district. All districts in the Innovation Consortium highly 
value the role, knowledge, and support of the i3 coordinators, and some districts or schools have 
other teacher support personnel to amplify the coordinator’s work. However, several district leaders 
point out that they are not staffed sufficiently to deliver professional development on SLOs to all 
teachers within a short period of time.  
 
Even though SLOs use and build on the everyday practices of teaching, implementers should be 
disabused of any notion that SLOs represent business as usual, or that it is just a compliance 
exercise. The planning process requires the use of individual student data, critical thought about the 
choices related to content and instructional strategy for each and every student, and a clearly stated 
measurable growth target for each student. The process continues with assessing and determining 
growth. CTAC research on the process concludes, “SLOs bring science to the art of teaching,” so it is 
truly more complex to learn to do well than is managed with a few hours of training.  
 

Finding Five: The capacity of districts to implement the Student Learning Objectives and 
classroom observation processes with fidelity and provide the support and alignment that 
makes performance evaluation meaningful is being strained. 
 

“We’ve grown and have better understandings, but we just need more time and 
experience on writing and rating SLOs, how to calibrate, how to make sure it’s 
reliable before it’s high stakes.”  

–i3 Coordinator 
 
“Do teachers really know how to analyze data? We need more professional 
development.”  

–Principal  
 
“SLOs are not embedded in any form or matter in the district’s curriculum at this 
point. They have to be aligned. SLOs are not part and parcel of a teacher’s daily 
work. They’re an add on.”  

–Superintendent 
 

 
Fidelity to the SLO design and process is a prerequisite to getting better student results; yet, data 
suggest that a sizeable number of educators have not received the type and amount of training, 
resources, or time needed to implement SLOs effectively. Further, districts need support in thinking 
through how to align and integrate SLOs within their broader instructional frameworks. 
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Interviews and surveys point to a cluster of capacity issues within the ten districts that are 
hampering the quality of teacher training and support needed to implement SLOs with fidelity. Issues 
identified by respondents include the following:  
 

• the amount of time needed for both teachers and evaluators to learn the new processes well;  
• the professional development and leadership development resources available within each 

district;  
• a dearth at the school-level of high quality assessments to use in measuring attainment of 

SLOs and/or the release time and expertise for teachers to create their own;  
• the lack of or the changing nature of student data, which are needed for baseline analysis; 
• the need to strengthen teacher capacity to access and analyze data;  
• the sizeable workload for principals and teachers involved in evaluating every teacher every 

year; and 
• the gaps in the overall knowledge and skill sets needed by frontline educators and district 

systems to implement SLOs thoughtfully and effectively. 
 
Interwoven with the capacity issues identified above is a time element. Survey and interview 
respondents point to tight timelines as an impediment to effective SLO implementation.  
 
In regard to time and capacity, the survey responses from principals and teachers shown on Table 7 
are instructive. The table shows the percentage of “Strongly Agree/Agree” responses from teachers 
and principals to the following question:  “Based on your training and experience to date with 
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs), what additional services will increase your confidence in an 
effective implementation of the teacher evaluation system?”    
 

Table 7. Principal and Teacher Survey Responses Related to Additional Services  

Based on your training and experience to date with SLOs, what additional 
services will increase your confidence in an effective implementation of the 
teacher evaluation system? Check all that apply: 

Innovation  
Principals 
(n=124) 

Innovation  
Teachers 
(n=2,794) 

Non-Innovation-
Affiliated 
Teachers 
(n=626) 

Better teaching materials and assessments to address student 
learning needs. 

78 
(63%) 

2,045 
(73%) 

461 
(74%) 

An additional year to practice developing effective Student Learning 
Objectives (SLOs). 

80 
(65%) 

1,855 
(66%) 

456 
 (73%) 

More professional development for teachers on creating and 
assessing Student Learning Objectives (SLOs). 

93 
(75%) 

1,730 
(62%) 

412 
(66%) 

More professional development for site-level administrators/teacher 
evaluators who are evaluating teacher-developed SLOs. 

82 
(66%) 

1,468 
(53%) 

358 
(57%) 

NOTE: Innovation Principals refers to principals, assistant principals, and other administrators in the Innovation 
Consortium. Innovation Teachers refers to classroom teachers and non-classroom teaching staff in the Innovation 
Consortium. Non-Innovation-Affiliated Teachers refers to classroom teachers and non-classroom teaching staff not in the 
Innovation Consortium. The total number of responses (n=3,544) represents the exclusion of responses (7) of members of 
the role group Non-Innovation-Affiliated Principals, whose numbers were too small to identify. 
 
 
Almost three-fourths of all teachers (73% for Innovation teachers and 74% for non-Innovation-
affiliated teachers) want “better teaching materials and assessments to address student learning 
needs,” and 63% of principals agree. Concomitantly, more than two-thirds of teachers (66% to 73%) 
want “an additional year of practice developing Student Learning Objectives.” The desire for “more 
professional development for teachers on creating and assessing SLOs” is favored by approximately 
two-thirds of teachers and three-fourths of principals. Overall, the response to “more professional 
development for site-level administrators/teacher evaluators” (53% for Innovation teachers and 57% 
for non-Innovation-affiliated teachers) elicits a lower level of agreement among teachers but is still 
significant. 
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Still another capacity issue is the sufficiency of district resources. While some districts appear to 
have been better positioned to support the necessary training for implementation, all interviewees 
indicate that their capacity has been challenged by the implementation of so many complex 
initiatives concurrently. Challenges have included: having an adequate number of days negotiated 
and calendared for teacher professional development, and having dedicated professional 
development and instructional leaders to facilitate the trainings and provide quality control. In many 
Innovation Consortium districts, the work of stewarding the implementation has largely fallen to i3 
coordinators and principals. Some district leaders say that budgets cuts of recent years have 
impacted the number of support personnel in such areas as curriculum and instruction and 
professional development.  
 
Besides staff resources for basic SLO trainings, the components of the SLO process are challenging 
other resources in some districts. First of all, quality assessments may not be available for all grades 
and subjects or are in flux because of the change in curriculum standards that is underway. Even 
though teachers can create assessments for their SLOs, that kind of teacher work requires time, 
training and review. Secondly, changes in curriculum standards and assessments at the State level 
impact the alignment and usefulness of the student data required at the school level for the baseline 
data analysis component. A union leader says: 
 

“We write SLOs based on materials and tests that don’t fit our curriculum. They 
don’t match with what we teach. They are not implemented consistently. People 
need to understand why we do it, the research behind it, and how to use data to 
drive instruction.”  

 
Although the implementation of SLOs tends to shine a light on gaps in a district’s assessment or 
gaps in principals’ instructional knowledge, it is not the cause of these deficiencies. Most educators 
would agree that these gaps exist regardless of SLOs and ought to be addressed.  
 
Research results from Denver and Charlotte-Mecklenburg show that a high quality SLO process leads 
to more thoughtful conversations at the school level about what is needed to reach every student. 
Besides improving local assessments, implementing SLOs has led to successful searches for better 
content-focused instructional strategies, including research-based methods for differentiating the 
curriculum. 
 
An often mentioned implementation challenge related to the new evaluation system is the increased 
workload of principals, other evaluators and teachers. A superintendent says: 
 

“The new evaluation tool is awesome. Many teachers tell me their conversations 
with principals are much richer…. My problem is with the implementation—not 
doable for principals to evaluate everyone in all four domains, and SLOs are 
causing distrust among teachers and administrators.” 

 
While the evidence-collecting components—SLOs and observations—have contributed to the 
workload, it appears to be the requirement to evaluate “every teacher every year” that is considered 
to be the biggest source of the increased workload. For teachers, principals and district leaders, this 
annual requirement raises questions as to the manageability and viability of the new evaluation 
system. For some, they do not see the sense of evaluating highly effective and effective teachers 
every year. 
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RIDE officials point out that no one wants his or her child in a classroom where the teacher is not 
evaluated; however, they acknowledge the concerns raised by administrators about the volume of 
work and have suggested that principals need not write full-blown narratives of class visits. 
Additionally, in the interests of reducing the workload and recognizing the differentiated evaluation 
needs of highly effective and effective teachers, representatives of the RI Model and the Innovation 
Model collaborated on the initial design of a differentiated process. The Differentiated Evaluation 
Process establishes a modified schedule reducing the number and type of classroom observations 
and conferences in reference to a teacher's prior year's rating. Two versions of the differentiated 
process, the RI Model and Innovation Model, are available for use in 2013-14.15 
 
Time, resources, and school and district capacity are always at a premium in new initiatives, and it is 
not unusual for states and districts to introduce multiple initiatives within a tight time frame. What is 
unusual are the high stakes consequences attached to the evaluation initiative after a period of 
gradual implementation. According to one superintendent, “There is a perception that the speed of 
implementation is more important to RIDE than the quality of implementation. This is producing 
pushback and a lack of trust from teachers and principals.”  
 
Extending timelines alone will not automatically ensure a more effective implementation. More 
learning time coupled with purposeful goals and support, however, do increase the opportunity to 
learn and receive feedback and reduce concern and fear.  
 
The skill and workload requirements for principals and teachers comprise a major capacity issue, but 
they also represent a leadership opportunity for districts. It is an opportunity for leaders at State and 
district levels to support principals and teachers to embed SLOs and evidence from observations 
within the core instructional foundation of the districts, and then recast priorities in order to respond 
to legitimate needs emerging from the school sites. 

Summary of Findings 

 “Feeding fear won’t improve the profession.” 
 –Superintendent 
 
No one disagrees with an evaluation philosophy that aims at an effective teacher in every classroom 
and intends for the focus of evaluation to be on improvement. Most educators want to work where 
an evaluation system reflects these values. In selecting SLOs, RIDE has chosen a measure of 
student learning that, if implemented with great fidelity to the process and with instructional support, 
will improve teaching and lead to better results for students. 
 
However, the evaluation design is not the crux of teacher and principal dissatisfaction, but rather the 
implementation of the complex components of the new system throughout the State after a short-
term tryout. There is also concern that significant levels of professional development and leadership 
development will be needed so that schools and districts have the capacities to implement the new 
evaluation system. There are also concerns about the high stakes of the evaluation system, which 
are exacerbated by inadequate communication and inconsistently supported implementation. The 
challenges of implementation are distinct.  
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V. Issues and Recommendations  

The twin pillars of effective evaluation—support and accountability—are also the foundation of a 
successful implementation of SLOs. In this context, the following recommendations reinforce the 
integrity of the new evaluation system in Rhode Island, respond to needs emerging from the field, 
and increase the manageability of the new system. 
 
Issue 1:  Implementation Know-how 
 
Overview. Both the interview and survey data show the basic understandings that frontline educators 
must have to embrace and implement SLOs—the research base, the national track record and the 
rationale for their inclusion in the new evaluation system—have been insufficiently developed in 
Rhode Island. Building these understandings is the foundation for developing trust, support, and buy-
in to the new evaluation system.  
 
Moving forward, it is also important for RIDE and the districts to take their SLO-related training and 
professional development to the next level of quality and scope to support districtwide 
implementation of the evaluation system.  
 
Recommended Action. Broaden the focus on capacity building. Preparing teachers, principals and 
central administrators for large scale rollout is related to but different from training evaluators on the 
construct and requirements of SLOs and related components of the evaluation system. When 
districts or the State underconceptualize the needs of teachers, principals and district systems, they 
generally fall short in providing the assistance that is so pivotal to a successful implementation. 
 
Building on the training and resources that are currently being provided, it is recommended that 
RIDE provide guidance to districts on the type of the support the districts, in turn, will likely need to 
provide to the schools. The capacity building should include the extensive sharing of the research on 
SLOs, the related lessons learned and the reasons why the State focused on SLOs in the Rhode 
Island evaluation system. This sharing should be two-way, providing opportunities for the districts to 
ask questions and explore the research and related lessons learned.    
 
Effective capacity building for SLOs has been found to extend to a range of issues affecting quality 
implementation, including:  
 

• the value, content and uses of an SLO quality rating rubric;  
• a school level calendar for rolling out SLOs; 
• a district level calendar for supporting SLO rollout at the schools; 
• criteria for developing and using performance-based assessments and teacher developed 

assessments; 
• strategies for using data from SLOs and teacher observations to inform and drive 

professional development; 
• strategies for addressing strains on school and district leadership, human resources 

practices, and student achievement and human resources data systems; 
• strategies at district and regional (e.g., multi-district) levels for addressing problems such as 

unique-to-school teaching assignments and gaps in assessment portfolios; and 
• specialized support for principals, assistant principals and site-based instructional leaders. 

 
It is recommended that RIDE, districts, schools, and their education partners collaborate to develop 
an electronic library of annotated SLOs. These SLOs should be actual, but presented anonymously. 
Such an annotated library would provide teachers and principals with examples of SLOs of varying  
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quality for thought-provoking discussions rather than exemplars to emulate. Examining strengths and 
weaknesses of the SLOs will help districts and schools identify next steps needed to support the 
development of high quality and increasingly more rigorous SLOs.  
 
Impact. At a time when many site-based educators are feeling overwhelmed, high quality capacity 
building is essential. Both RIDE and the districts have expanding responsibilities in this area.  
 
Issue 2:  Instruction and Teacher Practice 
 
Overview. SLOs are at root an instructional reform being used for evaluative purposes. The research 
from Denver and Charlotte-Mecklenburg makes clear that both learning content and instructional 
strategies are key to effective SLOs. The State’s framework for SLOs—the elements that comprise an 
SLO—emphasizes the importance of learning content; however, instructional strategies are not a 
delineated component of Rhode Island’s framework for SLOs. Absent a direct link to instruction, 
educators may see SLOs as an add-on rooted in compliance, something discrete and separate from 
their teaching. 
 
Recommended Action. Reinforce the link to instruction. Instructional strategies should be an explicit 
element in the State’s framework for SLOs. There is substantial research that shows effective 
teachers know and use content-specific pedagogy and strategies appropriate to the learning content 
that teachers are helping students to learn. Including instructional strategies in the SLO heuristic 
means that the teaching strategy will be a core component of the analysis and planning when 
teachers craft SLOs.  
 
Integrating SLOs into the instructional and curricular priorities of a district reinforces the message 
that SLOs are for instructional improvement and not an add-on. In this way, the State again can help 
districts in much the same way that the districts need to help the schools. Specifically, RIDE can 
support the districts by developing crosswalk documents and recommended procedures for 
underscoring the inter-relationships between SLOs and the Common Core State Standards as well as 
between SLOs and the data drawn from teacher observations.  
 
Impact. When implemented effectively, SLOs provide glue across a district’s instructional initiatives. 
They provide a critically-needed vehicle to tie together pedagogy, standards, evaluation and data-
driven decision-making. Emphasizing the link to instruction will strengthen SLO implementation in 
Rhode Island at both conceptual and operational levels. 
 
Issue 3:  Final Effectiveness Rating Matrix  
 
Overview. This matrix has become a point of controversy. Specifically, RIDE has transitioned from a 
5X4 matrix to a 4X4 matrix. Supporters of this transition feel it is a response to needs evidenced 
from field tests. Detractors believe RIDE is being inconsistent in giving direction to districts. Within 
and across these different perspectives, concerns have been raised regarding the fairness, intent, 
weighting and manageability of the respective matrices. 
 
Recommended Action. Modify the matrix. The 4X4 matrix format should be retained but with discrete 
modifications. The tables below show the recommended changes that would strengthen the matrix, 
while responding to legitimate critiques raised by the field.  
 
Part of the Rhode Island transition to a 5X4 matrix was a response to concerns that differences 
among five student learning rating categories were too nuanced to be meaningful or manageable. 
The transition to a 4X4 matrix has, in turn, generated concerns that very few teachers would, in 
practical terms, be eligible for a Highly Effective designation, thereby dampening teacher aspirations 
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and feeding a perception that opportunity for top performers is being lost. Further, critics argue that 
the 4X4 is disproportionately weighted to the two lowest rating categories. 
 
The recommended matrix modification shown in Tables 8 and 9 maintains the manageability of the 
current 4x4 matrix. It also establishes a rigorous and realistic gold standard for Highly Effective 
teachers. It recognizes that the Student Learning component is critically important. Moreover, the 
recommendation acknowledges that the State is implementing a rich Professional Practices and 
Professional Responsibilities component, particularly through the classroom observation protocol. 
The recommended modifications also designate an equal number of potential rating cells for both 
the Ineffective and Highly Effective categories, thereby confirming what is essentially a common 
sense element within the ratings.  
 

Table 8. Final Effectiveness Rating Matrix, Recommended  

 Student Learning 
4 3 2 1 

Prof Prac  
X 

Prof Resp 

4  HE  HE  E*  D* 
3  HE  E  D  D 
2  E*  E  D  I 
1  D*  D  I  I 

*Indicates that ratings in any of these cells will trigger an immediate review. 
HE = Highly Effective; E = Effective; D = Developing; I = Ineffective 

 

Table 9. Number and Percentage of Cells by Rating Category 
 Previous 5X4 Current 4X4 Recommended 4X4 
Highly Effective 3 / 20 = 15% 2 / 16 = 12.50% 3 / 16 = 18.75% 
Effective 6 / 20 = 30% 4 / 16 = 25.00% 4 / 15 = 25.00% 
Developing 7 / 20 = 35% 7 / 16 = 43.75% 6 / 16 = 37.50% 
Ineffective 4 / 20 = 20% 3 / 16 = 18.75% 3 / 16 = 18.75% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
*See Table 5 for presentations of the previous 5X4 and current 4X4 matrices.  

 
 
It is further recommended that when ratings for the two categories (Student Learning and 
Professional Practice/Professional Responsibilities) are not adjacent (such as when a rating of 2 in 
Professional Practice/Professional Responsibilities is matched by a rating of 4 in Student Learning), 
districts should have a review process in place to better understand and resolve such disparities, as 
they are often a function of scoring errors or gaps in inter-rater reliability. As part of its guidance 
function, RIDE can provide districts with a description of a sample review process.  
 
Impact. It is the better part of wisdom to address the controversy regarding the matrix. Doing this 
means acknowledging that the 4X4 format is more manageable and recognizing that there are a few 
inequities within the current matrix that ought to be addressed. The recommended modifications 
reflect the legitimacy of both positions and provide an option that the State and districts can 
implement with integrity. 
 
Issue 4:  Certification 
 
Overview. The focus in Rhode Island on certification is a symbolic statement. What is needed is an 
emphasis on addressing the core factor leading to the retention of ineffective teachers: ineffective 
management. 
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The symbolism of linking evaluation to certification is not accomplishing its purpose. It is intended to 
be a declaration that a teacher rated Ineffective for five consecutive years should not be teaching 
children. Yet all interviewees indicate that the likelihood of this occurring is extremely rare. Instead,  
this linkage is proving to be a weak disincentive, which generates the unintended consequence of 
feeding educators’ perceptions of the new evaluation system as a “gotcha” system. Rhode Island 
needs to accomplish more than this. 
 
Recommended Action. Re-assess the priority of linking evaluation to certification. In professions as 
diverse as law and medicine, the removal of certification is primarily based on moral turpitude. In a 
thoughtful educator evaluation system, improving teacher practice is a professional development 
and instructional support issue. Teacher retention is a human resources issue. These are the areas 
where good managers step up to the plate when there is evaluative evidence of ineffective teaching. 
Rather than focusing on certification, these are the areas where attention needs to be placed—
developing and implementing strong human capital management systems. Simply put, the focus 
should be on the causes rather than the symptoms of problems. Emphasis should be on building 
management capacity. 
 
Impact. A powerful maxim is that “the main thing is to remember to keep the main thing the main 
thing.” Rhode Island has been making strides in implementing an educator evaluation system to 
improve and recognize educator effectiveness. The focus on certification is drawing attention away 
from where it needs to be.  
 
Issue 5:  Communication and Problem Solving 
 
Overview. Rhode Island is at a crossroads. Significant numbers of educators in schools and districts 
do not feel that they are being heard. RIDE feels that it is hearing the field and is making mid-course 
corrections in response. There is evidence that both are, in part, right. Yet a significant 
communications gap still remains. 
 
Recommended Action. Establish a new dialogue focused on the challenges of implementation. The 
effective implementation of a new evaluation system requires broad-based constituencies that 
understand and buy into the reform, with the belief that they can actively shape and strengthen the 
outcome. Unless action is taken to address the issues of distrust and competing silos of thought, 
they will continue to affect both the credibility of the new educator evaluation system and the fidelity 
of its implementation. 
 
A more highly functioning partnership of the State, the districts, and the unions is a bottom line 
requisite if the SLO component, in particular, and the new evaluation system, in general, are to be 
implemented in ways beneficial to both students and teachers. Survey and interview data strongly 
suggest that teachers and principals are feeling caught in the middle of the changes. 
Communications are reaching the classrooms inconsistently, and many educators want better two-
way communication. All key parties need to own the responsibility to improve the level of discourse 
and partnership in Rhode Island.  
 
The findings in this report confirm the need for a convening of key constituencies and organizations 
critical to a successful performance evaluation system. The Rhode Island Board of Education or a 
respected, independent local third party should take the lead in sponsoring these convenings. RIDE 
has the authority with respect to SLOs and the new evaluation system. The districts have the 
responsibility for implementation. RIFTHP, NEA Rhode Island and other associations represent key 
parties. They all have to be involved in substantive conversations regarding how best to address the 
challenges of implementation. 
 
 



 

Focus on Rhode Island: Student Learning Objectives and Evaluation 22 

In particular, there needs to be more agreement in Rhode Island on how to deal effectively with the 
intertwined issues of the timelines for implementation and the gaps in district readiness and 
capacity to support the new system. While it is clear that the Rhode Island Department of Education 
itself is working within the tight timelines of the overall RTTT process, district preparedness is 
nonetheless the key to effective implementation.   
 
There can be psychological (incentive) value to an accelerated timeline. However, many district 
interviewees observe that it has created fear and distrust, impacting the fidelity of the 
implementation and potentially jeopardizing the credibility of the new evaluation system. The goal for 
all parties is quality implementation and the statewide dialogue needs to return to the actual intent 
of SLOs—improving student learning and strengthening instructional practice.  
 
Now is the time for greater collaboration. There are already signs of evaluation fatigue even though 
the system has only recently gone to scale. Moreover, a new type of fiscal challenge looms in the 
near future. Just at the time that the issues and tasks of implementation become most pronounced, 
the State and districts may have to support implementation with diminished local resources and 
without the services made possible by Race to the Top funding. 
 
Impact. The context within which SLOs, and the broader evaluation system, are being implemented 
needs to be re-shaped. The national lessons learned from 14 years of SLO-related practice show that 
this work requires a broad base of support and partnership to be effective. 
 
Summary of Recommendations 
 
The student learning component within the new evaluation system is a response to the State and 
national urgency to increase student academic growth and improve educator practice. It is also a 
marked departure from previous evaluative practices in Rhode Island and every other state. As such, 
it presents enormous challenges to districts and states where instructional, curricular and 
assessment practices are often insufficient for meeting the requirements and demands of a student 
growth-based evaluation system.  
 
Districts are also facing, over a period of several years, a range of changes from the State on how the 
student learning component will be factored and what assessments will be used in the student 
growth model. The very fact that RIDE is making changes shows that it understands that a learning 
process is involved for the entire state. 
 
While in all states there are some who will oppose any evaluation system that is new and different, 
the larger issue in Rhode Island is quite different. There is substantial agreement that teacher and 
principal evaluation systems need to improve. The concern is that districts have gaps in the 
readiness and internal capacity needed to implement a student learning and growth-based approach 
with fidelity. These influences together contribute to the fear, anxiety and distrust that are prevalent 
in a significant number of districts and within the state. 
 
Moving forward, the challenge in Rhode Island is to maintain a priority on student learning in the new 
evaluation system, while recognizing and addressing the legitimate concerns raised by the districts 
and schools.  
 
The Rhode Island evaluation system has the potential to be a catalyst for positive results in 
instruction and student academic growth. The success of the new evaluation system depends, in 
significant measure, on having credibility from the field and thoughtful, supported implementation of 
all components, particularly Student Learning Objectives and other measures of student learning. 
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1 See at www.RIDE.ri.gov and www.rifthpinnovation.net.  
2 Data were retrieved and calculated on July 16, 2013 from http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/pubagency.asp, based on the latest available 2010-
11 Common Core Data. 
3 http://infoworks.ride.ri.gov/state/ri and http://www.ride.ri.gov/StudentsFamilies/RIPublicSchools/SchoolDistricts.aspx 
4 Educator Evaluation System Standards (EESS), RI Board of Regents (now called Board of Education), December 3, 2009, retrieved July 
18, 2013 at http://www.ride.ri.gov. 
5 EESS, Standard 1.3, loc. cit. 
6 See http://www.ride.ri.gov/InsideRIDE/CommissionerDeborahAGist/FieldMemos/FieldMemoDetails/tabid/493/ArticleId/88/8-23-13-
Field-Memo.aspx. See also the following: Borg, L. (2013, August 25). R.I. Education Commissioner postpones use of NECAP test in teacher 
evaluations. Providence Journal at http://www.providencejournal.com/breaking-news/content/20130825-r.i.-education-commissioner-
postpones-use-of-necap-test-in-teacher-evaluations.ece; and Sawchuk, S. (2013, August 26) Gist to delay teacher-evaluation component in 
Rhode Island. Education Week at http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/teacherbeat/2013/08/ 
gist_to_delay_teacher_evaluation_in_rhode_island.html. Information retrieved August 26 to 28, 2013. 
7 An additional 167 surveys were excluded for the following reasons: respondents completed district information but did not respond to 
any survey questions (160); or respondents did not identify district affiliation (7). 
8 Slotnik, W. and Smith, M. Catalyst for Change (2004) and It’s More Than Money (2013). See a full description of findings in these reports 
at www.ctacusa.com. 
9 Heuristic from TIF-LEAP in Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools, It’s More Than Money, p. 31. 
10 A group composed of national experts on content related to student learning, assessment, rubrics, and system validity.    
11 See at http://www.ride.ri.gov/TeachersAdministrators/Overview.aspx. 
12 2013 Winter Survey for non-Rhode Island Model Teachers, provided by RIDE July 1, 2013. 
13 Composed of educators, parents, and students. 
14 Outlined in “Looking Ahead to an Improved Rhode Island for 2012-13: Five Priorities for Refinement, Based on Real Experiences in 
Schools,” PowerPoint report provided by RIDE July 1, 2013. 
15 See the Commissioner’s Weekly Field Notes of May 17, June 14, and August 13, 2013 at www.RIDE.ri.gov. 
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Addendum 

Table 1: Educators’ Responses by Innovation District and Educators’ Roles (n=3,544) 

 

Innovation Principals  
(n=124) 

Innovation Teachers  
(n=2,794) 

Non-Innovation-Affiliated 
Teachers (n=626) 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total Agree Total 

Disagree Undecided Total Agree Total 
Disagree Undecided Total Agree 

Rate the following statements: 
The RIDE standards/expectations for 
educator evaluation are clearly stated. 21% 10% 69% 47% 16% 37% 54% 19% 27% 

Continuous performance improvement is 
the core intent of SLOs in educator 
evaluation. 

16% 23% 60% 53% 20% 28% 57% 19% 24% 

RIDE is providing support needed for full 
implementation of SLOs in the new 
educator evaluation system. 

44% 27% 30% 73% 18% 9% 76% 16% 9% 

My district is providing support needed for 
full implementation of SLOs in the new 
educator evaluation system. 

16% 17% 67% 36% 18% 46% 28% 19% 53% 

My school principal/evaluator is providing 
support needed for full implementation of 
SLOs in the new educator evaluation 
system. 

8% 20% 72% 31% 18% 50% 25% 19% 57% 

I am prepared to develop and implement 
SLOs in the new educator evaluation 
system. 

19% 21% 60% 41% 24% 36% 42% 29% 30% 

The design/developmental process of the new  
evaluation model has included the following: 

Teacher and principal participation in the 
design of the Innovation District-Developed 
Evaluation Model.  

31% 19% 50% 57% 19% 24% 52% 17% 31% 

Consistent communications with teachers 
and principals about SLOs in the context of 
the new evaluation system. 

32% 19% 49% 62% 15% 22% 57% 14% 29% 

A pilot phase for SLOs that strengthened 
the evaluation design through feedback 
and revision. 

41% 26% 34% 63% 21% 17% 60% 17% 22% 

Opportunities for teachers and principals to 
communicate suggestions and questions 
about SLOs.   

43% 14% 44% 62% 16% 22% 58% 15% 27% 

Timely responses to concerns raised by 
teachers and principals. 44% 22% 33% 65% 20% 15% 66% 17% 17% 

The initial implementation process (information, training, pilot, etc.)  
has provided principals and teachers with the following: 

Effective training on the use of Student 
Learning Objectives (SLOs). 40% 16% 44% 66% 15% 19% 72% 13% 15% 

Effective training on the classroom 
observation instrument. 18% 9% 73% 63% 16% 22% 73% 15% 13% 

Adequate time to learn to develop effective 
SLOs. 56% 17% 26% 75% 12% 13% 81% 9% 11% 

Adequate time to learn to utilize the 
classroom observation instrument. 32% 14% 55% 69% 15% 16% 79% 11% 11% 

Opportunities for teachers and principals to 
communicate their suggestions and 
questions.   

41% 19% 40% 68% 15% 16% 71% 14% 15% 

Timely responses to concerns raised by 
teachers and principals. 41% 24% 35% 69% 19% 13% 72% 15% 13% 

 
 



 

Focus on Rhode Island: Student Learning Objectives and Evaluation A-2 

 

Innovation Principals  
(n=124) 

Innovation Teachers  
(n=2,794) 

Non-Innovation-Affiliated 
Teachers (n=626) 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total Agree Total 

Disagree Undecided Total Agree Total 
Disagree Undecided Total Agree 

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) 
Respect educators’ professional knowledge 
and skills. 27% 21% 52% 71% 12% 16% 81% 9% 9% 

Provide a credible link between a teacher’s 
craft and student learning outcomes. 46% 18% 35% 77% 12% 10% 82% 12% 6% 

Connect to course curricular goals and 
content. 22% 20% 58% 52% 18% 31% 52% 20% 29% 

Provide data-based evidence for ongoing 
improvement of teaching strategy. 39% 20% 41% 60% 18% 23% 66% 16% 18% 

Improve student achievement outcomes. 37% 31% 32% 71% 17% 12% 77% 15% 8% 
Provide sound evidence for measuring 
teacher performance. 54% 23% 24% 85% 9% 6% 89% 8% 3% 

Provide comparability of rigor in measuring 
teacher impact on student outcomes. 53% 25% 22% 80% 13% 7% 85% 12% 4% 

Contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ 
overall effectiveness ratings. 55% 19% 25% 82% 11% 7% 87% 10% 3% 

Classroom observations of teaching in the new  
teacher evaluation model: 

Respect educators’ professional knowledge 
and skills. 12% 7% 81% 45% 16% 38% 52% 16% 32% 

Provide a credible link between a teacher’s 
craft and student learning outcomes. 20% 18% 61% 55% 18% 27% 61% 17% 22% 

Provide explicit, evidenced-based feedback 
to teachers. 13% 9% 78% 49% 16% 36% 53% 20% 27% 

Provide a sound basis for evaluating 
teacher performance. 15% 20% 65% 60% 17% 23% 64% 17% 19% 

Contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ 
overall effectiveness ratings. 17% 16% 68% 58% 16% 26% 61% 18% 21% 

When preparing SLOs, I am confident in my ability to… 
Access the most current student 
achievement data. 13% 11% 75% 33% 16% 51% 38% 22% 40% 

Use student data to determine student 
needs in planning instruction. 8% 11% 81% 28% 14% 58% 29% 20% 51% 

Select high priority and rigorous content for 
SLOs. 11% 25% 63% 34% 21% 45% 41% 25% 34% 

Find effective content-aligned assessments 
to measure student performance in a 
credible way. 

30% 22% 48% 44% 19% 37% 48% 23% 29% 

Set appropriate growth targets for SLOs.  25% 25% 49% 42% 22% 36% 46% 25% 30% 
Implement the SLO process in a time-
efficient way. 32% 14% 54% 45% 19% 35% 53% 20% 27% 

Engage in effective SLO approval and 
attainment processes. 22% 23% 55% 43% 23% 35% 48% 26% 26% 

At my school, I find that… 
There is consistency in how SLOs are 
approved for implementation. 21% 17% 62% 47% 22% 31% 39% 21% 40% 

There is consistency in how evaluators rate 
the attainment of SLOs. 19% 18% 62% 47% 25% 28% 41% 25% 34% 

There is confidence in the accuracy of the 
performance ratings. 37% 25% 38% 58% 22% 20% 58% 24% 18% 

NOTE: Innovation Principals refers to principals, assistant principals, and other administrators in the Innovation Consortium. Innovation 
Teachers refers to classroom teachers and non-classroom teaching staff in the Innovation Consortium. Non-Innovation-Affiliated Teachers 
refers to classroom teachers and non-classroom teaching staff not in the Innovation Consortium. The total number of responses (n=3,544) 
represents the exclusion of responses (7) of members of the role group Non-Innovation-Affiliated Principals, whose numbers were too small to 
identify. Total Disagree is a composite of strongly disagree/disagree and Total Agree is a composite of strongly agree/agree. 
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Table 2: Educators’ Responses by Prior Knowledge of the Model Used in the District (n=3,551) 

 

Little or No Knowledge of 
District Models 

Attended Training(s) on 
District Models 

Participated in Pilot of 
District Models 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Total 

Disagree Undecided Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 

Rate the following statements: 
The RIDE standards/expectations for educator 
evaluation are clearly stated. 54% 18% 28% 45% 18% 37% 45% 15% 40% 

Continuous performance improvement is the 
core intent of SLOs in educator evaluation. 51% 23% 26% 51% 21% 28% 54% 17% 30% 

RIDE is providing support needed for full 
implementation of SLOs in the new educator 
evaluation system. 

75% 17% 8% 72% 18% 10% 72% 19% 10% 

My district is providing support needed for full 
implementation of SLOs in the new educator 
evaluation system. 

50% 23% 27% 28% 18% 54% 29% 16% 54% 

My school principal/evaluator is providing 
support needed for full implementation of SLOs 
in the new educator evaluation system. 

41% 22% 37% 26% 17% 57% 26% 17% 57% 

I am prepared to develop and implement SLOs in 
the new educator evaluation system. 54% 26% 20% 38% 24% 38% 35% 24% 41% 

The design/developmental process of the new  
evaluation model has included the following: 

Teacher and principal participation in the design 
of the Innovation District-Developed Evaluation 
Model. 

59% 23% 18% 53% 21% 26% 55% 15% 30% 

Consistent communications with teachers and 
principals about SLOs in the context of the new 
evaluation system. 

67% 17% 17% 58% 17% 25% 59% 13% 27% 

A pilot phase for SLOs that strengthened the 
evaluation design through feedback and revision. 68% 22% 10% 59% 24% 16% 60% 17% 23% 

Opportunities for teachers and principals to 
communicate suggestions and questions about 
SLOs. 

65% 19% 17% 59% 16% 25% 59% 14% 27% 

Timely responses to concerns raised by teachers 
and principals. 68% 20% 11% 64% 19% 17% 63% 19% 18% 

The initial implementation process (information, training, pilot, etc.)  
has provided principals and teachers with the following: 

Effective training on the use of Student Learning 
Objectives (SLOs). 75% 14% 11% 65% 15% 20% 63% 15% 22% 

Effective training on the classroom observation 
instrument. 73% 16% 11% 59% 15% 26% 61% 15% 25% 

Adequate time to learn to develop effective SLOs. 80% 12% 8% 75% 11% 13% 73% 11% 16% 

Adequate time to learn to utilize the classroom 
observation instrument. 74% 16% 10% 67% 14% 19% 68% 14% 18% 

Opportunities for teachers and principals to 
communicate their suggestions and questions. 71% 16% 13% 66% 16% 18% 67% 14% 19% 

Timely responses to concerns raised by teachers 
and principals. 71% 19% 9% 67% 20% 14% 67% 17% 16% 

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) 
Respect educators’ professional knowledge and 
skills. 70% 16% 14% 70% 13% 17% 73% 10% 17% 

Provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft 
and student learning outcomes. 76% 15% 9% 76% 13% 10% 78% 11% 11% 

Connect to course curricular goals and content. 53% 22% 25% 48% 19% 33% 51% 16% 34% 

Provide data-based evidence for ongoing 
improvement of teaching strategy. 60% 19% 21% 61% 17% 23% 60% 17% 23% 

Improve student achievement outcomes. 71% 19% 10% 71% 19% 11% 71% 16% 13% 
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Little or No Knowledge of 
District Models 

Attended Training(s) on 
District Models 

Participated in Pilot of 
District Models 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Total 

Disagree Undecided Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Provide sound evidence for measuring teacher 
performance. 84% 11% 5% 85% 9% 6% 85% 9% 7% 

Provide comparability of rigor in measuring 
teacher impact on student outcomes. 78% 16% 6% 82% 12% 7% 80% 13% 8% 

Contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings. 80% 13% 7% 82% 11% 7% 83% 10% 7% 

Classroom observations of teaching in the new 
teacher evaluation model: 

Respect educators’ professional knowledge and 
skills. 49% 21% 30% 43% 14% 43% 45% 15% 40% 

Provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft 
and student learning outcomes. 60% 21% 19% 53% 16% 31% 54% 17% 29% 

Provide explicit, evidenced-based feedback to 
teachers. 53% 20% 28% 46% 15% 39% 47% 15% 37% 

Provide a sound basis for evaluating teacher 
performance. 62% 20% 18% 57% 17% 27% 58% 16% 26% 

Contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings. 62% 18% 20% 55% 15% 30% 56% 16% 28% 

When preparing SLOs, I am confident in my ability to… 
Access the most current student achievement 
data. 39% 18% 43% 31% 17% 52% 32% 16% 52% 

Use student data to determine student needs in 
planning instruction. 31% 18% 51% 25% 15% 60% 28% 14% 59% 

Select high priority and rigorous content for SLOs. 37% 27% 36% 33% 23% 44% 34% 18% 48% 

Find effective content-aligned assessments to 
measure student performance in a credible way. 45% 25% 30% 45% 19% 36% 44% 18% 38% 

Set appropriate growth targets for SLOs. 46% 26% 28% 42% 21% 37% 40% 21% 38% 

Implement the SLO process in a time-efficient 
way. 48% 24% 28% 45% 18% 37% 46% 18% 36% 

Engage in effective SLO approval and attainment 
processes. 49% 24% 26% 40% 24% 36% 42% 22% 36% 

At my school, I find that… 
There is consistency in how SLOs are approved 
for implementation. 52% 24% 24% 41% 22% 37% 44% 20% 36% 

There is consistency in how evaluators rate the 
attainment of SLOs. 51% 27% 22% 41% 26% 33% 45% 23% 32% 

There is confidence in the accuracy of the 
performance ratings. 57% 25% 18% 56% 23% 21% 58% 21% 21% 

NOTE: Total Disagree is a composite of strongly disagree/disagree and Total Agree is a composite of strongly agree/agree. 
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Table 3: Educators’ Responses by Prior Experience with Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) (n=3,551) 

 
Little or No SLO Knowledge Accessed SLO Information Attended SLO Training(s) 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Total 

Disagree Undecided Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 

Rate the following statements: 
The RIDE standards/expectations for educator 
evaluation are clearly stated. 54% 22% 24% 47% 17% 36% 45% 15% 39% 

Continuous performance improvement is the core 
intent of SLOs in educator evaluation. 55% 23% 22% 50% 21% 30% 52% 18% 30% 

RIDE is providing support needed for full 
implementation of SLOs in the new educator 
evaluation system. 

79% 15% 6% 74% 17% 9% 70% 19% 10% 

My district is providing support needed for full 
implementation of SLOs in the new educator 
evaluation system. 

46% 23% 31% 46% 18% 36% 28% 17% 55% 

My school principal/evaluator is providing support 
needed for full implementation of SLOs in the new 
educator evaluation system. 

39% 22% 39% 35% 20% 45% 26% 17% 57% 

I am prepared to develop and implement SLOs in 
the new educator evaluation system. 55% 24% 21% 46% 26% 28% 35% 24% 41% 

The design/developmental process of the new  
evaluation model has included the following: 

Teacher and principal participation in the design 
of the Innovation District-Developed Evaluation 
Model. 

59% 22% 19% 60% 19% 22% 53% 18% 29% 

Consistent communications with teachers and 
principals about SLOs in the context of the new 
evaluation system. 

68% 16% 15% 65% 15% 19% 57% 15% 28% 

A pilot phase for SLOs that strengthened the 
evaluation design through feedback and revision. 67% 22% 11% 64% 20% 15% 59% 20% 21% 

Opportunities for teachers and principals to 
communicate suggestions and questions about 
SLOs. 

67% 18% 15% 64% 15% 21% 58% 15% 27% 

Timely responses to concerns raised by teachers 
and principals. 70% 21% 10% 68% 18% 14% 63% 20% 18% 

The initial implementation process (information, training, pilot, etc.)  
has provided principals and teachers with the following: 

Effective training on the use of Student Learning 
Objectives (SLOs). 75% 16% 9% 74% 13% 12% 62% 15% 23% 

Effective training on the classroom observation 
instrument. 71% 17% 11% 69% 17% 15% 60% 14% 26% 

Adequate time to learn to develop effective SLOs. 81% 13% 7% 80% 11% 8% 73% 11% 16% 

Adequate time to learn to utilize the classroom 
observation instrument. 76% 15% 8% 73% 14% 13% 67% 14% 19% 

Opportunities for teachers and principals to 
communicate their suggestions and questions. 72% 18% 9% 70% 17% 14% 66% 14% 20% 

Timely responses to concerns raised by teachers 
and principals. 73% 18% 9% 72% 17% 10% 66% 19% 16% 

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) 
Respect educators’ professional knowledge and 
skills. 73% 15% 13% 71% 13% 16% 72% 11% 17% 

Provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft 
and student learning outcomes. 78% 14% 8% 76% 15% 10% 77% 12% 11% 

Connect to course curricular goals and content. 54% 22% 24% 49% 22% 29% 50% 16% 34% 

Provide data-based evidence for ongoing 
improvement of teaching strategy. 63% 19% 19% 57% 21% 22% 60% 16% 23% 

Improve student achievement outcomes. 73% 19% 8% 69% 18% 13% 71% 17% 12% 
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Little or No SLO Knowledge Accessed SLO Information Attended SLO Training(s) 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Total 

Disagree Undecided Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Provide sound evidence for measuring teacher 
performance. 83% 12% 5% 86% 9% 5% 85% 9% 7% 

Provide comparability of rigor in measuring 
teacher impact on student outcomes. 79% 15% 6% 80% 14% 7% 80% 13% 7% 

Contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings. 79% 14% 7% 85% 9% 6% 82% 11% 8% 

Classroom observations of teaching in the new  
teacher evaluation model: 

Respect educators’ professional knowledge and 
skills. 53% 19% 28% 45% 20% 35% 44% 14% 42% 

Provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft 
and student learning outcomes. 62% 20% 18% 54% 20% 25% 54% 16% 30% 

Provide explicit, evidenced-based feedback to 
teachers. 54% 21% 25% 50% 18% 32% 46% 15% 39% 

Provide a sound basis for evaluating teacher 
performance. 63% 21% 16% 60% 18% 21% 57% 16% 27% 

Contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings. 61% 22% 17% 58% 16% 26% 56% 15% 29% 

When preparing SLOs, I am confident in my ability to… 
Access the most current student achievement 
data. 39% 23% 38% 38% 16% 46% 31% 16% 53% 

Use student data to determine student needs in 
planning instruction. 37% 18% 44% 27% 15% 57% 25% 14% 60% 

Select high priority and rigorous content for SLOs. 44% 25% 31% 36% 24% 40% 32% 20% 48% 

Find effective content-aligned assessments to 
measure student performance in a credible way. 51% 23% 26% 45% 24% 30% 42% 18% 39% 

Set appropriate growth targets for SLOs. 49% 26% 25% 47% 25% 29% 39% 21% 40% 

Implement the SLO process in a time-efficient 
way. 52% 24% 24% 50% 20% 30% 44% 18% 38% 

Engage in effective SLO approval and attainment 
processes. 51% 25% 24% 50% 23% 27% 39% 23% 38% 

At my school, I find that… 
There is consistency in how SLOs are approved for 
implementation. 51% 25% 24% 51% 25% 24% 42% 20% 38% 

There is consistency in how evaluators rate the 
attainment of SLOs. 53% 26% 21% 50% 28% 22% 42% 24% 34% 

There is confidence in the accuracy of the 
performance ratings. 65% 21% 14% 61% 24% 15% 55% 23% 22% 

NOTE: Total Disagree is a composite of strongly disagree/disagree and Total Agree is a composite of strongly agree/agree. 
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Table 4: Educators’ Responses by School Level (n=3,551) 

 
Elementary Schools Middle Schools High Schools 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Total 

Disagree Undecided Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 

Rate the following statements: 
The RIDE standards/expectations for educator 
evaluation are clearly stated. 44% 16% 40% 46% 18% 37% 52% 17% 30% 

Continuous performance improvement is the core 
intent of SLOs in educator evaluation. 49% 20% 31% 55% 19% 26% 55% 20% 25% 

RIDE is providing support needed for full 
implementation of SLOs in the new educator 
evaluation system. 

72% 19% 9% 73% 16% 11% 74% 17% 9% 

My district is providing support needed for full 
implementation of SLOs in the new educator 
evaluation system. 

34% 18% 48% 28% 18% 54% 37% 18% 45% 

My school principal/evaluator is providing support 
needed for full implementation of SLOs in the new 
educator evaluation system. 

27% 18% 55% 27% 17% 56% 34% 20% 46% 

I am prepared to develop and implement SLOs in 
the new educator evaluation system. 39% 25% 37% 40% 25% 35% 43% 24% 34% 

The design/developmental process of the new  
evaluation model has included the following: 

Teacher and principal participation in the design 
of the Innovation District-Developed Evaluation 
Model. 

53% 19% 28% 58% 16% 26% 57% 19% 24% 

Consistent communications with teachers and 
principals about SLOs in the context of the new 
evaluation system. 

59% 15% 26% 60% 14% 25% 63% 16% 21% 

A pilot phase for SLOs that strengthened the 
evaluation design through feedback and revision. 60% 21% 18% 61% 19% 20% 63% 19% 17% 

Opportunities for teachers and principals to 
communicate suggestions and questions about 
SLOs. 

61% 16% 23% 60% 16% 25% 61% 15% 24% 

Timely responses to concerns raised by teachers 
and principals. 64% 21% 15% 64% 19% 17% 65% 17% 18% 

The initial implementation process (information, training, pilot, etc.)  
has provided principals and teachers with the following: 

Effective training on the use of Student Learning 
Objectives (SLOs). 67% 14% 18% 66% 15% 20% 65% 16% 19% 

Effective training on the classroom observation 
instrument. 63% 15% 21% 61% 14% 24% 64% 16% 21% 

Adequate time to learn to develop effective SLOs. 76% 11% 13% 77% 10% 13% 73% 13% 14% 

Adequate time to learn to utilize the classroom 
observation instrument. 69% 15% 17% 70% 14% 16% 69% 14% 17% 

Opportunities for teachers and principals to 
communicate their suggestions and questions. 67% 16% 17% 67% 15% 18% 70% 14% 16% 

Timely responses to concerns raised by teachers 
and principals. 68% 20% 13% 67% 19% 14% 69% 16% 15% 

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) 
Respect educators’ professional knowledge and 
skills. 71% 13% 16% 72% 11% 17% 72% 12% 16% 

Provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft 
and student learning outcomes. 76% 13% 11% 80% 9% 11% 77% 14% 10% 

Connect to course curricular goals and content. 49% 18% 33% 49% 17% 34% 54% 19% 27% 

Provide data-based evidence for ongoing 
improvement of teaching strategy. 56% 19% 25% 63% 16% 21% 65% 16% 18% 

Improve student achievement outcomes. 68% 18% 13% 74% 15% 11% 73% 17% 10% 
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Elementary Schools Middle Schools High Schools 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Total 

Disagree Undecided Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Provide sound evidence for measuring teacher 
performance. 84% 10% 6% 86% 7% 6% 85% 10% 6% 

Provide comparability of rigor in measuring 
teacher impact on student outcomes. 78% 15% 7% 82% 11% 7% 81% 12% 6% 

Contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings. 80% 13% 8% 85% 8% 7% 84% 10% 7% 

Classroom observations of teaching in the new  
teacher evaluation model: 

Respect educators’ professional knowledge and 
skills. 43% 17% 40% 46% 14% 39% 48% 16% 36% 

Provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft 
and student learning outcomes. 53% 18% 29% 56% 15% 29% 58% 18% 24% 

Provide explicit, evidenced-based feedback to 
teachers. 45% 16% 39% 50% 15% 35% 52% 17% 31% 

Provide a sound basis for evaluating teacher 
performance. 57% 17% 25% 58% 16% 26% 61% 17% 21% 

Contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings. 55% 16% 29% 57% 15% 28% 60% 17% 23% 

When preparing SLOs, I am confident in my ability to… 
Access the most current student achievement 
data. 25% 15% 60% 35% 16% 49% 45% 21% 35% 

Use student data to determine student needs in 
planning instruction. 20% 13% 67% 29% 15% 56% 37% 19% 44% 

Select high priority and rigorous content for SLOs. 31% 22% 47% 34% 20% 46% 41% 21% 38% 

Find effective content-aligned assessments to 
measure student performance in a credible way. 44% 20% 37% 42% 20% 39% 47% 20% 33% 

Set appropriate growth targets for SLOs. 39% 24% 38% 44% 21% 36% 46% 21% 33% 

Implement the SLO process in a time-efficient way. 41% 20% 38% 49% 19% 32% 52% 18% 30% 

Engage in effective SLO approval and attainment 
processes. 39% 24% 37% 43% 23% 34% 49% 23% 29% 

At my school, I find that… 
There is consistency in how SLOs are approved for 
implementation. 38% 22% 40% 49% 20% 31% 53% 22% 25% 

There is consistency in how evaluators rate the 
attainment of SLOs. 37% 25% 38% 49% 23% 28% 55% 26% 20% 

There is confidence in the accuracy of the 
performance ratings. 51% 24% 25% 61% 21% 18% 65% 22% 13% 

NOTE: Total Disagree is a composite of strongly disagree/disagree and Total Agree is a composite of strongly agree/agree. 
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Table 5: Educators’ Responses by Years of Experience (n=3,551) 

 
0 – 3 years 4 – 10 years 11 + years 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Total 

Disagree Undecided Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 

Rate the following statements: 
The RIDE standards/expectations for educator 
evaluation are clearly stated. 38% 19% 43% 45% 16% 39% 48% 17% 35% 

Continuous performance improvement is the core 
intent of SLOs in educator evaluation. 41% 27% 33% 51% 21% 29% 53% 19% 28% 

RIDE is providing support needed for full 
implementation of SLOs in the new educator 
evaluation system. 

76% 17% 7% 71% 19% 10% 73% 18% 9% 

My district is providing support needed for full 
implementation of SLOs in the new educator 
evaluation system. 

42% 15% 43% 30% 21% 49% 34% 17% 48% 

My school principal/evaluator is providing support 
needed for full implementation of SLOs in the new 
educator evaluation system. 

28% 15% 57% 27% 19% 54% 30% 18% 52% 

I am prepared to develop and implement SLOs in 
the new educator evaluation system. 39% 27% 34% 38% 25% 37% 41% 24% 35% 

The design/developmental process of the new  
evaluation model has included the following: 

Teacher and principal participation in the design of 
the Innovation District-Developed Evaluation 
Model. 

44% 27% 29% 52% 21% 27% 57% 17% 26% 

Consistent communications with teachers and 
principals about SLOs in the context of the new 
evaluation system. 

52% 21% 27% 58% 16% 26% 62% 15% 24% 

A pilot phase for SLOs that strengthened the 
evaluation design through feedback and revision. 54% 27% 19% 56% 23% 22% 63% 19% 17% 

Opportunities for teachers and principals to 
communicate suggestions and questions about 
SLOs. 

47% 23% 30% 56% 16% 28% 62% 15% 23% 

Timely responses to concerns raised by teachers 
and principals. 52% 26% 22% 59% 21% 20% 67% 19% 15% 

The initial implementation process (information, training, pilot, etc.)  
has provided principals and teachers with the following: 

Effective training on the use of Student Learning 
Objectives (SLOs). 68% 13% 19% 61% 15% 24% 67% 15% 17% 

Effective training on the classroom observation 
instrument. 55% 19% 26% 60% 15% 25% 64% 15% 21% 

Adequate time to learn to develop effective SLOs. 72% 12% 16% 72% 13% 15% 77% 11% 13% 

Adequate time to learn to utilize the classroom 
observation instrument. 58% 20% 22% 64% 17% 18% 71% 13% 16% 

Opportunities for teachers and principals to 
communicate their suggestions and questions. 53% 20% 27% 64% 17% 19% 70% 14% 16% 

Timely responses to concerns raised by teachers 
and principals. 57% 26% 18% 63% 21% 16% 70% 17% 13% 

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) 
Respect educators’ professional knowledge and 
skills. 59% 17% 24% 69% 12% 19% 73% 12% 15% 

Provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft 
and student learning outcomes. 68% 13% 18% 74% 12% 13% 78% 12% 9% 

Connect to course curricular goals and content. 41% 16% 43% 48% 19% 33% 52% 18% 30% 

Provide data-based evidence for ongoing 
improvement of teaching strategy. 48% 18% 34% 57% 18% 25% 62% 17% 21% 

Improve student achievement outcomes. 63% 20% 17% 70% 17% 12% 72% 17% 11% 
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0 – 3 years 4 – 10 years 11 + years 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Total 

Disagree Undecided Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Provide sound evidence for measuring teacher 
performance. 77% 14% 9% 82% 10% 8% 86% 9% 5% 

Provide comparability of rigor in measuring teacher 
impact on student outcomes. 69% 19% 12% 77% 14% 8% 81% 12% 6% 

Contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings. 76% 12% 13% 79% 12% 9% 83% 11% 6% 

Classroom observations of teaching in the new  
teacher evaluation model: 

Respect educators’ professional knowledge and 
skills. 27% 17% 56% 39% 17% 44% 48% 16% 36% 

Provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft 
and student learning outcomes. 33% 25% 42% 49% 20% 31% 58% 16% 25% 

Provide explicit, evidenced-based feedback to 
teachers. 30% 20% 50% 44% 16% 40% 51% 16% 34% 

Provide a sound basis for evaluating teacher 
performance. 35% 19% 46% 53% 21% 26% 62% 16% 22% 

Contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings. 35% 19% 46% 53% 17% 30% 59% 16% 25% 

When preparing SLOs, I am confident in my ability to… 
Access the most current student achievement 
data. 27% 15% 57% 31% 18% 50% 34% 17% 49% 

Use student data to determine student needs in 
planning instruction. 18% 16% 66% 25% 15% 59% 29% 15% 56% 

Select high priority and rigorous content for SLOs. 30% 24% 46% 32% 23% 45% 35% 21% 44% 

Find effective content-aligned assessments to 
measure student performance in a credible way. 38% 24% 38% 38% 22% 40% 46% 19% 35% 

Set appropriate growth targets for SLOs. 30% 26% 44% 40% 22% 38% 43% 22% 34% 

Implement the SLO process in a time-efficient way. 31% 21% 48% 42% 21% 37% 48% 19% 33% 

Engage in effective SLO approval and attainment 
processes. 32% 24% 44% 40% 23% 37% 44% 23% 32% 

At my school, I find that… 
There is consistency in how SLOs are approved for 
implementation. 41% 18% 41% 45% 21% 34% 45% 22% 33% 

There is consistency in how evaluators rate the 
attainment of SLOs. 40% 22% 38% 45% 24% 31% 46% 25% 29% 

There is confidence in the accuracy of the 
performance ratings. 46% 26% 27% 55% 23% 22% 59% 23% 19% 

NOTE: Total Disagree is a composite of strongly disagree/disagree and Total Agree is a composite of strongly agree/agree. 
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Table 6: Educators’ Responses by Their Highest Educational Degrees (n=3,551) 

 
Bachelor Master Specialist/Doctorate 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Total 

Disagree Undecided Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 

Rate the following statements: 
The RIDE standards/expectations for educator 
evaluation are clearly stated. 47% 17% 36% 47% 16% 36% 45% 13% 41% 

Continuous performance improvement is the core 
intent of SLOs in educator evaluation. 50% 21% 29% 54% 19% 28% 46% 19% 34% 

RIDE is providing support needed for full 
implementation of SLOs in the new educator 
evaluation system. 

72% 19% 9% 73% 18% 9% 65% 19% 16% 

My district is providing support needed for full 
implementation of SLOs in the new educator 
evaluation system. 

34% 18% 48% 34% 18% 48% 30% 18% 52% 

My school principal/evaluator is providing support 
needed for full implementation of SLOs in the new 
educator evaluation system. 

29% 18% 53% 30% 18% 52% 28% 17% 55% 

I am prepared to develop and implement SLOs in 
the new educator evaluation system. 40% 25% 35% 40% 24% 35% 34% 28% 38% 

The design/developmental process of the new  
evaluation model has included the following: 

Teacher and principal participation in the design 
of the Innovation District-Developed Evaluation 
Model. 

52% 20% 27% 57% 18% 26% 58% 19% 23% 

Consistent communications with teachers and 
principals about SLOs in the context of the new 
evaluation system. 

61% 14% 25% 61% 16% 24% 53% 19% 27% 

A pilot phase for SLOs that strengthened the 
evaluation design through feedback and revision. 60% 21% 19% 62% 20% 18% 62% 20% 17% 

Opportunities for teachers and principals to 
communicate suggestions and questions about 
SLOs. 

59% 16% 25% 61% 15% 24% 58% 18% 24% 

Timely responses to concerns raised by teachers 
and principals. 62% 22% 16% 66% 18% 16% 62% 19% 19% 

The initial implementation process (information, training, pilot, etc.)  
has provided principals and teachers with the following: 

Effective training on the use of Student Learning 
Objectives (SLOs). 69% 13% 18% 65% 16% 19% 60% 14% 25% 

Effective training on the classroom observation 
instrument. 64% 15% 21% 63% 15% 22% 58% 18% 24% 

Adequate time to learn to develop effective SLOs. 74% 12% 14% 76% 11% 12% 74% 10% 16% 
Adequate time to learn to utilize the classroom 
observation instrument. 67% 16% 17% 70% 14% 16% 67% 12% 21% 

Opportunities for teachers and principals to 
communicate their suggestions and questions. 67% 16% 17% 68% 15% 17% 63% 16% 21% 

Timely responses to concerns raised by teachers 
and principals. 67% 20% 14% 69% 18% 13% 63% 19% 18% 

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) 
Respect educators’ professional knowledge and 
skills. 70% 13% 17% 73% 11% 15% 66% 16% 18% 

Provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft 
and student learning outcomes. 76% 13% 11% 78% 12% 10% 72% 15% 13% 

Connect to course curricular goals and content. 49% 18% 33% 52% 18% 31% 48% 23% 29% 
Provide data-based evidence for ongoing 
improvement of teaching strategy. 58% 18% 24% 62% 17% 22% 59% 20% 20% 

Improve student achievement outcomes. 69% 18% 13% 72% 17% 11% 65% 20% 15% 
Provide sound evidence for measuring teacher 
performance. 85% 9% 6% 85% 9% 6% 82% 10% 8% 
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Bachelor Master Specialist/Doctorate 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Total 

Disagree Undecided Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree Undecided Total 

Agree 
Provide comparability of rigor in measuring 
teacher impact on student outcomes. 79% 13% 7% 80% 13% 7% 77% 18% 6% 

Contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings. 81% 11% 8% 83% 10% 7% 76% 16% 8% 

Classroom observations of teaching in the new  
teacher evaluation model: 

Respect educators’ professional knowledge and 
skills. 41% 18% 41% 48% 15% 38% 52% 15% 32% 

Provide a credible link between a teacher’s craft 
and student learning outcomes. 51% 20% 29% 58% 16% 27% 55% 18% 26% 

Provide explicit, evidenced-based feedback to 
teachers. 47% 16% 37% 49% 16% 35% 48% 17% 35% 

Provide a sound basis for evaluating teacher 
performance. 56% 18% 26% 60% 17% 24% 64% 15% 21% 

Contribute valuable evidence to teachers’ overall 
effectiveness ratings. 53% 18% 29% 59% 15% 26% 60% 15% 26% 

When preparing SLOs, I am confident in my ability to… 
Access the most current student achievement 
data. 35% 18% 47% 32% 16% 51% 35% 14% 51% 

Use student data to determine student needs in 
planning instruction. 29% 16% 56% 27% 15% 58% 26% 17% 57% 

Select high priority and rigorous content for SLOs. 35% 22% 42% 34% 21% 45% 30% 21% 48% 
Find effective content-aligned assessments to 
measure student performance in a credible way. 44% 20% 36% 45% 20% 35% 40% 19% 41% 

Set appropriate growth targets for SLOs. 43% 21% 36% 42% 23% 35% 41% 26% 33% 

Implement the SLO process in a time-efficient way. 46% 20% 35% 47% 19% 34% 41% 24% 35% 
Engage in effective SLO approval and attainment 
processes. 44% 22% 34% 42% 24% 34% 41% 21% 37% 

At my school, I find that… 
There is consistency in how SLOs are approved for 
implementation. 44% 22% 34% 45% 21% 34% 44% 27% 29% 

There is consistency in how evaluators rate the 
attainment of SLOs. 44% 26% 30% 46% 24% 30% 46% 27% 27% 

There is confidence in the accuracy of the 
performance ratings. 55% 24% 21% 58% 22% 20% 62% 26% 12% 

NOTE: Total Disagree is a composite of strongly disagree/disagree and Total Agree is a composite of strongly agree/agree. 
 
Table 7: Additional Services Educators Need 

 
Based on your training and experience to date 
with SLOs, what additional services will 
increase your confidence in an effective 
implementation of the teacher evaluation 
system? Check all that apply: 

Educators’ Roles School Levels Years of Teaching 
Experience Highest Degree 
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Better teaching materials and assessments to 
address student learning needs. 63% 73% 74% 76% 73% 68% 73% 72% 73% 73% 73% 76% 

An additional year to practice developing 
effective Student Learning Objectives (SLOs). 65% 66% 73% 66% 69% 69% 69% 64% 68% 66% 68% 68% 

More professional development for teachers on 
creating and assessing SLOs. 75% 62% 66% 63% 64% 63% 65% 62% 63% 64% 63% 56% 

More professional development for site-level 
administrators/teacher evaluators who are 
evaluating teacher-developed SLOs. 

66% 53% 57% 53% 54% 55% 49% 53% 54% 54% 54% 53% 

NOTE: The total number of responses (n=3,544) for the category Educators’ Roles represents the exclusion of responses (7) of members of 
the role group Non-Innovation-Affiliated Principals, whose numbers were too small to identify. All other categories are based on the total 
number of responses (n=3,551). 
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Table 8: Characteristics of the Survey Respondents (n=3,551) 

 
Full Sample 
(n=3,551) 

Innovation 
(n=2,918) 

Non-Innovation-
Affiliated 
(n=633) 

n % n % n % 
I have 
    participated in a pilot of the model used in my district 1,734 49% 1,431 49% 303 48% 
    attended trainings on the model used in my district 2,433 69% 2,011 69% 422 67% 
    attended training(s) on developing SLOs 2,407 68% 1,995 68% 412 65% 
    acquired information on SLOs on the RIDE website 1,846 52% 1,512 52% 334 53% 

accessed other source(s) information or experiences related to SLOs. 1,522 43% 1,256 43% 266 42% 
    acquired little to no knowledge about SLOs 359 10% 287 10% 72 11% 
Educator category 
    classroom teacher 2,990 84% 2,444 84% 546 86% 
    non-classroom teaching staff 430 12% 350 12% 80 13% 
    principal 70 2% 69 2% 1 0% 
    assistant principal 36 1% 36 1% 0 0% 
    other administrator 25 1% 19 1% 6 1% 
School level 
    elementary school 1,713 48% 1,423 49% 290 46% 
    middle school 708 20% 589 20% 119 19% 
    high school 1,130 32% 906 31% 224 35% 
Primary Subject Assignment 
    Elementary 1,063 30% 878 30% 185 29% 
    Special Education 578 16% 478 16% 100 16% 
    Literacy/English Language Arts 358 10% 281 10% 77 12% 
    Math 255 7% 214 7% 41 6% 
    Civics and Social Studies 201 6% 158 5% 43 7% 
    Science 200 6% 161 6% 39 6% 
    Fine Arts 158 4% 132 5% 26 4% 
    Health and Physical Education 158 4% 135 5% 23 4% 
    English as a Second Language 102 3% 96 3% 6 1% 
    World Languages 96 3% 72 3% 24 4% 
    Career and Technical Education 74 2% 58 2% 16 3% 
    Other 308 9% 255 9% 53 8% 
Years of Teaching Experience 
    0-3 181 5% 156 5% 25 4% 
    4-10 710 20% 606 21% 104 16% 
    11-19 1,590 45% 1,299 45% 291 46% 
    20+ 1,070 30% 857 29% 213 34% 
Highest Educational Degree 
    Bachelor 1,219 34% 1,017 35% 202 32% 
    Master 2,191 62% 1,777 61% 414 65% 
    Specialist 109 3% 97 3% 12 2% 
    Doctorate 32 1% 27 1% 5 1% 
National Board Certification 
    Yes 280 8% 211 7% 69 11% 
    No 3,271 92% 2,707 93% 564 89% 
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