MEMORANDUM September 30, 2022
TO: Board Members

FROM: Millard L. House I
Superintendent of Schools

SUBJECT: TEACHER APPRAISAL AND DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM: END OF YEAR
REPORT, 2020-2021

CONTACT: Allison Matney, Ed.D., 713-556-6700

The Teacher Appraisal and Development System (TADS) was designed with the goal of
promoting effective teaching by providing systematic, rigorous feedback on teacher effectiveness
in the classroom. The purpose of this report is to provide aggregate data of the TADS in 2020—
2021. This report focuses on the distribution of summative ratings and the Instructional Practice
and Professional Expectations components of the TADS; the Student Performance component
was waived for the 2020-2021 school year. Data are disaggregated by teacher-level and campus-
level characteristics to examine how teachers with these ratings were distributed throughout the
district.

Key findings include:

e In2020-2021, 10,800 teachers were identified as eligible for appraisal through the TADS,
and 10,382 teachers (96.1 percent) received a summative rating. Of the 10,382 teachers
appraised through the TADS, 93.6 percent received a summative rating of Highly Effective
or Effective.

e Retention rates remained high among teachers whose summative ratings were Highly
Effective and Effective (88.3 and 85.2 percent, respectively). Among those retained from
2020-2021, more than 90 percent remained in the same work location as of the fall
snapshot date of the 2021-2022 school year.

e Campuses in the lowest poverty (most affluent) quintile had more than double the
proportion of teachers rated as Highly Effective compared to the poorest quintile group.

Should you have any further questions, please contact Allison Matney in Research and
Accountability at (713) 556-6700.
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Houston Independent School District (HISD) strives to provide an equitable education to all its students. To
uphold the district’'s mission, the Teacher Appraisal and Development System (TADS) was designed with
the goal of promoting effective teaching by providing systematic, rigorous feedback on teacher
effectiveness in the classroom. Through the use of comprehensive rubrics and student growth measures,
the TADS is intended to give teachers and school leaders the information they need to improve teacher
performance in the classroom, supporting efforts to ensure that every student in the district receives the
opportunity to learn from an effective teacher.

The TADS has three appraisal components, with the criteria used for the Instructional Practice (IP) and
Professional Expectations (PR) components remaining the same since the inception of the TADS in the
2011-2012 school year. The Student Performance (SP) component was added in the 2012-2013 school
year but was waived for certain teachers at different points in time. Most recently, the SP component was
waived in the 2020-2021 school year as a result of the disruption brought on by the COVID-19 pandemic.
However, for teachers who were eligible to carry over their 2018—-2019 ratings as their 2020-2021 ratings,
there were some whose summative ratings included the SP component. The purpose of this report is to
provide aggregate data of the TADS in 2020-2021, focusing on the distribution of summative ratings and
the IP and PR components of the TADS. Data are disaggregated by teacher-level and campus-level
characteristics to examine how teachers with these ratings were distributed throughout the district. This
report also provides insight into the characteristics of teachers who carried over ratings from the previous
school year as well as a look into the second year performance of first year teachers from 2019-2020.

¢ In 2020-2021, 10,800 teachers were identified as eligible for appraisal through the TADS, and
10,382 teachers (96.1 percent) received a summative rating. Of the 10,382 teachers appraised
through the TADS, 64.7 percent (n=6,712) received a summative rating of Effective and 28.9 percent
(n=3,002) received a summative rating of Highly Effective. Over the past four years, regardless of
whether Student Performance was included or not, the percentage of teachers rated as Ineffective
has remained below one percent, and the percentage of teachers rated as Needs Improvement has
been steadily declining, to a low of 6.1 percent for the 2020-2021 school year.

o Of the 10,382 teachers appraised, 2,301 (22.3 percent) received a summative rating score of 4.00,
a perfect score. Of those, 604 (26.2 percent) were teachers with five or less years of teaching
experience. This is a slight increase from the results reported for the 2019-2020 school year, where
25.3 percent of teachers with a summative rating of 4.00 had five or less years of experience in the
classroom.

¢ Retention rates remained high among teachers whose summative ratings were Highly Effective and
Effective (88.3 and 85.2 percent), respectively. Among those retained from 2020-2021, more than
90 percent remained in the same work location as of the fall snapshot date of the 2021-2022 school
year.
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o Differences in appraisal ratings can be seen among teachers when examined by campuses’
percentage of economically-disadvantaged students. Campuses in the lowest poverty (most
affluent) quintile had more than double the proportion of teachers rated as Highly Effective as
compared to the poorest quintile group.

e Out of the 10,382 teachers who had a TADS rating in 2020-2021, 3,796 (36.6 percent) carried over
ratings from previous years: 3,237 teachers (31.2 percent) carried over their 2019-2020 ratings
while 559 (5.4 percent) carried over ratings from the 2018-2019 school year. A vast majority of the
teachers who carried over ratings from previous years (98.9 percent) were M-TADS qualified. The
West School Office had the largest proportion of TADS-rated teachers who carried over their
previous year’s ratings at 47.2 percent, followed by the Northwest School Office which had 45.4
percent of their TADS-rated teachers carry over ratings.

e Among teachers who did not carry over ratings from previous years and had ratings for both school
years, approximately half (n= 2,497, 54.5%) changed appraisers between the two school years. Of
these, 1,736 teachers (69.5 percent) maintained the same summative performance levels.

This report shares teacher appraisal outcomes for the 2020-2021 school year. Trends observed in
appraisal outcomes may offer guidance to decision-makers in their work toward increasing the accuracy of
rating teaching performance, strengthening professional development and support, growing teachers’
capacity for effective teaching, and placing an effective teacher in every classroom.

The trend wherein the proportion of teachers rated Effective or Highly Effective make up more than 90% of
all TADS-rated teachers continue this year. Results suggest that although appraisers were less likely to
assign Highly Effective ratings, they still considered majority of the teachers as high performers by assigning
Effective ratings. Optimistically, these results may indicate the district’s success in recruiting and retaining
high performing teachers. On the other hand, this trend could be an indication of appraisers’ hesitation to
assign low ratings to avoid the negative consequences for the principal or appraiser in dealing with the
aftermath of assigning professional development strategies or terminating an employee. District
administration may want to consider providing specialized supports for principals and appraisers so that
the burden of providing professional development or finding replacement teachers does not get in the way
of completing an accurate and fair appraisal process. There may also be a need to finetune appraisal rubrics
to allow appraisers more room to differentiate teacher performance. Research suggests well-calibrated and
well-implemented appraisal systems lead to an improvement in the teacher workforce (Putman, Ross, &
Walsh, 2018).

With a large proportion of freshman teachers improving performance or maintaining high performance
levels into their sophomore year of teaching, it may be of value to find out what types of support were
provided to these improved teachers and whether these supports have sustained effects over time.

As the district continues efforts to place an effective teacher in every classroom, district leaders should
support principals as they implement strategic retention strategies designed to attract and retain effective

teachers in struggling schools while exiting ineffective teachers from an instructional role in the classroom.

There have been various efforts to offer recruitment and retention incentives to attract teachers to particular
campuses for the past few years. However, the disparity in the proportion of high performing teachers
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assigned to low vs. high poverty campuses continue. Future research should look into factors that may be
contributing to this disparity beyond recruitment or retention incentives.

In response to the analysis of the 2020 — 2021 appraisal data and the thorough evaluation of the Teacher
Appraisal and Development System (TADS), the district made the decision to transition to the state’s
teacher evaluation system, Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System (T-TESS). This transition will
allow the district to define performance expectations clearly and effectively for teachers and accurately
distinguish between performance levels with the goal of identifying, rewarding and retaining effective
teacher in Houston ISD.

The Performance Management Department will take the following actions to support the effective
implementation of T-TESS across campuses and the district to accurately and consistently identify effective
teachers and provide targeted professional development that will positively impact student growth and
achievement.

1. Create a rigorous calibration program for district and campus appraisers to ensure that all
appraisers have a common understanding of the performance expectations for teachers.
Appraisers will be required to participate in a minimum of four video calibration trainings and
demonstrate the ability to accurately complete the observation and feedback process including
accurately determining performance levels based on objective evidence and data.

2. Collaborate with the Schools Office to conduct two campus calibration walks at each campus once
during the fall and spring semesters. The Performance and Continuous Improvement Managers
(PCIMs) and other central office support team members will identify additional support needed to
ensure appraisers are able to consistently use the T-TESS rubric with fidelity and support the
growth and development of teachers at all performance levels.

3. Coordinate quarterly Data Analysis sessions for district and campus leaders to identify trends in
the data and address potential areas where the data may be skewed. SSOs and principals will
work to together to create action plans to address any concerns.

4. Collaborate with other departments including Academics and Research and Accountability to
identify appropriate measures that will allow the district to accurately determine the alignment
between student and teacher performance data.

5. Increases the number of PCIMs from six to eleven decreasing the number of campuses they are
required to support. As a result, their work will be more targeted and consistent throughout the

school year.

6. Partner with the Teacher Assistance and Review Advisors to provide targeted support to individual
appraisers and/or appraisal teams with calibration and data analysis.

7. Teachers will participate in T-TESS deep-dives through out the school year. Campus leaders will
focus on one of the four domains each month, September thorough January.
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Houston Independent School District (HISD) strives to provide an equitable education to all its students. To
uphold the district’s mission, the Teacher Appraisal and Development System (TADS) was designed with
the goal of promoting effective teaching by providing systematic, rigorous feedback on teacher
effectiveness in the classroom. Through the use of comprehensive rubrics and student growth measures,
the TADS is intended to give teachers and school leaders the information they need to improve teacher
performance in the classroom, supporting efforts to ensure that every student in the district receives the
opportunity to learn from an effective teacher.

The TADS incorporates multiple weighted measures of teacher performance and student growth to evaluate
classroom effectiveness. Effective teaching is conveyed through three appraisal components —
Instructional Practice (IP), Professional Expectations (PR), and Student Performance (SP). Each appraisal
component is based on specific criteria. Further information on the TADS IP and PR components can be
found in Appendix A (p. 41). Teachers are rated on a scale of one to four for each of the appraisal
components. The weighted sum of those appraisal components is then used to calculate a teacher's TADS
summative appraisal rating. The components used to calculate a teacher's summative rating vary
depending on the measures available to a teacher. Teachers must have at least two measures of student
growth or achievement to have SP count in their summative ratings. If a teacher has only one SP measure
or no SP measure, the overall TADS summative rating is calculated using 70 percent IP and 30 percent PR
ratings. During school years when the SP component is included in summative rating calculations, teachers
that receive all three appraisal components (i.e., IP, PR, and SP) receive a summative rating based on 50
percent IP, 20 percent PR, and 30 percent SP. A detailed guide of the summative rating components can
be found in Appendix B (p. 42).

The two primary roles in the TADS are of the appraiser and the teacher. The role of the appraiser is to
coach the teacher toward effective teaching practices through observation over the course of the school
year, providing feedback to improve teaching practices and support with curriculum planning and
professional development. The three appraisal components are the tools available to assist appraisers in
their role. The IP rubric is a tool used to assess a teacher’s skills and ability to promote learning in the
classroom. The PR rubric is a tool used to assess a teacher’s efforts to meet measurable standards of
professionalism. The criteria used for the IP and PR components have remained the same since the
inception of the TADS in the 2011-2012 school year with some modifications to some indicators during the
2015-2016 school year. The SP rubric is used to help teachers set clear goals in the classroom while
tracking progress throughout the year to make sure every student masters rigorous standards; as such,
most measures are based on growth or progress rather than attainment. The Student Performance (SP)
component was added for the 2012-2013 school year. The SP component was waived for teachers who
were not assigned to campuses included in the TIF grant in the 2016—2017 school year and was waived
for all teachers in the 2017—2018 school year after Board approval. In 2018-2019, ratings for IP, PR, and
SP (if available) components were included in teachers’ summative ratings. For the 2019-2020 school year,
many student growth measures, including the STAAR, could not be administered due to the disruption
caused by the pandemic. As a result, the SP component was not included in the calculation of teachers’
summative ratings for most of the teachers. In December 2020, the Texas Education Agency announced a
pause in A-F ratings for the 2020-2021 school year “due to the ongoing disruptions associated with COVID-
19” (TEA, December 2020) and in March 2021, the HISD Board of Education approved the omission of the
SP component from TADS. Thus, for the 2020-2021 school year, the SP component was waived for all
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teachers again. However, for some teachers who carried over their TADS ratings from the 2018-2019
school year, their summative ratings included the SP component.

The measures used to calculate SP have changed over time to adapt to and accommodate the needs of
the teachers and students in the district. The four SP measures that have been approved for use in the
TADS are listed below:

o Comparative Growth (CG): measures the progress of a teacher’s students on a given assessment
compared to the progress of all other students within the school district who start at the same test-
score level. CG is a district measure based on TELPAS Reading assessments in grades 3-8 or
STAAR-tested subjects and grade levels in grades 4 and higher.

e Student Progress on districtwide or pre-approved assessments or performance tasks: uses
commercially-produced or district-created summative assessments or performance tasks to
determine content and skill mastery over the duration of a course using Levels of Preparedness at
the start of the course.

e Student Progress on appraiser-approved assessments or performance tasks: uses summative
assessments or performance tasks created, developed, or compiled by the teacher to determine
content and skill mastery over the duration of a course, using Levels of Preparedness at the start
of the course.

e Student Attainment: uses districtwide or appraiser-approved assessments to measure how many
Pre-K students performed at a target level, regardless of their levels of preparedness.

In the TADS, teachers are assigned a combination of any of the four types of SP measures, depending on
the subjects or courses they teach. Teachers are assigned at least two measures, but no more than two
student progress measures, and they must have a minimum of two SP measures to receive an SP rating.

Typically, appraisers assigned ratings for the IP and PR components at the end of the school year, using
the standardized rubrics for those teachers to whom they were assigned. For the 2019-2020 appraisal
process, it was determined by the end of April 2020 that the appraisal system will have to use current
existing available IP and PR ratings for teachers who had them and waive the requirement for an annual
appraisal if there is insufficient existing data to rate the teacher; in these cases, the 2018-2019 ratings
would carry over as the 2019-2020 ratings. For the 2020-2021 school year appraisal process, the Board
approved a motion in March 2021 that allowed high performing teachers to use Progress Conference
ratings as their final ratings. In addition, some teachers were also allowed to carry over ratings from the
previous year; some teachers carried over 2019-2020 ratings while some carried over 2018-2019 ratings.
The 2020-2021 district TADS calendar can be found in Appendix C (p. 43). Teachers then received a
summative rating and were rated as Highly Effective (3.50—4.00), Effective (2.50-3.49), Needs
Improvement (1.50—-2.49), or Ineffective (1.00-1.49).

The purpose of this report is to provide aggregate data of the TADS in 2020-2021, highlighting the
distribution of summative and performance components ratings across key variables by campus level and
teacher characteristics. This report also provides insight into the characteristics of teachers who carried
over ratings from the previous school year. New to this report is an analysis of how certain groups of
teachers performed across the two most recent school years.
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Instructional Practice (IP), Professional Expectations (PR), Student Performance (SP) and summative
rating data, as well as eligibility and opt-in status for the Modified-TADS (M-TADS), were collected through
the TADS Feedback and Development (F&D) Tool. Teacher characteristics such as total years of
experience and campus assignment were derived from the Human Resources Information System (HRIS)
through a data extract. School office assignment was extracted from the Campus Information List (CIL) and
the proportion of economically disadvantaged students at a campus were calculated based on data from
the 2020-2021 PEIMS fall snapshot data file (October 30, 2020).

For the 2020-2021 school year, employee roster files contained a field identifying the appraisal system
used for each employee in the district. This field was used to determine the total number of employees
eligible for the TADS appraisal for the 2020-2021 school year. This data was not collected prior to the
2017-2018 school year. The roster file from February 24, 2021 was used for this report; this date is closest
to the latest hiring date of a teacher to be considered eligible to receive a summative rating (L. Reagins,
2022).

A teacher was eligible for appraisal if s’lhe was present for the beginning of the school year until the end of
April of each academic year. Teachers hired on or after February 19, 2021 were not eligible for appraisal.
Teachers may have been excluded from the TADS appraisal for a variety of reasons, including but not
limited to late hiring, job title changes, incorrect job titles in the HRIS, split roles that required teachers to
teach students less than 50 percent of the instructional day, or campus-level decisions made by the
principal. Some teachers in leadership roles were appraised in Success Factors in the non-teacher
appraisal system rather than in the TADS, and teachers employed in HISD charter schools were not
appraised through the TADS.

Some teachers were included in the TADS who did not meet eligibility requirements. No safeguards
currently exist to prevent a teacher from being appraised through the TADS if they do not meet eligibility
requirements. Teachers may have been included in TADS appraisals for the same reasons they may have
been excluded. For example, if a teacher began the school year coded as a teacher in HRIS, but then
transferred to another position prior to the end of the school year, that teacher may have been included in
the TADS appraisal.

The COVID-19 pandemic continued to make an impact on the appraisal process. As a result, out of the
10,382 teachers who received ratings during the 2020-2021 school year, 3,796 teachers carried over the
ratings they received from the previous school years; 3,237 teachers carried over ratings from the 2019-
2020 school year while 559 teachers carried over ratings from the 2018-2019 school year. In this report,
sections discussing summative rating results will include all ratings in the analysis, including those that were
carried over from the previous school years. Sections discussing IP and PR results and sections making a
direct comparison between the two most recent school years will include only those ratings earned during
the 2020-2021 school year.

Teacher retention was defined as those teachers who received a TADS rating for a given school year who
also returned to the district, in any capacity, by the fall snapshot date of the following school year. Teacher
mobility was defined as those teachers who were retained and who changed from one work location at the
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end of the school year to a different work location by the fall snapshot date of the following school year,
regardless of whether the change included a job change. “Work location” includes any work location within
the district, including but not limited to campuses.

Due to changes in the methodology used to calculate summative ratings, caution should be exercised when
comparing the TADS summative ratings over time. These changes to the methodology refer specifically to
the inclusion or exclusion of the Student Performance component, as follows:

e 2016-2017 School Year: Except for teachers at TIF-4 campuses (two percent of teachers
appraised districtwide), no Student Performance was included in summative ratings.

e 2017-2018 School Year: No Student Performance was included in summative ratings.

e 2018-2019 School Year: Fifty-four percent of teachers appraised were able to have Student
Performance included in their summative ratings.

e 2019-2020 School Year: Student Performance was not available for summative ratings based on
2019-2020 teacher performance metrics. Among teachers who carried over ratings from the 2018-
2019 school year (n=1,046), 56.4 percent had the Student Performance component included in the
calculation of their summative ratings.

e 2020-2021 School Year: Student Performance was not available for summative ratings based on
2020-2021 teacher performance metrics. Among teachers who carried over ratings from the 2018-
2019 school year (n=559), 57.8 percent had the Student Performance component included in the
calculation of their summative ratings.

In addition to the limitations surrounding the inclusion or exclusion of SP, student progress and student
attainment measures have also changed over time to ensure that multiple measures of student learning
factor into a teacher’s final Student Performance rating.

As the TADS system has evolved over time, various improvements have been made to the systems and
tools, leading to an improvement in data collection techniques. Data from the first three years of
implementation are not as readily available, and do not contain the same level of detail as data from the
most recent years. In addition, HRIS data quality has improved over time as the system has accommodated
the needs of various departments with respect to the TADS functionality and reporting. As such, while some
reporting of longitudinal data is included in this report, the majority focuses on the most recent two years.

When reviewing teacher performance results from the 2020-2021 school year, it is important to consider
the continuing impact of the pandemic on the appraisal process. More than a third of the teachers who were
appraised under TADS had to carry over ratings from previous years. For some teachers, the appraisal
process was shortened after the HISD Board of Education approved the use of Progress Conference ratings
as summative ratings if teachers currently showed high performance (scores of 3 or 4) in IP and PR
criterion, thus receiving ratings based on earlier, and possibly fewer, walkthroughs and observations. As
such, caution must be exercised in comparing results from the 2020-2021 school year against previous
years.
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Research Questions and Results

1. Who are the teachers who carried over ratings from the previous years? How many teachers (if
any) carried over ratings for 2 years? Describe teachers’ characteristics, including years of

experience, school office assignment, and M-TADS status.

e In2020-2021, out of the 10,382 teachers with TADS ratings, 3,796 teachers (36.6 percent) carried
over their TADS ratings from previous years; 3,237 (31.2 percent) carried over ratings from the
2019-2020 school year, while 559 (5.4 percent) carried over ratings from the 2018-2019 school

year (see Figure 1A).

Figure 1A. Distribution of Ratings Source, 2020-2021 (n=10,382)

m Did Not Carry Over

M Carried Over Ratings (from 18—
19)

m Carried Over Ratings (from 19—
20)

Source: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021
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Figure 1B. Years of Experience Category Distribution of Teachers with Carry-Over Ratings,
2020-2021 (n=3,796)

M 1-5 years (n=627)
M 6-10 years (n=893)
™ 11- 20 years (n=1,379)

W more than 20 years (n=897)

Source: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021

Note:

Because first-year teachers do not have a rating from the prior year, there is no category for First-Year
teachers in this section of the analysis.

Figure 1B shows more than one-third of teachers with carry-over ratings (36.3 percent, n=1,379)
have 11-20 years of experience, while 23.6 percent (n=897) had more than 20 years of experience,
23.5 percent (n=893) had 6—10 years of experience, and 16.5 percent (n=627) had one to five years
of experience.

Figure 1C. School Office Distribution of Teachers with Carry-Over Ratings, 2020-2021 (n=3,796)

H Achieve 180
M East

m North

B Northwest
H South

B West

Source: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021
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Figure 1C (p. 9) shows the distribution of teachers who carried over ratings by school office.
Teachers from the West School Office made up the largest group (27.5 percent) followed by
teachers from the Northwest School Office (24.8 percent). The Achieve 180 School Office had the
smallest group making up 4.3 percent of teachers with carry-over ratings.

Of the 2,214 teachers assigned to the West school office, 1,045 teachers (47.2% percent) had prior
year ratings applied; of the 2,074 teachers assigned to the Northwest school office, 941 (45.4
percent) had prior year ratings applied; and of the 1,739 teachers assigned to the South school
office, 502 (28.9 percent) had prior year ratings applied (Figure 1D).

Figure 1D. Percentage of Teachers with Carry-Over Ratings in Each School Office, 2020-2021

Achieve 180 (n=1,059)

Central Office/Special Ed (n=37) 27%

East (n=1,656) 39%

North (n=1,603) 31%

Northwest (n=2,074) 45%

South (n=1,739) 29%

West (n=2,214) 47%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Source: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021

1.1.

Out of the 3,796 teachers with carry-over ratings, 3,755 teachers (98.9 percent) were M-TADS-
qualified teachers. Forty teachers (1.1 percent) carried over ratings from previous years but were
missing any designation of M-TADS status in the system. One teacher carried over their previous
year’s ratings despite being identified as not eligible for M-TADS.

Of those who did not carry over ratings from the previous year, how many changed
appraisers? Among those who changed appraisers, did their performance level change
between school years?

Out of the 10,382 TADS-eligible teachers with 2020-2021 ratings, 4,583 teachers (44.1 percent)
did not carry over previous year ratings and had ratings from the two most recent school years. Out
of these, 2,497 teachers (54.5 percent) changed appraisers between school years.

Table 1 (p. 11) shows that among the 2,497 teachers who had different appraisers between school
years, 1,736 teachers (69.5 percent) maintained the same summative performance levels. Over a
fifth of teachers (20.4 percent, n=508) improved ratings by 2020-2021, while around 10 percent
(n=253) earned worse ratings in 2020-2021.
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Table 1. Performance Level Changes among Teachers who Did Not Carry Over Ratings and had
Different Appraisers between School Years, 2020-2021

2020-2021 Summative Rating Performance Level

Needs . Highly
Improvement Sz Effective

2019-2020 Summative )
Rating Performance Level Ineffective

Ineffective

Needs Improvement 7 1 364
Effective 3 235 | 1,848
0
1

Total

Highly Effective 138 278
374 | 2,497

Total

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021

Notes:  Cells shaded dark grey represent a decrease of at least one performance level, unshaded cells represent
no changes in performance levels, and cells shaded in light grey represent an increase of at least one
performance level between the two school years. Due to changes in the methodology used to calculate
summative ratings, caution should be exercised when comparing the TADS summative ratings over time.
Teachers with carry-over ratings are excluded to show an accurate representation of changes between the
two school years.

2. What were the rating distributions for teachers districtwide in 2020-2021 compared to previous
years?

¢ In 2020-2021, 10,800 teachers were identified as eligible for appraisal through the TADS, out of
which 10,382 teachers (96.1 percent) received a rating. The corresponding tables detailing the
number and percentages of teachers at each rating level can be found in Appendix D (p. 45).

Summative Ratings

e The summative rating distribution in Figure 2A (p. 12) shows the relative consistency of appraisal
rating scores across time. Of the 10,382 teachers appraised through the TADS in the 2020-2021
school year, 28.9 percent received a summative rating of Highly Effective (n=3,002), 64.7 percent
received a summative rating of Effective (n=6,712), 6.1 percent of teachers were rated as Needs
Improvement (n=637), and less than one percent of teachers were rated as Ineffective (n=31).
Although this distribution pattern is similar to the distribution patterns from the previous four school
years observed, it may be of interest to note that after a consistent increase over time in the
proportion of teachers earning Highly Effective summative ratings there was a slight decrease in
percentage of teachers earning the highest performance level in the most recent school year while
the percentage of teachers earning an Effective summative rating rose to its highest proportion
after steadily declining in the previous four years.
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Figure 2A. Summative Rating Distribution 2016—-2017 through 2020-2021

Percentage of Teachers

70
60
50
40
30
20
10

80

64.7
63.0 62.6 62.1 606
25.7 26.6 27.6 301 28.9
0.8 I 0.8 I 0.6 I 0.5 I 0.3 I
0 — — — —_ —
2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 2020-2021
(n=10,929) (n=11,062) (n=10,507) (n=10,229) (n=10,382)

m |neffective Needs Improvement mEffective m Highly Effective

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2016-2017 through 2020-2021

Notes:

Includes the 3,796 teachers for whom prior year ratings were applied. TADS scores are interpreted as: 1.00
to 1.49 — Ineffective, 1.50 to 2.49 — Needs Improvement, 2.50 to 3.49 — Effective, and 3.50 to 4.00 — Highly
Effective. All HISD teachers appraised through TADS were evaluated on IP and PR for all years. Student
Performance (SP) was included in the summative ratings for participating teachers in 2015-2016 and in
2018-2019, and for select teachers at TIF-4 grant-funded campuses for 2016—-2017. SP was not included
for any teachers for the 2017-2018, 2019-2020, and 2020—-2021 school years. Percentages may not total
100 due to rounding.

For all observed years, regardless of whether Student Performance was included or not, the
percentage of teachers rated as Ineffective has remained below one percent, and the percentage
of teachers rated as Needs Improvement has declined to a low of 6.1 percent for the 2020—2021
school year from a high of 10.4 percent in the 2016-2017 school year.

The percentage of teachers with a summative rating of Highly Effective steadily increased (from
25.7 percent in 2016-2017 to 30.1 percent in 2019-2020), until a 1.2 drop in percentage points in
2020-2021 to 28.9 percent. Meanwhile, the percentage of teachers rated as Effective decreased
steadily from a high of 63.0 percent in 2016—2017 to 60.6 percent in 2019-2020, before increasing
to a series-high of 64.7 percent in 2020-2021.

Instructional Practice Ratings

Figure 2B (p. 13) shows the Instructional Practice (IP) rating distribution over time. Of the 6,586
teachers whose ratings were based on their performance during the 2020-2021 school year, 15.7
percent received an IP rating of Highly Effective (n=1,037) and 73.9 percent received an IP rating
of Effective (n=4,864). Aimost ten percent of teachers were rated as Needs Improvement (n=641),
and less than one percent were rated as Ineffective (n=44) on the IP component.

The percentage of teachers with an IP rating of Ineffective has steadily declined from 1.2 percent
in 2016—-2017 to 0.7 percent in 2020-2021, while the percentage of teachers with a rating of Highly
Effective has steadily increased from 25.7 percent to 28.1 percent in the previous three years
before dropping sharply to 15.7 percent in 2020-2021.
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Figure 2B. Instructional Practice Rating Distribution 2016—2017 through 2020-2021

80
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Sources:
Notes:

Professi

73.9
62.7 62.4 61.5 61.4
257 26.6 27.7 8.1
15.7
1.2 1.1 11 1.0 0.7
2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 2020-2021
(n=10,929) (n=11,062) (n=10,507) (n=9,183%) (n=6,586%)

m Ineffective = Needs Improvement m Effective mHighly Effective

Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2016—2017 through 2020-2021

*Teacher data represented in this graph for these specific school years include only those who earned
ratings based on the current school year and exclude teachers who carried over ratings from previous
school years. Instructional Practice (IP) ratings are interpreted as: 1.00 — Ineffective, 2 — Needs
Improvement, 3 — Effective, and 4.00 — Highly Effective. The IP component is the most heavily weighted
component of the appraisal system. In ratings with SP included, IP was weighted at 50 percent of the
summative rating. In ratings without SP, IP was weighted at 70 percent of the summative rating.
Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

onal Expectations Ratings

Figure 2C (p. 14) displays Professional Expectations (PR) ratings over time. Of the 6,586 teachers
appraised through the TADS in the 2020-2021 school year, 25.4 percent received a PR rating of
Highly Effective (n=1,676) and 72.5 percent received a PR rating of Effective (n=4,776). Just 129
teachers (2.0 percent) were rated as Needs Improvement, and 5 teachers (0.1 percent) were rated
as Ineffective on the PR component.
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Figure 2C. Professional Expectations Rating Distributions, 2016—2017 through 2020-2021
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Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2016-2017 through 2020-2021

*PR ratings are interpreted as: 1 — Ineffective, 2 — Needs Improvement, 3 — Effective, and 4.00 — Highly
Effective. The PR component carries the least weight of all components of the appraisal system. In ratings
with SP included, PR was weighted at 20 percent of the summative rating. In ratings without SP, PR was
weighted at 30 percent of the summative rating. Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

The percentage of teachers rated as Effective for PR has steadily declined from a high of 66.0
percent in 2016-2017 to a low of 61.2 percent in 2019-2020, before sharply increasing to 72.5
percentin 2020-2021. Meanwhile, the percentage of teachers rated as Highly Effective has steadily
increased from 31.3 percent to 37.0 percent in the previous four years, before decreasing by 11.6
percentage points to 25.4 percent in the most recent school year.

3. What were the distributions of scores by ratings for teachers districtwide in 2020-20217?

Summative Scores

Figure 3A (p. 15) displays the distribution of summative scores by the corresponding summative
ratings in 2020-2021. The corresponding tables detailing the number and percentage of teachers
with each score within a performance level can be found in Appendix E (p. 46).

Of the 3,002 (28.9 percent) teachers who received a Highly Effective summative rating in 2020-
2021, 76.6 percent (n=2,301) earned a summative score of 4.00, the highest score possible through
the TADS. Of the 6,712 teachers (64.6 percent) who received an Effective summative rating, 77.1
percent (n=5,174) earned a summative score of 3.00 and 21.7 percent (n=1,458) earned a
summative score of 3.30.

On the other end of the range, of the 637 teachers (6.1 percent) who received a Needs
Improvement summative rating in 2020-2021, 84.5 percent (n=538) earned a summative score of
2.30 and 13.5 percent (n=86) earned a summative score of 2.00. Meanwhile, of the 31 teachers
(0.3 percent) who received an Ineffective rating, 83.9 percent (n=26) had a summative score of
1.30 and 16.1 percent (n=5) received a summative score of 1.00.
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Figure 3A. Summative Scores Distribution by Summative Ratings, 2020-2021 (n=10,382)
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Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021

Notes:  Includes the 3,796 teachers for whom prior year ratings were applied. TADS summative scores are
interpreted as: 1.00 to 1.49 — Ineffective, 1.50 to 2.49 — Needs Improvement, 2.50 to 3.49 — Effective, and
3.50 to 4.00 — Highly Effective. Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.
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o Figure 3B displays the distribution of Instructional Practice ratings by the corresponding IP score.
Of the 6,586 teachers appraised through the TADS in 2020-2021, 23.5 percent earned an IP score
of 39 (n=1,547).

o Ofthe 1,037 teachers with a Highly Effective IP rating, 29.4 percent (n=305) earned an IP score of
44, the lowest score possible within that rating, and 11.1 percent (n=115) earned an IP score of 52,
the highest possible score. Among the 4,864 teachers who received an IP rating of Effective, 31.8
percent (n=1,547) earned an IP score of 39, and 10.8 percent earned an IP score of 38 (n=523).

e On the other end of the range, of the 641 teachers with a Needs Improvement IP rating, 21.8
percent (n=140) earned an IP score of 34, and 18.6 percent (n=119) earned an IP score of 33, the
two highest scores possible within that rating, while among the 44 teachers with an Ineffective IP
rating, 15.9 percent (n=7) earned an IP score of 24, the highest score possible for that rating while
18.2 percent (n=8) earned an IP score of 23.

Figure 3B. Instructional Practice Scores Distribution by IP Ratings, 2019-2020 (n=6,586)
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Notes: Instructional Practice scores ranged from 13 to 52 total possible points. Score ranges for an overall IP rating

of Highly Effective were 44 to 52, Effective were 35 to 43, Needs Improvement were 25 to 34, and Ineffective
were 13 to 24. Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

Figure 3C (p. 18) displays the distribution of Professional Expectations scores by the
corresponding PR ratings in 2020-2021. Of the 6,586 teachers appraised through TADS, 32.7
percent earned a PR score of 27 (n=2,155), for an Effective PR rating, and 10.4 percent earned a
PR score of 31 (n=685), the lowest possible score for a Highly Effective PR rating while 9.1 percent
(n=600) had a PR score of 33, the highest score among those with a Highly Effective PR rating.

Of the 1,676 teachers who received a PR rating of Highly Effective, 40.9 percent (n=685) earned a
PR score of 31, the lowest score for the rating, and 35.8 percent (n=600) earned a PR score of 33,
the highest score for the rating. Meanwhile, of the 4,776 teachers who received a PR rating of
Effective, 45.1 percent (n=2,155) earned a PR score of 27 while 10.1 percent (n=482) earned the
highest score of 30.

Of the 129 teachers who received a PR rating of Needs Improvement, 34.1 percent (n=44) earned
a PR score of 23 and 20.2 percent (n=26) earned a PR score of 22, the two highest scores possible
for that rating. Only 5 teachers received a PR rating of Ineffective.
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Figure 3C. Professional Expectation Scores Distribution by PR Ratings, 2020-2021 (n=6,586)
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Professional Expectations scores ranged from 13 to 33 total possible points. Score ranges for an overall PR
rating of Highly Effective were 31 to 33, Effective were 24 to 30, Needs Improvement were 17 to 23, and
Ineffective were 13 to 16. Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

First-year teachers (n=1,013, 9.8 percent) and teachers with one to five years of experience
(n=3,293, 31.7 percent) made up 41.5 percent of all teachers (n=10,382), and teachers with six to
ten years of experience (n=1,894, 18.2 percent), 11 to 20 years of experience (n=2,623, 25.3
percent) and more than 20 years of experience (n=1,559, 15.0 percent) made up the remaining
groups of teachers. The corresponding tables detailing the number and percentage of 2020-2021
teachers at each performance level by categorical years of experience can be found in Appendix
F (p. 49).

Figure 4A (p. 20) displays the distribution of years of teaching experience by summative ratings in
2020-2021. Of the 1,013 first-year teachers, the majority (74.8 percent, n=758) received a
summative rating of Effective. Almost one fifth (19.2 percent) were rated as Needs Improvement
(n=194). A total of 54 first-year teachers (5.4 percent) were rated as Highly Effective, with 34 (3.4
percent) teachers receiving an overall summative rating of 4.00, the highest score possible.

Teachers with one to five years of experience were mostly rated as either Effective (70.5 percent,
n=2,321) or Highly Effective (22.6 percent, n=745). Of the 3,293 teachers with one to five years of
experience, 17.3 percent (n=570) received the highest possible overall summative rating of 4.00.

Teachers with six to ten years of experience, 11 to 20 years of experience, and more than 20 years
of experience were rated similarly, with a majority of teachers rated either Effective or Highly
Effective; approximately 57.3 to 61 percent of each group received a summative rating of Effective,
and 35.4 to 38.6 percent received a summative rating of Highly Effective.
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Figure 4A. Teachers’ Summative Ratings by Years of Experience, 2020-2021 (n=10,382)
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Note:  Includes the 3,796 teachers for whom prior year ratings were applied. Percentages may not total 100 due to

rounding.

4.1. How did the 1st year teachers from the 2019—-2020 school year whose Summative Ratings
were Ineffective or Needs Improvement perform in 2020-2021?

e There were 253 first year teachers from 2019-2020 whose summative ratings were Ineffective or
Needs Improvement who received 2020-2021 summative ratings. Table 2 shows majority of these
teachers improved their summative ratings in their second year of teaching. Out of the six first year
teachers who received an Ineffective summative rating 83.3 percent (n=5) improved by at least one
performance level. Among those who were rated Needs Improvement during their first year of
teaching, 69.6 percent (n=172) improved by at least one performance level. Only three first year
teachers (1 percent) were rated weaker during their second year of teaching.

Table 2. 2020-2021 Summative Ratings of Second-Year Teachers Rated Ineffective or Needs
Improvement after their First Year of Service

2020-2021 Summative Rating

Needs Highly

Ineffective Effective

2019-2020 Summative Rating Improvement Effective

Ineffective

Needs Improvement
Total

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021

Notes: Cells shaded dark grey represent a decrease of at least one performance level, unshaded cells
represent no changes in performance levels, and cells shaded in light grey represent an increase of
at least one performance level between the two school years. Due to changes in the methodology
used to calculate summative ratings, caution should be exercised when comparing the TADS
summative ratings over time.
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4.2. How did the 1st year teachers from the 2019-2020 school year whose Summative Ratings
were Effective or Highly Effective perform in 2020-2021?

e There were 742 first year teachers from 2019-2020 whose summative ratings were Effective or
Highly Effective who received 2020-2021 summative ratings. Table 3 shows 94.3 percent of these
teachers (n=700) maintained or improved their performance during their second year of teaching.
Out of the 659 teachers previously rated as Effective, 3.6 percent (n=24) received weaker ratings
in 2020—2021. Out of the 83 teachers previously rated as Highly Effective, 21.7 percent (n=18)
received an Effective rating in their second year of teaching.

Table 3. 2020-2021 Summative Ratings of Second-Year Teachers Rated Effective or Highly Effective
after their First Year of Service

2020-2021 Summative Rating

. Needs . Highly
. . Ineffective Effective .
2019-2020 Summative Rating Improvement Effective

Effective

Highly Effective
Total

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021

Notes: Cells shaded dark grey represent a decrease of at least one performance level, unshaded cells
represent no changes in performance levels, and cells shaded in light grey represent an increase of
at least one performance level between the two school years. Due to changes in the methodology
used to calculate summative ratings, caution should be exercised when comparing the TADS
summative ratings over time.

Instructional Practice Ratings

o Figure 4B (p. 22) shows that among first-year teachers, the majority (73.7 percent, n=747) received
an IP rating of Effective while 19.9 percent were rated as Needs Improvement (n=202). A total of 54
first year teachers (5.3 percent) were rated as Highly Effective.

e Teachers with one to five years of experience were mostly rated as either Effective (74.4 percent) or
Highly Effective (17.0 percent) for the IP component. Teachers with six to ten years of experience, 11
to 20 years of experience, and more than 20 years of experience were rated similarly on the IP
component, with approximately 73 percent of each group rated as Effective, and 17.4 to 19.5 percent
rated as Highly Effective.
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Figure 4B. Teachers’ Instructional Practice Ratings by Years of Experience, 2020-2021 (n=6,586)
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Professional Expectations Ratings

o Figure 4C (p. 23) displays the distribution of PR ratings by years of experience. More than a quarter of
teachers with at least one year of experience received a PR rating of Highly Effective; first year teachers
had the lowest proportion of teachers who received a Highly Effective PR rating at only 15.5 percent
(n=157).

e Approximately 70 percent of all teachers with at least one year experience received an Effective rating
while among first year teachers, 81.2 percent (n=823) received a similar rating.

¢ No teachers received an Ineffective PR rating except 5 of those who had 1-5 years of experience.
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Figure 4C. Teachers’ Professional Expectations Ratings by Years of Experience, 2020-2021

(n=6,586)
26.9 28.6 27.5 26.4
I I I I 0.0
First Year 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-20 Years > 20 Years
(n=1,013) (n=2,666) (n=1,001) (n=1,244) (n=662)

H Ineffective  mNeeds Improvement m Effective Highly Effective

Source: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021

Note:

Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding

5. What were the changes in the distribution of ratings for teachers in 2020-2021 compared to
2019-2020 (for teachers who received a rating in both years)?

Of the 10,229 teachers that received a summative rating for 2019-2020, 81.9 percent (n=8,379)
also received a rating in 2020-2021. However, of these teachers, 3,796 (45.3 percent) had carry-
over ratings from previous years. For this specific portion of the report, teachers with carry-over
ratings are excluded to show an accurate representation of changes between the two school years.

Summative Ratings

Table 4A (p. 24) shows performance level changes for teachers who received a summative rating
for two consecutive years. Due to changes in the methodology used to calculate summative ratings,
caution should be exercised when comparing the TADS summative ratings over time. The table
displays 2019-2020 ratings as compared to 2020-2021 ratings. Teachers with carry-over ratings
from the previous school year are excluded from this analysis.

A decrease of at least one performance level can be seen for 8.3 percent (n=381) of teachers.
An increase of at least one performance level can be seen for 18.6 percent (n=853) of teachers.
A total of 3,349 teachers (73.1 percent) earned the same summative rating performance level in

2020-2021 as in 2019-2020, with 400 (8.7 percent) of those teachers earning the highest possible
score in both school years.
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Table 4A. Summative Rating Changes for Teachers Receiving Summative Ratings for Two
Consecutive Years, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021

Notes:

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021

2 9 3 0 14
proveme 182 444 5 643
2,765 392 3,304
400 622
020-20 18 339 3,429 797 4,583

Cells shaded dark grey represent a decrease of at least one performance level, unshaded cells represent no
changes in performance levels, and cells shaded in light grey represent an increase of at least one
performance level between the two school years. Due to changes in the methodology used to calculate
summative ratings, caution should be exercised when comparing the TADS summative ratings over time.
Teachers with carry-over ratings are excluded to show an accurate representation of changes between the
two school years.

5.1. Of those who were rated Ineffective or Needs Improvement from 2019-2020, did they

improve in 2020-2021?

Out of the 657 teachers who were rated Ineffective or Needs Improvement in 2019-2020, 461
teachers (70.2 percent) improved by at least one summative rating performance level in 2020—
2021.

Instructional Practice Ratings

Table 4B shows performance level changes for teachers who received an IP rating for two
consecutive years. The figure displays 2019-2020 ratings as compared to 2020-2021 ratings.

A decrease of at least one performance level can be seen for 8.4 percent (n=385) of teachers.
An increase of at least one IP performance level can be seen for 19.3 percent (n=885) of teachers.

A total of 3,313 teachers (72.3 percent) earned the same IP performance level in 2020-2021 as in
2019-2020.

Table 4B. Instructional Practice Rating Changes for Teachers Receiving IP Ratings for Two
Consecutive Years, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021

6 17 17 0 40

D vame 176 457 5 653
2,727 389 3,259

D 404 631
020-20 27 335 3,423 798 4,583

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021
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Notes: Cells shaded dark grey represent a decrease of at least one performance level, unshaded cells represent no
changes in performance levels, and cells shaded in light grey represent an increase of at least one
performance level between the two school years. Teachers with carry-over ratings are excluded to show an
accurate representation of changes between the two school years.

Professional Expectations Ratings
e Table 4C shows performance level changes for teachers who received a PR rating for two
consecutive years. The figure displays 2019-2020 ratings compared to 2020-2021 ratings.

e A decrease of at least one performance level can be seen for 11.3 percent (n=520) of teachers.
¢ Anincrease of at least one PR performance level can be seen for 14.1 percent (n=648) of teachers.

o A total of 3,415 teachers (74.5 percent) earned the same PR performance level in 2020-2021 as
they did in 2019-2020.

Table 4C. Professional Expectations Rating Changes for Teachers Receiving PR Ratings for Two
Consecutive Years, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021

0 1 0 0 1

eed proveme 21 67 5 94
2,727 575 3,349

g 667 1,139

0 019-2020 3 73 3,260 1,247 4,583

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021

Notes:

Cells shaded dark grey represent a decrease of at least one performance level, unshaded cells represent no

changes in performance levels, and cells shaded in light grey represent an increase of at least one
performance level between the two school years. Teachers with carry-over ratings are excluded to show an
accurate representation of changes between the two school years.

6. What were the ratings of teachers who were retained/exited from 2020-2021 to 2021-2022, and
how do these compare to ratings from 2019-2020?

o Ofthe 10,382 teachers who received a summative rating in the 2020-2021 school year, 8,834 (85.1
percent) returned to the district at the as of the fall snapshot date of the 2021-2022 school year,
which is typically the last Friday of October. This is a slight decrease from the previous year’s
retention rate where, of the 10,229 teachers at the end of the 2019-2020 school year, 8,929 (87.3
percent) remained in the district as of the fall snapshot date of the 2020-2021 school year. The
corresponding tables detailing the number and percentage of teachers retained by the next school
year each performance level can be found in Appendix G (p. 50).

Summative Ratings
¢ Retention rates for teachers decreased between the two school years among teachers across all
performance levels.
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The largest decrease in retention rates can be observed among those who received an Ineffective
rating. Of the teachers from the 2019-2020 school year, 94.4 percent of teachers rated Ineffective
from the previous year had been retained, followed by more than a 50 percent drop in 2020-2021
with a 45.2 retention rate among teachers rated Ineffective (Figure 6A).

Teachers who received Highly Effective summative ratings had the highest retention rates across
both school years, 88.9 percent from 2019-2020 and 88.3 percent from 2020—-2021.

Figure 6A. Teacher Retention by Summative Ratings, 2019-2020 (n=10,229) to 2020-2021 (n=10,382)

85.2 88.9

14.8 11.1

2019-2020 2020-2021 | 2019-2020 2020-2021 | 2019-2020 2020-2021 [ 2019-2020 2020-2021

(n=54) (n=31) (n=900) (n=637) | (n=6,199) (n=6,712) | (n=3,076)  (n=3,002)

Ineffective Needs Improvement Effective Highly Effective

mExited mRetained

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021; HR BOY and EOY Roster

Note:

Files, 2019-2020, 2020-2021, and 2021-2022

Retention for the 2020-2021 school year was calculated as the percentage of teachers with a TADS rating
from 2020-2021 who were employed at the district in any capacity as of the PEIMS fall snapshot date the
following school year. Retention for the 2019—-2020 school year was calculated as the percentage of
teachers with a TADS rating from 2019-2020 who were employed at the district in any capacity as of the
PEIMS fall snapshot date the following school year. BOY roster file is the roster pulled closest to PEIMS fall
snapshot date. EOY roster file is the roster pulled closest to the last day of school for students.

6.1. Of those who were rated Ineffective or Needs Improvement in 2020-2021 and exited by

2021-2022, did they exit on their own, exit after a file review, or exit with an open PPA?

There were 204 teachers who were rated Ineffective or Needs Improvement in 2020-2021 and had
left the district by the 2021-2022 snapshot date. Out of these teachers, 184 (90.2 percent) left the
district voluntarily, with 35 (19.0 percent) having an open PPA as of May 3, 2021. Of the 20 teachers
who involuntarily left the district, 80 percent (n=16) were terminated by the board with one teacher
having an open PPA as of May 3, 2021.

Instructional Practice Ratings

Retention rates decreased among teachers across all IP performance levels, with the largest
decrease among those who received an Ineffective rating. Of the teachers from the 2019-2020
school year, 87.1 percent of teachers rated Ineffective from the previous year had been retained;
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however, from the 2020-2021 school year, retention rates decreased to 45.5 percent. (Figure 6B,
p.27).

Retention rates were highest among teachers with IP ratings of Highly Effective, with 88.4 percent
retention from 2019-2020 and 85.4 percent retention from 2020-2021.

Figure 6B. Teacher Retention by Instructional Practice Ratings, 2019-2020 (n=9,183) to 2020-2021
(n=6,586)

11.6

2019-2020 2020-2021 | 2019-2020 2020-2021 | 2019-2020 2020-2021 | 2019-2020 2020-2021

(n=93) (n=44) (n=868) (n=641) | (n=5,637) (n=4,864) | (n=2,585) (n=1,037)

Ineffective Needs Improvement Effective Highly Effective

mExited mRetained

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021; HR BOY and EOY Roster

Note:

Files, 2019-2020, 2020-2021, and 2021-2022

Retention for the 2020—2021 school year was calculated as the percentage of teachers with a TADS rating
from 2020-2021 who were employed at the district in any capacity as of the PEIMS snapshot date the
following school year. Retention for the 2019—2020 school year was calculated as the percentage of
teachers with a TADS rating from 2019-2020 who were employed at the district in any capacity as of the
PEIMS snapshot date the following school year. BOY roster file is the roster pulled closest to PEIMS fall
snapshot date. EOQY roster file is the roster pulled closest to the last day of school for students.

Professional Expectations Ratings

Retention rates for teachers across all PR ratings also decreased between 2019-2020 and 2020—
2021, with the largest decrease among those who received an Ineffective rating. It is important to
note that although the percentage difference appears to be dramatic, the number of teachers in
this group is less than 10; 9 from 2019-2020 and 5 from 2020-2021 (Figure 6C, p. 28).

The smallest decrease in retention rates is among teachers who received a Highly Effective PR
rating, with 88.2 percent of teachers retained from 2019-2020 compared to 85.9 percent of
teachers retained from 2020-2021.
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Figure 6C. Teacher Retention by Professional Expectations Ratings, 2019-2020 (n=9,183) to 2020-
2021 (n=6,586)

90.1 88.2
9.9 11.8
2019-2020 2020-2021 | 2019-2020 2020-2021 | 2019-2020 2020-2021 | 2019-2020 2020-2021
(n=9) (n=5) (n=162) (n=129) (n=5,618) (n=4,776) (n=3,394) (n=1,676)
Ineffective Needs Improvement Effective Highly Effective

mExited mRetained

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019—-2020and 2020-2021; HR BOY and EQY Roster
Files, 2019-2020, 2020-2021, and 2021-2022

Note:  Retention for the 2020-2021 school year was calculated as the percentage of teachers with a TADS rating
from 2020-2021 who were employed at the district in any capacity as of the PEIMS snapshot date the
following school year. Retention for the 2019-2020 school year was calculated as the percentage of
teachers with a TADS rating from 2019-2020 who were employed at the district in any capacity as of the
PEIMS snapshot date the following school year.

7. What is the rating distribution of teachers who remain at the same schools (as compared to
those who moved to a new location), and how does it compare to ratings from 2019-2020?

e Teacher mobility is defined as movement between campuses or departments. Of the 10,382
teachers who received summative ratings at the end of the 2020-2021 school year, 85.1 percent
(n=8,834) remained in the district and of those 8,159 (92.4 percent) remained at the same work
location as of the fall snapshot date of the 2021-2022 school year. This is a slight decrease from
the previous year’s ratings where 94.0 percent (n=8,391) of retained teachers were at the same
work location they were at the beginning of the 2020-2021 school year as at the end of the 2019-
2020 school year. The corresponding tables detailing the distribution of ratings at each performance
level by teacher mobility can be found in Appendix H (p. 51).

Summative Ratings
e Figure 7A (p. 29) shows mobility rates increased across all summative rating categories, with the
highest increase among those who received an Ineffective summative rating; from 2.0 (n=1)
percent in 2019-2020 to 35.7 percent (n=5) in 2020-2021.

e Mobility rates remained relatively low among teachers who had higher summative ratings from
2020-2021, with rates ranging from 6.2 percent among those rated Highly Effective to 7.7 percent
among those whose summative ratings were Effective.
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Figure 7A. Teacher Mobility by Summative Ratings, 2019-2020 (n=8,929) to 2020-2021 (n=8,834)

64.3
86.0
93.7 93.7 92.3 94.6
35.7
14.0
6.3 (] 7.7 5.4

2019-2020 2020-2021 [2019-2020 2020-2021|2019-2020 20202021 [2019-2020 2020-2021
(n=51) (n=14) | (n=745)  (n=450) | (n=5,397) (n=5,720) | (n=2,736) (n=2,650)

Ineffective Needs Improvement Effective Highly Effective

B Moved mRemained

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021; HR BOY and EQY Roster
Files, 2019-2020, 2020-2021, and 2021-2022

Note:  Teacher mobility is defined as those teachers who were retained and who changed their work location as of
the PEIMS fall snapshot date. BOY roster file is the roster pulled closest to PEIMS fall snapshot date. EQY
roster file is the roster pulled closest to the last day of school for students. “Work location” includes any work
location within the district, including but not limited to campuses.

Instructional Practice Ratings
e Figure 7B (p. 30) displays rates of teacher mobility by IP ratings. There was an increase in teacher
mobility rates between the two school years across all performance levels with the highest increase
among teachers whose IP ratings were Ineffective, where the mobility rate increased from 3.7
percent (n=3) to 25.0 percent (n=5). Although the percentage difference appears dramatic, the
number of transfers between campuses or departments was in the single digits for both school

years.
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Figure 7B. Teacher Mobility by Instructional Practice Ratings, 2019-2020 (n=7,986) to 2020-2021

(n=5,402)
93.7 92.1 94.3
6.3 7.9 5.7

2019-2020 2020-2021 |2019-2020 2020-2021 [2019-2020 2020-2021 |2019-2020 2020-2021
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Ineffective Needs Improvement Effective Highly Effective

®EMoved mRemained

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021; HR BOY and EOY Roster
Files, 2019-2020, 2020-2021, and 2021-2022

Note:  Teacher mobility is defined as those teachers who were retained and who changed their work location as of
the PEIMS snapshot date. “Work location” includes any work location within the district, including but not

limited to campuses.

Professional Expectations Ratings

e Figure 7C (p. 31) shows the highest increase in mobility rates among teachers rated Needs
Improvement on the PR component with a 24.5 increase from 2019-2020 (4.1 percent, n=6) to
2020-2021 (28.6 percent, n=20).

o Although there appears to be a slight decrease in mobility rates among teachers rated Highly
Effective from 6.2 percent in 2019-2020 to 5.8 percent in 2020-2021, the number of transfers in
2019-2020 was higher (n=187) than in 2020—2021 (n=83).

e There were no teachers rated Ineffective on the PR component for the 2020-2021 school year.
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Figure 7C. Teacher Mobility by Professional Expectations Ratings, 2019-2020 (n=7,986) to 2020-
2021 (n=5,402)
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Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021; HR BOY and EOY Roster

Note:

Files, 2019-2020, 2020-2021, and 2021-2022

Teacher mobility is defined as those teachers who were retained and who changed their work location as of
the PEIMS snapshot date. BOY roster file is the roster pulled closest to PEIMS fall snapshot date. EOY
roster file is the roster pulled closest to the last day of school for students. “Work location” includes any work
location within the district, including but not limited to campuses.

8. What is the rating distribution of teachers by school office?

Of the 10,382 teachers who received a summative rating for the 2020-2021 school year, 10,345
were assigned to campuses at the end of the school year and were associated with a School Office
area in 2020-2021. The remaining 37 teachers were assigned to either central office (Hattie Mae
White) or to the Special Education department; these teachers are excluded from the analysis for
this section of the report. As with other sections of the report, the analysis for summative ratings
includes all teachers, while the analyses for the IP and PR ratings include only those who earned
their ratings during the 2020-2021 school year. The corresponding tables detailing the number and
percentage of teachers at each performance level by School Office area can be found in Appendix
I (p. 52).

Summative Ratings

Figure 8A (p. 32) displays the distribution of summative ratings by school office for the 2020-2021
school year. The West and Northwest School Offices had the highest proportions of teachers with
a summative rating of Highly Effective (43.6 and 40.7 percent, respectively), while Achieve 180 and
South School Offices had the lowest proportions of teachers with a summative rating of Highly
Effective (10.8 and 19.7) percent, respectively).
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The Achieve 180 School Office had the highest proportion of teachers with a summative rating of
Ineffective (1.1 percent, n=12), while the West School Office did not have any teacher with a
summative rating of Ineffective.

Of the 10,345 teachers assigned to campuses within school offices, 93.6 percent (n=9,678) had a
summative rating of Effective or Highly Effective. Three school offices exceeded this overall
percentage — West (97.1 percent), Northwest (97.1 percent), and East (95.5 percent).

Figure 8A. Summative Rating Distribution by School Office, 2020-2021 (n=10,345)

0.4 0.0

Achieve 180 East Area North Area Northwest Area South Area West Area

(n=1,059) (n=1,656) (n=1,603) (n=2,074) (n=1,739) (n=2,214)

mneffective mNeeds Improvement mEffective mHighly Effective

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021; CIL, 06-14-21

Notes:

Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

Instructional Practice Ratings

Of the 6,586 teachers who received a TADS IP rating for the 2020-2021 school year, 6,559 were
assigned to campuses at the end of the school year that were tied to a school office. The remaining
27 teachers were assigned to either central office (Hattie Mae White Educational Support Center)
or to the Special Education department; these teachers are excluded from the analysis for this
section of the report.

Figure 8B (p. 33) displays the distribution of IP ratings across school offices. More than three
quarters of teachers had an IP rating of Highly Effective or Effective across all school offices, with
the lowest proportion found in Achieve 180 School Office (81.8 percent) and the highest in the
Northwest School Office (94.7 percent).
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Figure 8B. Instructional Practice Rating Distribution by School Office, 2020-2021 (n=6,559)
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Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021; CIL, 06-14-21
Notes: Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

o The Achieve 180 and North School Offices had the highest proportions of teachers with an IP rating
of Ineffective (1.7 and 1.0 percent, respectively), while West and East School Offices had the lowest
proportions of teachers with an IP rating of Ineffective (0.1 and 0.2 percent, respectively).

Professional Expectations Ratings
o Of the 6,586 teachers who received a TADS PR rating for the 2020-2021 school year, 6,559 were
assigned to campuses at the end of the school year that were tied to a school office. The remaining
27 teachers were assigned to either central office (Hattie Mae White Educational Support Center)
or to the Special Education department; these teachers are excluded from the analysis for this
section of the report.

e Figure 8C (p. 34) displays the PR rating distribution by school office for the 2020-2021 school
year. The West and Northwest School Offices had the highest proportions of teachers with a PR
rating of Highly Effective (39.3 and 32.7 percent, respectively), while the North School Office had
the lowest proportion of teachers with a PR rating of Highly Effective (16.4 percent).

¢ Only two school offices had teachers with a PR rating of Ineffective: Achieve 180 (n=3) and South
(n=2).
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Figure 8C. Professional Expectations Rating Distribution by School Office, 2020-2021 (n=6,559)
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Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021; CIL, 06-14-21
Notes: Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

9. What is the rating distribution of teachers by the proportion of economically disadvantaged

students at a campus?

0.8
0.0

West Area
(n=1,169)

Campuses were placed into quintiles based on percentage of economically disadvantaged
students assigned to the campus. In 2020-2021, the lowest poverty quintile of campuses had less
than 67.1 percent of their students labeled economically disadvantaged, the second quintile of
campuses had 67.2-92.7 percent of their students labeled as economically disadvantaged, the
third quintile of campuses had 92.8-96.0 percent of their students labeled as economically
disadvantaged, the fourth quintile of campuses had 96.1-97.9 percent of their students labeled as
economically disadvantaged, and the highest poverty quintile had 98—100 percent of their students
labeled as economically disadvantaged.

Of the 10,382 teachers with a summative rating, 10,341 teachers were assigned to campuses that
had been placed into quintiles; the other 41 were either assigned to DAEP Elementary School,
which did not have data on economically disadvantaged students, or to On Time Grad Academy or
Jordan HS, which did not have students assigned to them in PEIMS. Of these teachers, 2,604 (25.2
percent) were assigned to campuses on the lowest poverty quintile. The highest poverty quintile
campuses had 1,486 teachers (14.4 percent.) The corresponding tables detailing the number and
percentage of teachers at each performance level by poverty quintile can be found in Appendix J

(p. 53).

Summative Ratings

Figure 9A (p. 35) displays the distribution of summative ratings by economically disadvantaged
quintile for the 2020-2021 school year. Campuses in the lowest poverty quintile (most affluent) had
more than twice the proportion of teachers who received a summative rating of Highly Effective
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compared to the campuses in the highest poverty quintile. Campuses at the lowest poverty quintile
had 49.0 percent of teachers rated as Highly Effective, while campuses in the highest poverty
quintile had 19.3 percent of teachers rated as Highly Effective.

Figure 9A. Summative Rating Distribution by Percent Economically Disadvantaged at a Campus,
2020-2021 (n=10,341)

49.0
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Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021; PEIMS 2020-2021

Notes: Campuses were placed into quintiles based on the percentage of economically disadvantaged students.
Highest poverty campuses had more than 98 percent of their students identified as economically
disadvantaged. Lowest-poverty campuses were campuses with less than 67.1 percent of students identified
as economically disadvantaged. Teachers and TADS ratings were then matched back to campuses.
Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

e Campuses in the highest poverty quintiles had the highest percentage of teachers who received
Ineffective or Needs Improvement summative ratings (10.0 percent in the fourth quintile and 9.8
percent in the fifth quintile) while the campuses at the lowest poverty quintile had the lowest
percentage of teachers (1.5 percent) with a Needs Improvement summative rating, with only one
of their teachers rated as Ineffective.

Instructional Practice Ratings

o Figure 9B (p. 36) shows campuses in the lowest poverty (most affluent) quintile had the highest
proportion of teachers rated as Highly Effective for Instructional Practice (34.2 percent) compared to all
other quintile groups.

e The highest poverty quintile groups had the highest proportion of teachers rated as Ineffective or Needs
Improvement (14.9 percent in the fourth quintile and 14.0 percent in the fifth quintile) while the
campuses at the lowest poverty quintile had the lowest percentage of teachers (3.1 percent) rated as
Ineffective or Needs Improvement.
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Figure 9B. Instructional Practice Rating Distributions by Percent Economically Disadvantaged at a

Campus, 2020-2021 (n=6,558)
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Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021; PEIMS 2020-2021

Notes: Campuses were placed into quintiles based on the percentage of economically disadvantaged students.
Highest poverty campuses had more than 98 percent of their students identified as economically
disadvantaged. Lowest-poverty campuses were campuses with less than 67.1 percent of students identified
as economically disadvantaged. Teachers and TADS ratings were then matched back to campuses.
Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

Professional Expectations Ratings
o Figure 9C (p. 37) displays the distribution of Professional Expectations (PR) ratings by poverty
quintile for the 2020-2021 school year. Campuses in the lowest poverty (most affluent) quintile had
the highest proportion of teachers rated as Highly Effective on the PR component (42.2 percent),
and the highest proportion of teachers rated as Highly Effective or Effective (99.2, percent) than
any other group.

e No campuses in the lowest and second highest poverty quintiles had teachers who were rated
Ineffective on the PR component.
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Figure 9C. Professional Expectations Rating Distributions by Percent Economically Disadvantaged
at a Campus, 2020-2021 (n=6,558)
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Notes: Campuses were placed into quintiles based on the percentage of economically disadvantaged students.
Highest poverty campuses had more than 99 percent of their students identified as economically
disadvantaged. Lowest-poverty campuses were campuses with less than 70 percent of students identified
as economically disadvantaged. Teachers and TADS ratings were then matched back to campuses.
Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

Discussion

The 2020-2021 school year marked the tenth year of TADS as HISD’s teacher appraisal system. As the
district continued to cope with the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, many adjustments had to be made to
district systems and procedures, including the appraisal process. Similar to what happened in 2019-2020,
some teachers in 2020-2021 carried over ratings from the previous school year. However, there were now
three times more teachers with carry-over ratings than in 2019-2020. Of the 3,796 teachers (36.6 percent)
with carry-over ratings, 3,237 (85.3 percent) carried over ratings from the 2019-2020 school year while 559
(14.7 percent) carried over ratings from the 2018-2019 school year. In April 2021, the Board of Education
approved the use of Progress Conference scores as final summative ratings for teachers who, at that time,
had earned a score of 3 or 4 in each of the criterion in the appraisal process so far; as a result, there were
1,314 teachers (12.7 percent) whose summative ratings were based off their Progress Conference scores.
In the end, only 5,272 (50.8 percent) teachers rated on the TADS in 2020—2021 received summative ratings
based on a full appraisal process. With this in mind, comparison across years should be made with caution.
For the 2021-2022 school year, teachers will no longer be allowed to carry over ratings thus allowing for a
fairer appraisal process.

The population of teachers with carry-over ratings appear to be effective and highly effective teachers from
across all experience levels. All but one of the teachers who carried over ratings were rated Effective or
Highly Effective with almost all of them (98.9 percent) M-TADS qualified. Total years of experience did not
appear to be a defining characteristic of teachers with carry-over ratings. Similar to last year’s report, it may
be of interest to note the practice of allowing carry-over ratings by school office. When comparing
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proportions of teachers with carry-over ratings across all school offices, Figure 1C (p. 9) shows that
approximately half (52.3 percent) of all teachers with carry-over ratings come from the West and Northwest
School Offices. From the perspective of examining the proportion of teachers who carried over ratings out
of all teachers who received TADS ratings from each school office, 47.2 percent of teachers from West
School Office campuses and 45.4 percent of teachers from the Northwest School Office carried over
previous years’ ratings. Program administrators may want to look into factors that led to a sizable segment
of teachers from certain school offices having to carry over ratings and consider whether these factors play
into the appraisal process in general.

In previous years’ reports, a trend was observed about the summative rating distributions wherein the
proportion of teachers rated Highly Effective had been increasing every year since 2015-2016 while the
proportion of all other ratings decreased (Research and Accountability, 2021). This year’s results deviated
from that trend; the percentage of teachers receiving a summative rating of Highly Effective decreased by
1.2 percentage points from the previous year (Figure 2A, p. 12). The same decline, at sharper rates, is
observed in the distribution of ratings for the Instructional Practice (IP) (Figure 2B, p. 13) and Professional
Expectations (PR) (Figure 2C, p. 14) components. This decline appears to translate into an increase in the
proportion of teachers who received an Effective rating so that it appears that appraisers were less likely to
rate teachers as Highly Effective but still intended to rate them as high performers by rating them as
Effective. Despite the decrease in the percentage of teachers rated Highly Effective, the proportion of
teachers who received a summative rating of Effective or Highly Effective still exceeded 90 percent,
continuing the 5-year trend of high performing teachers making up a vast majority of the teacher population.
These results are not unique to HISD as previous studies have reported the same occurrence in other
districts across different states (Kraft & Gilmour, 2017; Weisberg, et al., 2009). This trend may indicate
ineffectual appraisal measures and procedures that lead to a majority of teachers getting rated Effective to
Highly Effective. It may also be a result of appraisers’ hesitation to give low scores to teachers for a variety
of reasons, some unrelated to teacher effectiveness (Grissom & Loeb, 2017; Taylor, 2021). Some of the
reasons noted as to why principals were less inclined to rate a teacher as less than Effective included the
additional work needed to provide professional development for that teacher, straining relationships, or the
challenges with replacing teachers (Kraft & Gilmour, 2017). The last situation described is especially
relevant now with the teacher shortages exacerbated by the pandemic. District administration may want to
consider providing specialized supports for principals and appraisers so that the burden of providing
professional development or finding replacement teachers does not get in the way of completing an
accurate and fair appraisal process.

New to the report this year is a closer look at the second year summative rating performances of first year
teachers from the 2019-2020 school year. Results indicate that among those rated as Ineffective or Needs
Improvement, 70 percent improved at least one performance level higher by the end of their sophomore
year of teaching. This improvement may be an indicator of successful professional development or
mentoring program for freshman teachers. It may be of value to find out what types of support were provided
to these improved teachers and whether these effects are sustained over time. Among those who were
rated Effective or Highly Effective during their first year of teaching, 94.3 percent maintained or improved
their ratings to remain high performing teachers by the second year. These results contribute to the high
proportion of teachers receiving Effective or Highly Effective ratings as discussed in the previous paragraph.
It will be interesting to see if the appraisals for the 2021-2022 school year will show similar results.

Out of those who received a perfect summative rating in 2020-2021, 604 (26.2 percent) were teachers with

five or less years of teaching experience. With so many relatively inexperienced teachers receiving ratings
at the very top of the scale, it could be surmised that inexperienced teachers are receiving excellent
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professional development leading to the high ratings. In such case, care should be taken that highly rated,
inexperienced teachers are not left behind in targeted professional development which could lead to them
stalling professionally instead of getting more growth and development opportunities. On the other hand,
the high percentage of inexperienced teachers getting a perfect score could be due to an ineffective
appraisal system.

Addressing consistency of ratings, this year’s report also looks at teachers who did not carry over ratings
and who changed appraisers between the two most recent school years. Among those teachers,
approximately 70 percent received the same performance level rating across both school years despite the
change of appraisers, perhaps suggesting a level of consistency across appraisers. A more rigorous
examination of the appraisal system’s process and rubrics will need to be made before inferences about
the system’s reliability across time and across appraisers can be made.

Retention rates decreased across all performance rating levels between 2019-2020 and 2020-2021
(Figure 7A, p. 29), which is not surprising when viewed within the context of the effects of the pandemic.
However, retention rates remained relatively high among those whose summative ratings were Effective
and Highly Effective (85.2 and 88.3 percent, respectively). Similarly, the mobility rates decreased across all
performance levels while remaining relatively high among high performing teachers (Figure 8A, p. 32).

Like the TADS End-of-Year reports from previous years, this year's report finds a disproportionate
percentage of Effective and Highly Effective teachers across the district when disaggregated by certain
groups. The West and Northwest areas had the highest proportion of teachers rated Highly Effective, while
Achieve 180 had the highest proportion of teachers with a rating of Ineffective. Campuses in the lowest
poverty (most affluent) quintile had more than twice the proportion of teachers rated as Highly Effective
compared to the poorest quintile group. These results have been consistent for at least the past three years.
It may be valuable to look deeper into this disparity; specifically, why are there so much more highly effective
teachers in the lowest poverty schools compared to the poorest schools? Is it a matter of recruitment or
retention, wherein the economic status of the student body is a factor in attracting and retaining high
performing teachers? Are there additional demands on teachers in the high poverty schools that make it
more difficult for them to attain a Highly Effective rating? Are expectations in low poverty schools different
from those in high poverty schools? Perhaps looking into these factors can help formulate solutions to
decrease, if not remove, this disparity.

This report has examined teacher appraisal outcomes for the 2020-2021 school year, as well as prior
years. Trends observed in appraisal outcomes may offer guidance to decision-makers in their work towards
increasing the accuracy of rating effective teaching, strengthening professional development and support,
growing teachers’ capacity for effective teaching, and placing an effective teacher in every classroom.
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Appendix A: TADS Instructional Practice and Professional Expectation Rubrics

HISD TEACHER APPRAISAL
AND DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM

Instructional Practice and Professional Expectations Rubrics

INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICE CRITERIA

PROFESSIONAL EXPECTATIONS CRITERIA

PLANNING
(PL)

INSTRUCTION (1)

PL-1 Develops student learning goals pg. 1

PL-2 Collects, tracks, and uses student data to
drive i . Pg-3

rive instruction

PL-3 Designs effective lesson plans, units, and pg-5
assessments

I-1  Facilitates organized, student-centered, pg.7
objective-driven lessons

I-2  Checks for student understanding and Pg. 9
responds to student misunderstanding

I-3  Differentiates instruction for student needs pg- 11
by employing a variety of instructional
strategies

I-4 Engages students in work that develops pg. 13
higher-level thinking skills

I-5 Maximizes instructional time pg-15

I-6  Communicates content and concepts to pg.17
students

I-7  Promotes high academic expectations for Pg-19
students

I-8  Students actively participating in lesson pg- 21
activities

I-9  Sets and implements discipline management pg. 23
procedures

I-10 Builds a positive and respectful classroom pg. 25

environment

PROFESSIONALISM (PR)

PR-1

PR-2

PR-3

PR-4

PR-5
PR-6
PR-7

PR-8

PR-9

Complies with policies and procedures at
school

Treats colleagues with respect throughout all
aspects of work

Complies with teacher attendance policies

Dresses professionally according to school
policy

Collaborates with colleagues
Implements school rules

Communicates with parents throughout the
year

Seeks feedback in order to improve
performance

Participates in professional development and
applies learning

pg. 27

Pg- 29

pg- 31

Pg- 33

Pg- 35
Pg-37
Pg-39

pg. 41

Pg-43

Source: HISD Teacher Appraisal and Development Instructional Practice and Professional Expectation Rubrics

Note:  For select group of teachers from the 2016—-2017 school year and the 2018—-2019 school year, the Student
Performance component accounted for 30 percent, the Instructional Practice component accounted for 50
percent, and the Professional Expectations component accounted for 20 percent of a teacher’s overall
summative rating. For all other years when teachers did not have Student Performance included in their
appraisal, the Instructional Practice component accounted for 70 percent and the Professional Expectations
component accounted for 30 percent of the summative appraisal rating.
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Appendix B: TADS Components Distribution

TADS Components Distribution

The compenent weights are applied to derive the Summative Appraisal Rating (IP, PR, and §P combined).!

Teachers with two TADS components (L.e. ne Student Performance rating) have the following welghts within teachers’ Summative Appralsal Ratngs.

Instructional Practice Professional Expectations

Teachers with three TADS components have the following weights within teachers’ Summative Appraisal Ratings.

Instructional Practice Professional Expectations Student Performance
P (PR) sp
50%

The various 1ypes of Swudent Performance? * measuras have different weights within the Swdent Performance final rating. ‘

Student Progress Only

! Al TADS companents, including Student Perfarmance (SP) measures of Comparative Growth and Student Progress, use a 4-peint scale.

? Teachars must have a minimum of two Studant Performance measures to receive a Student Performance rating included in the summative rating.

Ivale-Added is not available for 2016-2017, 2017-2018, and 2018-2019

Y CG is a district measure based on TELFAS andf/or STAAR assessments in certain grade levels and subjects.

* Student Progress is a siudent leaming measure that uses (wo measures of a) district-wide/pre- fappraiser-approved 1ts, ) district-wide/pre-appr -
approved performance tasks/work products, or ¢) student attainment (Pre-K teachers only).

Source: 2020-2021 HISD Teacher Appraisal and Development Student Performance Guidebook, p. 24
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2020-2021 School Year

Aug. 24: Infermal coaching development period beging
24: IPDP window opens
SEPt_ 2013-2D20 Summmative Ratings acknowledged by fcachzrs NOTE:
qualified teachers must opt-in to M-TADS within 10 working days of 24: Campus
Summalive Ratings release osheervaions beain
oct. 21 IPDPs submitted to appraisers |2;£:_pui:mt:m G‘I’als Z:buﬁ:mem Godls
. . submi employses | sulbbmi o
21 Student Performnance Measures submitted to teachers emph =
5: Formal Appraizal Period Beains
9: student Performance Measures acknowledged by teachers 16: IPDP submitied to  [16: IPOP submittzd 1o
|ﬂpDFﬂ|SE|"S appralsers
30: IPDPz scknowiedged by appralzers 23. Appraisal
trainingfupdatss fior
30: ANl Studsnt Perdformance Goals Workshests completsd and echoal leaders
approvad fhrough online tocl [*eee exceplion balow| completed
J0: A0 Appralser-approved Assessments and Pemormancs Task 30: Goal semng 30: Goal setting
rubrics approved by appraisers and uploaded to Goals Workshests in - JConfersnces completed Conferences
online tool by teachers fin online tool completed in online
3): Goal Setting Conferences forms completed in online tool -
Nov. |Early Nov: Fall Sialf Review reperi avaikable for principals JNov: 2019-2020
16-30: Fall Staf Review sesslons—each teacher must have at lzast |- corecands available;
one chaervation completed in onling tool by scheduled seasion SumMative ratings
- - acknowledged by
20: Restricted day—no formal observations'walkthroughs achocl leaders
30: Restricted day-no formal cbservafionafwalkthroughs
Dec. |1-11: Fall Siaff Review sessionz—Each teacher must have at least one|
ohaervation completed in online toal by 2chaeduled aassion
18: Restricted day—no formal cbservationsfwalkthroughs
Jan. 19: Optional Progress | 19: Opticnal Progress
Confersnce window Conference window
4: Resincted day-—-no fomal observationsiwalkinroughs opens opens
4-28: Pre-Approved Assessment/Periormance Task window for Fall  |19-29: Optional 19-29: Optional
Semester only courases Progress Conference  |Progress Conference
window window
j—
Feb. |5: Fall 2emester only courzes: Pre-Approved Assegament peores -0 Optional 3-!6: Optional
scanned or entered m OnTrack and AAABAPT scores entersd in Progress Conference | Progress Conference
Results Workshesis window window
3A ppraiser-Approved Assessments and Perfomance Task nubrics
approvad by appraisers and uploaded to Goals Workshaste im online
tool by teachers®
3! Late Hire Date—teachers hired on or after thiz date create an IPDE,
parbcipate in @ Goal Setiing Conterence, and recenve four informal
Coaching Development walkthroughs
12: Student Performance Goals Workshests complsted and approved 19: Campus based
through online tool* Late Hire Date™
12: Progress Conferences completed in online tool 26: Optional Progress | 26: Optional Progress
26 Firal day fo submit requests for Progress Corference Seeond Confersnce window Conference window
Appralsal Review to 550s/Lead Principals cloaca cloacs
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2020-2021 School Year

March

|2: Spring Check-ins (as needed) completed—check wiyour SSCILF

12: Second Appralsals uploaded and addtional Progress Conferences
completed n onling ool

12: Restricted day--no formal observationsiwalkthroughs

22: Restricted day—-no jormal obserwvationsfwalkthroughs

4 Second Appraisals uploaded & additional EQY Conferences
completed m onling 1ol

11: Formal appraisal & informal coaching development pericds end

#-18; EOY Conference
Wincow

14: 21l cbservationsfwalkthroughs & IPDPs completed in online tool

14: Al Pre-Approved Assessments and Performance Task scores
scanned or entered in OnTrack by teacher (NOTE: Do NOT complete
Rasults WE.)

14: Al Appraiser-Approved Results Worksheets submitted to
appraizers for review in onling tool (NOTE: Do NOT rate untl Fall
Siudent Pemfomance Clossout)

18: Last day to submit
EOY ratings o

em ployess—iney have
frwe days to review
ratinga prior fo EQY
Confersnce

2£9: EQY Conferences
completed in online toel

April [23: Al r=quired formal observations'walkthroughs at completed status |1: Scheol Leader Late  [3-23: Optional
in online tool Hire Date--leaders hired [Employee Self-
after this date will not  JAssessment window
30: Final End-Of-Year [ECY) ratngs determined and submitied to e
teachers in online tool--teachers have five days to review ratings prior
to their End-Oi-Year (EOY) Conference
May 314: ECY
Conference window
7: EOY Conferences completed in enline tool
10-28:; optional
Employes Seif- 14: Last day to submit
Asapssment window EOY ratings to
17-28: District K-12 Pre-approved Assessment window employses—smployess
have five days to
review ratings prior to
EOY Conference
21: Final day o submit requeste for EOY Second Appraizal Review to |271: Campus 21: EOY Conferences
S50WLead Principal obzervations completed |complated in online
ool
June |1-11: District K-12 Pre-Approved Assessment window

*Spring semester only courses

** Employees hired after this date will not receive an appraisal

Mote: Additional TADS restricted days for no observationsfwalkthroughs include the instruciional day prior to or during the

administration of:
eSTAAR »EOQC, IB, and AP exams
=TELPAS Thiz only applies to teachers directly involved in the epecific =2sting

Source: TADS Manual 2020-2021, pp. 3—4
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Appendix D: Rating Distribution Tables

Table D-1: Distribution of Summative Ratings Districtwide, 2016—2017 to 2020-2021
2016-2017 2017-2018 \ 2018-2019 2019-2020 2020-2021
N
Highly Effective 2,814 | 257 | 2,945 | 26.6 | 2,898 | 27.6 | 3,076 | 30.1 3,002 28.9
Effective 6,882 | 63.0 | 6,923 | 62.6 | 6,520 | 62.1 6,199 | 60.6 6,712 64.7
Needs Improvement LY 104 | 1,108 | 10.0 | 1,021 9.7 900 8.8 637 6.1
Ineffective 92 0.8 86 0.8 68 0.6 54 0.5 31 0.3

Total 10,929 | 100.0 | 11,062 | 100.0 | 10,507 | 100.0 | 10,229 | 100.0 | 10,382 | 100.0

2020-2021
N Pct
Highly Effective 2811 | 257 | 2945 | 26.6 | 2911 | 27.7 | 2,585 | 28.1 1,037 | 15.7
Effective 6,854 | 62.7 | 6,899 | 624 | 6,463 | 615 | 5637 | 614 | 4,864 | 73.9
OB el = 1,128 | 10.3 | 1,099 9.9 1,021 9.7 868 9.5 641 9.7
Ineffective 136 1.2 119 1.1 112 1.1 93 1.0 44 0.7
Total 10,929 | 100.0 | 11,062 | 100.0 | 10,507 | 100.0 | 9,183 | 100.0 | 6,586 | 100.0

Table D-3: Distribution of Professional Expectations Ratings Districtwide, 2016—2017 to 2020-2021
2016-2017 2017-2018 ‘ 2018-2019 2019-2020 20202021

Highly Effective
Effective

Needs Improvement

Ineffective
Total
Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2016—2017 through 2020-2021
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Appendix E: Score Distribution Tables

Table E-1: Summative Score Distribution, 2020-2021

Summative Rating Score Number of Teachers Percent of teachers
1.00 5 0.05
1.30 26 0.25
1.60 13 0.13
2.00 86 0.83
2.30 538 5.18

2.6 18 0.17
2.70 16 0.15
3.00 5174 49.84
3.10 4 0.04
3.15 18 0.17
3.20 13 0.13
3.23 1 0.01
3.25 1 0.01
3.30 1,458 14.04
3.35 7 0.07
3.40 1 0.01
3.43 1 0.01
3.50 24 0.23
3.60 5 0.05
3.65 10 0.10
3.70 598 5.76
3.75 2 0.02
3.80 35 0.34
3.85 24 0.23
3.90 1 0.01
3.91 1 0.01
3.94 1 0.01
4.00 2,301 22.16

Total 10,382 100.00

Source: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021
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Table E2: Instructional Practice Score Distribution, 2020—-2021

GE: Percent of Teachers
13 2 .03
14 3 .05
15 3 .05
16 4 .06
17 1 .02
18 3 .05
19 3 .05
20 3 .05
21 3 .05
22 4 .06
23 8 12
24 7 A1
25 18 .27
26 29 44
27 38 .58
28 37 .56
29 56 .85
30 57 .87
31 61 .93
32 86 1.31
33 119 1.81
34 140 213
35 380 5.77
36 308 4.68
37 516 7.83
38 523 7.94
39 1,547 23.49
40 475 7.21
41 474 7.20
42 379 5.75
43 262 3.98
44 305 4.63
45 200 3.04
46 129 1.96
47 94 1.43
48 80 1.21
49 45 .68
50 44 .67
51 25 .38
52 115 1.75

Total 6,586 100.00 |

Source: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021
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Table E3: Professional Expectations Score Distribution, 2020—-2021

PR Rating Score

Number of Teachers

Percent of Teachers

13 1 .02
14 1 .02
15 1 .02
16 2 .03
17 2 .03
18 12 18
19 9 14
20 14 .21
21 22 .33
22 26 .39
23 44 .67
24 118 1.79
25 203 3.08
26 447 6.79
27 2,155 32.72
28 689 10.46
29 682 10.36
30 482 7.32
31 685 10.40
32 391 5.94
33 600 9.11
Total 6,586 100.00

Source: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021
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Table F-1. Summative Ratings by Teacher Years of Experience, 2020-2021

Teachers Years of Experience

First Year 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-20 Years > 20 Years

Ineffective

TADS EQY REPORT, 2020-2021

Needs Improvement

Effective

Highly Effective

Highly Effective (4.00)

Total

Table F-2. Instructional Practice Ratings by Teacher Years of Experience, 2020-2021
Teachers Years of Experience
1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-20 Years

First Year > 20 Years

Ineffective

Needs Improvement

Effective

Highly Effective

Total

Table F-3. Professional Expectations Ratings by Teacher Years of Experience, 2020-2021

Teachers Years of Experience
1-5 Years ‘ 6-10 Years 11-20 Years

First Year > 20 Years

Ineffective

Needs Improvement

Effective

Highly Effective

Total

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021; Employee Roster File, 02-24-21
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Appendix G: Teacher Retention
Table G-1. Summative Ratings by Teacher Retention, 2019-2020 to 2020-2021
2019-2020 to Fall 2020 2020-2021 to Fall 2021
Retained Exited Total Retained Exited

[\ Pct [\ Pct N Pct N Pct [\ Pct

Highly Effective

Effective

Needs Improvement
Ineffective

Total

Table G-2. Instructional Practice Ratings by Teacher Retention, 2019-2020 to 2020—2021
2019-2020 to Fall 2020 2020-2021 to Fall 2021
Retained Exited Total Retained Exited
N Pct )\ | Pct N Pct N Pct )\ | Pct
Highly Effective
Effective

Needs Improvement
Ineffective

Total

Table G-3. Professional Expectations Ratings by Teacher Retention, 2019-2020 to 2020-2021
2019-2020 to Fall 2020 2020-2021 to Fall 2021
Retained Exited Total Retained Exited
N N N Pct N Pct N

Highly Effective
Effective

Needs Improvement
Ineffective

Total

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021; HR BOY and EQY Roster Files, 2020-2021 and 2021-2022
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Table H-1. Summative Rating by Teacher Mobility, 2019-20120 to 2020-2021
2019-2020 to Fall 2020 2020-2021 to Fall 2021

Remained Moved \ Total Remained Moved Total

N Pct N Pct N Pct N Pct N Pct
Highly Effective
Effective
Needs Improvement
Ineffective
Total

Table H-2. Instructional Practice Rating by Teacher Mobility, 2019-20120 to 2020-2021

2019-2020 to Fall 2020 2020-2021 to Fall 2021

Remained Moved Total Remained Moved Total
Pct \| Pct \| Pct \| Pct \| Pct [\ Pct

Highly Effective
Effective
Needs Improvement
Ineffective
Total

2020-2021 to Fall 2021
Remained \ Moved Total

Highly Effective
Effective

Needs Improvement
Ineffective

Total

Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2019-2020 and 2020-2021; HR BOY and EQY Roster Files, 2020-2021 and 2021—-
2022
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Appendix I: Ratings Distribution by School Office
Table I-1. 2020-2021 Summative Ratings by School Office

Needs
Highly Effective Effective Improvement Ineffective

N Pct N Pct N Pct

Achieve 180
East Area
North Area
Northwest Area
South Area
West Area
Central Office
Total

Table 1-2. 2020-2021 Instructional Practice Ratings by School Office
Needs
Highly Effective Effective Improvement Ineffective

N N Pct N Pt N Pct
Achieve 180
East Area
North Area
Northwest Area
South Area
West Area
Central Office
Total

Table I-3. 2020—2021 Professional Expectations Ratings by School Office
Highly Effective Effective

Needs
Improvement

Achieve 180
East Area
North Area
Northwest Area
South Area
West Area
Central Office

Total 1,676 25.4 4,776 72.5 129 2.0
Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021; CIL, 06-14-21
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Disadvantaged
Table J-1. 2020-2021 Summative Ratings by Percent Economically Disadvantaged
Needs

Highly Effective Effective Improvement  Ineffective

Percent Economically

Disadvantaged

Pct

N

Pct

[\

[\

Pct

0-67.1% 2,604

67.2% - 92.7% 532 251 1,493 70.4 91 43 5 0.2 2,121 20.5
92.8% - 96.0% 584 253 1,535 66.4 180 7.8 13 0.6 2,312 22.4
96.1% - 97.9% 307 16.9 1,323 72.8 181 10.0 7 0.4 1,818 17.6
98% or Higher 287 19.3 1,049 70.6 145 9.8 5 0.3 1,486 14.4
Total 2,986 28.9 6,688 64.7 636 6.2 31 0.3 10,341 100.0

Table J-2. 2020-2021 Instructional Practice Ratings by Percent Economically Disadvantaged
Needs
Improvement

Effective Ineffective

. Highly Effective
Percent Economically
Disadvantaged Pct N Pct N Pct Pct

0-67.1%

67.2% - 92.7%

92.8% - 96.0%

96.1% - 97.9%

98% or Higher

Total

Table J-3. 2020—2021 Professional Expectations Ratings by Percent Economically Disadvantaged
Needs
Improvement

Disadvantaged Pct N Pct N N Pct
0-67.1%

Highly Effective Effective Ineffective

Percent Economically

67.2% - 92.7%

92.8% - 96.0%

96.1% - 97.9%

98% or Higher

Total
Sources: Teacher Appraisal and Development F&D Tool, 2020-2021; PEIMS 2020-2021
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