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As part of the 2012-2013 Race to the Top Initiative (RT3), the State of Georgia conducted a full-
year implementation of the Teacher Keys Effectiveness System (TKES) and Leader Keys 
Effectiveness System (LKES) with fifty-four districts, two state agencies, four local education 
agency (LEA) charter schools, and sixteen additional schools participating. 
 

2012-2013 TKES and LKES Participants 
Entity Initial Year of 

Implementation 
Identifier Cohort 

# 
Number: 

54 Districts 
2011-2012 Pilot RT3 Cohort 

1 26 

2012-2013 Volunteer Cohort 
2 28 

2 State 
Entities 2012-2013 

Department of 
Juvenile Justice Cohort 

2 
3 

GNETS 24 

 
16 Schools 

 
2012-2013 

Charter Schools Cohort 
2 4 

SIG Schools Cohort 
2 

13 schools (4 in 
volunteer districts) 

= 9 schools 

Priority Schools Cohort 
2 

7 schools (5 in 
volunteer districts) 

= 2 schools 

Relocation Schools Cohort 
2 1 school 

 
Data from the participating districts and schools were collected, analyzed, and used to inform the 
evaluation.  However, the RT3 districts (Cohort 1) were the key focus of the report since they 
fully implemented TKES and LKES during 2012-2013.  Other participating districts used 
various forms of piloting (e.g., sample groups, select schools, partial implementation), which led 
to limited comparison data. 
 
The 2012-2013 Evaluation Report provides information on all three components of TKES and 
LKES.  
 
TKES Components: 
 
The Teacher Keys Effectiveness System (TKES) consists of the following three components:  
 

1.  Teacher Assessment on Performance Standards (TAPS) is a qualitative rubric-based 
method by which evaluators use quality performance standards to measure teacher 
performance.  

2.  Surveys of Instructional Practice are student surveys given in grades 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12 for 
both tested and non-tested teachers.  Surveys reflect the direct experience of students in 
classrooms and provide additional information to inform the rating on four of the ten TAPS 
standards (Standard 3- Instructional Strategies, Standard 4- Differentiated Instruction, 
Standard 7- Positive Learning Environment, & Standard 8- Academically Challenging 
Environment).  
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3.  Student Growth and Academic Achievement measures the impact of teacher performance 
through the use of Student Growth Percentiles (SGPs) for teachers of tested subjects and 
Georgia Department of Education (GaDOE) approved Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) 
for teachers of non-tested subjects. Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) will use district 
achievement growth measures.  

 
The following data provides insight into the implementation of each TKES component.  Data for 
the Teacher Assessment of Performance Standards (TAPS) rating distribution indicates a high 
percentage of Proficient and Exemplary as noted in the chart below.  
 

Teacher Assessment of Performance Standard (TAPS) Results for 2012-2013 
(Cohorts 1 and 2) 

Standard % Proficient and Exemplary 
PS1:   Professional Knowledge 98.8% 
PS2:   Instructional Planning 96.2% 
PS3:   Instructional Strategies 96.3% 
PS4:   Differentiated Instruction 92.2% 
PS5:   Assessment Strategies 97.7% 
PS6:   Assessment Uses 95.3% 
PS7:   Positive Learning Environment 96.5% 
PS8:   Academically Challenging Environment 94.3% 
PS9:   Professionalism 97.2% 
PS10: Communication 97.8% 

 
While the percentage of teachers at or above proficiency is higher than expected, there are 
external influences that must be taken into consideration.  As evaluators become more proficient 
with the TAPS rubrics, and as more inter-rater reliability training is completed, it is anticipated 
that the ratings will attain greater variability.  
 
The second TKES component is the Surveys of Instructional Practice. Across the three surveys 
(grade bands 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12), the following commonalities were identified: 
 

• All surveys were strongly positive. 
• The question, “My teacher cares about my learning,” was identified as a consistent 

strength across all three grade band surveys. 
• Class behavior was identified as a common strength on the 6-8 (92% “Strongly Agree / 

Agree”) and 9-12 (90% “Strongly Agree / Agree”) surveys, but was noticeably lower on 
the 3-5 surveys (61.3% “Yes”).  

• The following topics received lower ratings across all three surveys:  
o Individualized attention: Grades 3-5 (10.4% “No”); Grades 6-8 (20.9%) and 9-12 

(20.4%) “Strongly Disagree/Disagree” 
o Classwork challenges me: Grades 3-5 (14.1% “No”); Grades 6-8 (18.4%) and 9-

12 (15.9%) “Strongly Disagree/Disagree”.  
 

Student Growth and Academic Achievement is the third TKES component and is based on 
Student Growth Percentiles (SGPs) and Student Learning Objectives (SLOs).  SGP data is 
obtained from state assessments, which are the Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCTs, 
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grades 4-8) and End of Course Tests (EOCTs, grades 9-12).  Because Cohort 2 districts were 
piloting SLOs in 2012-2013, only RT3 districts are reflected in the charts below.  

 
Distribution of Teachers by Median Growth Percentile, 2012-2013 

RT3 
Districts Low Growth Typical Growth High Growth 

26 16.2 % 70.5% 13.3% 
 

Distribution of Teachers by Student Learning Objective Rating, 
2012-2013 (Hold Harmless) 

RT3 
Districts 

% 
Ineffective 

% Needs 
Dev. 

% 
Proficient 

% 
Exemplary 

26  48% 28% 13% 11% 
 

As the charts above indicate, SGP data appears to have a balance between teacher MGPs with 
low and high growth, while SLO data are noticeably skewed to the lower ratings. Building 
district assessments and setting appropriate SLO growth targets has been challenging for RT3 
(Cohort 1) school systems. GaDOE recognized the need for additional time, support, and 
guidance for districts and received a one-year extension from U.S. DOE allowing 2012-2013 to 
be a transitional year for SLOs. As districts become more familiar with and effective in 
implementing the process, SLO data should more closely align with SGP data.   
 
LKES Components 
 
The following three components make up the Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES):  
 

1. Leader Assessment on Performance Standards (LAPS) is a qualitative rubric-based method 
by which evaluators can measure leader performance related to quality standards.  

2. Governance and Leadership measures include data from climate surveys and student 
attendance, with the addition of data on the retention of effective teachers, when it becomes 
available. These data are used to inform the LAPS ratings. 

3.  The Student Growth and Academic Achievement component includes Student Growth 
Percentiles (SGPs) and district developed GaDOE-approved Student Learning Objectives 
(SLOs). This component also includes a measure of Achievement Gap Reduction at the 
school level.  

 
The Leader Assessment on Performance Standards (LAPS) data for LKES, component one, is 
primarily proficient and exemplary. The chart below provides LAPS ratings by each of the eight 
standards. 
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Leader Assessment of Performance Standard (LAPS) Results 
 for 2012-2013 

(Cohort 1 and 2) 

LAP Standard % Proficient and 
Exemplary 

Instructional Leadership 91.2% 
School Climate 93.8% 
Planning and Assessment 91.5% 
Organizational Management 96.6% 
Human Resource Management 95.9% 
Teacher/Staff Evaluation 93.1% 
Professionalism 98.1% 
Communication and Community Relations 95.7% 

 
Data were available for Certified and Classified Climate Surveys for principals and assistant 
principals.  Assistant principal data were very similar to the principal data provided below. 
 
The 2012-2013 Certified Staff Climate Surveys for Principals included the following data points:   
 

• The results from certified staff were predominantly positive. 
• 13 of the 33 survey questions had a combined “Strongly Agree/Agree” percentage over 

90%.   
• 95.9% “Strongly Agree/Agree” responses made Question 12 the highest rated: “My 

principal promotes the importance of using student assessment data to make instructional 
decisions.” 

• Question 11 (93.2%), also focused on data usage: “My principal bases his or her 
decisions on a variety of types of information, including student achievement data.”   

• Staff morale (Question 7) was noted as having the least positive responses with 25.5% in 
the “Strongly Disagree/Disagree” columns.  
 

The Classified Staff Survey for Principals also had very positive results.  Key points included the 
following: 
 

• Question 23 (89.7%) had the highest percentage of “Strongly Agree/Agree”: “My 
principal always behaves in an ethical and professional manner.”   

• Question 25 had the lowest percentage (73.4%) of “Strongly Agree/Agree: “My principal 
is fair and consistent when evaluating staff at this school.”  

• Eighteen questions had over 90% “Strongly Agree /Agree.” 
 
The Student Growth and Academic Achievement component includes SGP, SLO, and 
Achievement Gap data.  Due to the implications of lagging data, the RT3 districts were the 
primary area of focus. 
 

Distribution of Schools by Median Growth Percentile, 2012-2013 
Statewide SGP Low Growth Typical Growth High Growth 

All RT3 Districts 4.6% 94.5% 0.9% 
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Distribution of Leaders by Student Learning Objective Rating, 2012-13 

Districts Ineffective 
Needs 

Development Proficient Exemplary 
Cohort 1 – RT3 51% 36% 12% 2% 

 
The LKES Student Growth and Academic Achievement measures also include Achievement 
Gap Reduction. Schools receive both an Achievement Gap Size Score and an Achievement Gap 
Change Score for each subject area.  The individual subject gap score will be the greater of the 
two scores, and the overall gap score will be the average of the subject scores.  On the 1 to 4 
scales, a 4 would be the highest rating. The chart below provides LKES Achievement Gap 
calculations for the RT3 (Cohort 1) districts for the 2012-2013 school year. Also noted in the 
chart below is the percentage of schools in each district with missing gap data. Reasons for 
missing data are varied (e.g., new schools without prior data, K-2 schools). 
 

RT3 Achievement Gap Ratings for Schools/Leaders, 2012-2013 

Cohort 1 – 
RT3 

Percent Scored Percent of 
Schools with 
Missing Data 1 2 3 4 

26 6.0 24.1 38.5 28.2 3.2 
 
Recognized Successes: 
 
The TLE Division’s willingness to seek feedback from stakeholders and make appropriate 
changes has led to numerous effective revisions, successes, and strengths.  
 
   TLE Field Staff (Evaluation System Specialists): 
 

• Training and support provided by GaDOE Evaluation System Specialists (ESS) continues 
to be a recognized area of strength as evidenced by responses collected through 
evaluation forms, surveys, site visits, and in focus groups. 

• Another area of very effective support was the inter-rater reliability walkthroughs and 
associated coaching led by ESS staff.  

 
   Improved TLE Electronic Platform: 
 

• The Electronic Platform Advisory was implemented to solicit feedback and guidance. 
The TLE Platform was fully developed during 2012-2013 and was revised and enhanced 
during the spring and summer of 2013 based on feedback from this group. 

• TLE developed User Guides for the Electronic Platform with screen shots of the website 
and guidance on how to complete a variety of tasks. 

 
   Student Learning Objectives: 
 

• The SLO team conducted individual meetings with Cohort 1 districts to review the 
growth data and analyze the targets set for 2012-2013. 

• Course-specific supports in the SLO Item Bank were doubled, and items were reviewed 
by content experts from SEDL (formerly named the Southwest Educational Development 
Laboratory) to ensure quality. 

• SLO processes, procedures, and support were strengthened.  
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   Updated, revised and developed support materials: 
 

• The TLE staff revised the TKES and LKES Handbooks, Implementation Guides, and 
training materials to reflect changes based on data analyses and stakeholder feedback. 

• The TLE staff developed a video orientation to both TKES and professional learning 
materials. 

• GaDOE discontinued K-2 surveys for 2012-2013. 
 
   Increased communication and developed processes for stakeholder feedback: 
 

• The TLE staff hosted regional feedback meetings in January and June.  
• The TLE staff established committees and advisory groups to increase stakeholder 

communication and provide avenues for input and feedback. 
• The TLE staff conducted webinars throughout the year with district and school leaders.  

 
   Initiated sustainability processes: 
 

• The TLE staff developed a process for credentialing TKES statewide trainers outside of 
the GaDOE.   

 
2012-2013 Key Recommendations: 
 
The following recommendations are under consideration by the TLE Division and the Georgia 
Department of Education: 
 
   Continue to Strengthen Communication: 
 

In order to support implementation and clarify misunderstandings, it is important for the 
TLE Division to expand their communication even more directly into the schools and 
classrooms.  
 

   Increase the Emphasis on LKES: 
 

Thus far, the greater emphasis has been on TKES.  However, it is also important to 
ensure that LKES is implemented accurately and used as an effective evaluation tool for 
school leaders.   

    
Other Recommendations: 
 
Throughout the 2012-2013 Evaluation Report, recommendations for ongoing development and 
improvement of the evaluation systems are made at the conclusion of the various TKES and 
LKES components.  These recommendations are as follows: 
 

• Establish a protocol for training teachers (TKES) and school leaders (LKES). 
• Increase acceptance of Surveys of Instructional Practice. 
• Continue to improve the TLE Electronic Platform effectiveness. 
• Continue to refine Student Learning Objectives processes. 
• Increase fidelity of TAPS and LAPS rubric implementation. 
• Strengthen the emphasis and support provided for LKES. 
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Challenges for the TLE Division: 
 
The TLE Division faces several challenges in implementing the work. 
 

• Support for All School Districts in the State: 
With the passage of House Bill 244, all districts in the State of Georgia must implement 
TKES and LKES in 2014-15. The demand for support from GaDOE will continue to 
increase as all districts fully implement both TKES and LKES next year.  However, the 
number of TLE personnel in Atlanta and in the field has not expanded as the demand for 
additional support has increased.  Additional personnel will be added through the RESA 
Educator –on-Loan grant.  This will serve the dual purposes of increasing support for 
districts and building capacity to sustain the work beyond the RT3 grant period.  These 
educators will be fully trained and credentialed on all components of TKES and LKES. 
 

• Sustainability of TKES and LKES: 
The work of the TLE Division has been funded through the State of Georgia RT3 grant.  
Even with a no cost extension, recently granted by USDOE, the grant will expire in 
September 2015. Simultaneously, between now and the completion of the grant, the TLE 
Division will be training and supporting the implementation of TKES and LKES across 
the state and building sustainability for TKES and LKES. 

  



Georgia Department of Education 
2012-2013 TKES/LKES Evaluation Report 

Dr. John D. Barge, State School Superintendent  
February 21, 2014 ● Page 9 of 102 

All Rights Reserved 

 
 
 
 
 

Teacher Keys and  
Leader Keys Effectiveness 

Systems 
 
 
 

2012-2013 Evaluation  
Report 

 
  



Georgia Department of Education 
2012-2013 TKES/LKES Evaluation Report 

Dr. John D. Barge, State School Superintendent  
February 21, 2014 ● Page 10 of 102 

All Rights Reserved 

Table of Contents 
Introduction: .............................................................................................................................................................................. 13 

Purpose of Report: .................................................................................................................................................................. 15 

Evaluation Focus: .................................................................................................................................................................... 18 

Year Three Overview ............................................................................................................................................................. 19 

TKES: Teacher Perspective ......................................................................................................................... 21 
(TKES) ........................................................................................................................................................................................ 21 

Teacher Keys ............................................................................................................................................................................ 21 

Effectiveness System.............................................................................................................................................................. 21 

TKES Training ................................................................................................................................................. 25 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: ................................................... 27 

Recommendations for Improvement .................................................................................................... 28 

TKES Implementation: .................................................................................................................................. 28 

Teachers Assessment on Performance Standards (TAPS):................................................................. 28 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013 .................................................... 35 

Recommendations for Improvement: ................................................................................................... 36 

Surveys of Instructional Practice (student perception surveys): ....................................................... 36 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: ................................................... 41 

Recommendations for Improvement .................................................................................................... 41 

TKES and SLOs: Teacher Perspective ..................................................................................................... 42 

Student Growth and Academic Achievement: ....................................................................................... 44 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: ................................................... 50 

Recommendations for Improvement: ................................................................................................... 51 

TKES: Evaluator Perspective ...................................................................................................................... 52 

Validation of TKES:....................................................................................................................................... 54 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: ................................................... 63 

Recommendations for Improvement: ................................................................................................... 64 
Leader Keys .............................................................................................................................................................................. 65 

Effectiveness System.............................................................................................................................................................. 65 

(LKES) ........................................................................................................................................................................................ 65 

LKES Training: ............................................................................................................................................... 66 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: ................................................... 68 

Recommendations for Improvement .................................................................................................... 68 

LKES Implementation: .................................................................................................................................. 69 

Leaders Assessment on Performance Standards (LAPS): ................................................................... 69 



Georgia Department of Education 
2012-2013 TKES/LKES Evaluation Report 

Dr. John D. Barge, State School Superintendent  
February 21, 2014 ● Page 11 of 102 

All Rights Reserved 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: ................................................... 74 

Recommendations for Improvement: ................................................................................................... 74 

TKES and LKES: The District Perspective ............................................................................................. 75 

Governance and Leadership: ....................................................................................................................... 78 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: ................................................... 87 

Recommendations for Improvement: ................................................................................................... 87 

Student Growth and Academic Achievement: ....................................................................................... 87 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: ................................................... 92 

Recommendations for Improvement: ................................................................................................... 93 

Validation of LKES:....................................................................................................................................... 94 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: ................................................... 95 

Recommendations for Improvement: ................................................................................................... 95 
Conclusion: ................................................................................................................................................................................ 96 

REFERENCES…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………102 

 
  



Georgia Department of Education 
2012-2013 TKES/LKES Evaluation Report 

Dr. John D. Barge, State School Superintendent  
February 21, 2014 ● Page 12 of 102 

All Rights Reserved 

This report was developed under a grant from the U. S. Department of Education.  However, the 
contents of this report do not necessarily represent the policy or endorsement of the U. S. 
Department of Education or the Federal Government.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Acknowledgements 
The Georgia Department of Education’s (GaDOE) Teacher and Leader Keys Effectiveness 
Systems 2012-2013 Evaluation Report was developed with data collected and analyzed from 
participating districts and schools.  The implementation of TKES and LKES during 2012-2013 
by the 26 Race to the Top Districts, 28 Volunteer Districts, and 31 Schools in the State of 
Georgia have been instrumental in obtaining data and garnering feedback to continually 
improvement the processes, procedures and materials.  We wish to express our appreciation to 
the participants for their conscientious efforts to effectively implement Teacher Keys and 
Leaders Keys. 
 
 
 
 
Project Consultant:  
Dr. Georgia G. Evans, Quality Education Services 
 
 
 
 
 

Teacher Keys and Leader Keys Effectiveness Systems  
2012-2013 Evaluation Report Usage Statement 

 
The Teacher Keys and Leader Keys Effectiveness Systems 2012-2013 Evaluation Report was 
developed on behalf of the Georgia Department of Education to assist with implementation of 
Georgia’s Race to the Top (RT3) plan. 
 
The materials in this report are copyrighted by the Georgia Department of Education.  The 
materials may not be revised or modified without the express written permission of the copyright 
holder.  Georgia public schools may use these materials without alteration to meet applicable 
requirements for educational purposes as long as the materials continue to reflect: “All Rights 
Reserved.” 
  



Georgia Department of Education 
2012-2013 TKES/LKES Evaluation Report 

Dr. John D. Barge, State School Superintendent  
February 21, 2014 ● Page 13 of 102 

All Rights Reserved 

Data Report on the  
Georgia Teacher Keys and Leader Keys Effectiveness Systems 

July 1, 2012- June 30, 2013 Implementation 

Introduction:  
   
As part of the 2012-2013 Race to the Top Initiative (RT3), the State of Georgia conducted a full-
year implementation of the Teacher Keys Effectiveness System (TKES) and Leader Keys 
Effectiveness System (LKES) with fifty-four districts, two state agencies, four local education 
agency (LEA) charter schools, and sixteen additional schools participating. The TKES and 
LKES evaluation systems offer clear and precise indicators and resources to guide teachers and 
leaders to improved performance. Research indicates the most important factor in a student’s 
education is the teacher, with school leaders 
being identified as a close second 
(Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 
2004). With these evaluation systems, the 
state will be able to monitor performance and 
ensure consistency and comparability across 
districts based on common definitions of 
teacher and leader effectiveness, which will 
positively impact student achievement.      

 
The primary purposes of TKES and LKES 
are the following: 
 

    • optimize student learning and growth; 
     • improve the quality of instruction by 

ensuring accountability for 
classroom performance and teacher effectiveness; 

     • contribute to successful achievement of the goals and objectives defined in the vision, 
mission, and goals of the Georgia Department of Education; 

     • provide a basis for instructional improvement through productive teacher performance 
appraisals and professional growth; and 

     • implement a performance evaluation system that promotes collaboration between the teacher-
evaluator and leader-evaluator to promote self-growth, instructional effectiveness, and 
improvement of overall job performance.  

 
TKES Components: 
 
The Teacher Keys Effectiveness System (TKES) consists of the following three components:  
 

1.  Teacher Assessment on Performance Standards (TAPS) is a qualitative rubric-based 
method by which evaluators use quality performance standards to measure teacher 
performance.  

2.  Student Growth and Academic Achievement measures the impact of teacher performance 
through the use of Student Growth Percentiles (SGPs) for teachers of tested subjects and 
district developed and Georgia Department of Education (GaDOE) approved Student 
Learning Objectives (SLOs) for teachers of non-tested subjects.  

Design Principles for Effective  
Teacher Evaluation Systems 

 
1. All teachers should be evaluated annually. 
2. Evaluations should be based on clear standards of 

instructional excellence that prioritize student learning. 
3. Evaluations should consider multiple measures, with 

emphasis on a teacher’s impact on student academic 
growth. 

4. Evaluations should employ four to five rating levels. 
5. Evaluations should encourage frequent observations 

and constructive critical feedback. 
6. Evaluation outcomes must matter; evaluation data 

should be a major factor in key employment decisions. 
-Teacher Evaluation 2.0 

October 2010 
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Teacher Keys 
Effectiveness System  

(Generates a Teacher Effectiveness Measure) 

Surveys of Instructional 
Practice 

 
(Grades 3-5, Grades 6-8, Grades 9-12) 

Teacher Assessment on 
Performance Standards 

  

(Observations and Documentation) 

Student Growth and Academic Achievement 

Teachers of Tested Subjects 
- Student Growth Percentile 

-Achievement Gap Reduction 

Teachers of Non-Tested Subjects 
- DOE-Approved, District-Developed 

Student Learning Objectives 

3.  Surveys of Instructional Practice are student surveys given in grades 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12 for 
both tested and non-tested teachers.  Surveys reflect the direct experience of students in 
classrooms and provide additional information to inform the rating on four of the ten TAPS 
standards (Standard 3- Instructional Strategies, Standard 4- Differentiated Instruction, 
Standard 7- Positive Learning Environment, & Standard 8- Academically Challenging 
Environment).  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Data and documentation from the three TKES components contribute to an overall Teacher 
Effectiveness Measure (TEM).  Throughout the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 school years, data 
was collected and analyzed in order to establish an appropriate calculation for this score.  
GaDOE will continue to examine data from the 2013 and 2014 implementation years and make 
any necessary revisions, adjustments, and/or additions.   
 
LKES Components:  
 
The Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES) is a system of multiple measures, which together 
provide a stronger assessment of building leader effectiveness than each of the measures alone 
and than any existing measures previously used. LKES also consists of three components that 
contribute to an overall Leader Effectiveness 
Measure (LEM).  
 

1. Leader Assessment on Performance 
Standards (LAPS) is a qualitative rubric-
based method by which evaluators can 
measure leader performance related to quality 
standards.  

“In developing a starting point for this six-year 
study, we claimed, based on a preliminary review 
of research, that leadership is second only to 
classroom instruction as an influence on student 
learning. After six additional years of research, 
we are even more confident about this claim.”  
                                         Louis, K.S., Leithwood, K., Wahlstrom, K.L., & Anderson, 

S.E. (2010). Learning from Leadership: Investigating the 
Links to Improved Student Learning: Final Report of 
Research to The Wallace Foundation  
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2. Student Growth and Academic Achievement includes Student Growth Percentiles (SGPs) 
and district developed GaDOE-approved Student Learning Objectives (SLOs). This 
component also includes a measure of Achievement Gap Reduction at the school level.  

3. Governance and Leadership measures include data from climate surveys and student 
attendance, with the addition of retention of effective teachers data when it becomes 
available. 

 

 
 

Leaders will receive a Leader Effectiveness Measure (LEM) based on documentation and data 
from the three components of the LKES.  During 2012-2013, the Leader Assessment on 
Performance Standards (LAPS) component was fully implemented for annual evaluation ratings 
and contract purposes at the district level.  The Governance and Leadership component was the 
basis for documentation to inform the ratings of the standards within LAPS. Full implementation 
of LAPS will continue in 2013-2014.  

Purpose of Report: 
 
At the heart of Georgia’s RT3 plan is the Great Teachers and Leaders goal to increase the 
overall effectiveness of teachers and leaders through… 
 

…ensuring that all students have access to effective teachers and leaders by: (1) 
Improving overall conditions of teaching and learning; (2) Improving the quality of 
current teachers in the classroom and current school leaders; and (3) Increasing the 
pipeline of highly effective teachers, especially in critical needs subjects, and increasing 
the pipeline of highly effective leaders who are capable of creating a culture of reform 
and change in their buildings. 
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In response to the objective above, the Georgia Department of Education’s Division of Teacher 
and Leader Effectiveness (TLE) has developed TKES and LKES.  Along with the RT3 Great 
Teachers and Leaders goal, the TLE division has worked to design TKES and LKES to meet the 
criteria of… 
 

 …a rigorous, transparent, and fair teacher and leader evaluation instrument will be 
developed to ensure an effective teacher and leader in each classroom and each school.  
The data from this instrument will be used for individual, school, and district 
evaluations, as well as to inform the effectiveness of teacher preparation and leader 
preparation programs.” (Executive Summary) 

 
Within the TLE criteria are words and phrases that reiterate the purpose of this report:  
transparent, effective, each classroom, each school, and data will be used to inform.  While the 
identified key words and phrases refer to the expectations of the evaluation instruments, 
processes, and uses, they also identify a commitment on the part of the Georgia Department of 
Education to be transparent regarding the effectiveness of TKES and LKES.  This includes the 
use of data to inform the public, participating districts, the United States Department of 
Education, and the Georgia State Board of Education of the results of implementation.  
 
In addition to the commitment of data usage to inform and provide transparency, the purpose of 
this report is to analyze statistics from the 2012-2013 school year. This will provide information 
on district and state participation, implementation effectiveness, accomplishments, and areas for 
improvement.  This report builds on the 2011-2012 pilot summary that provided critical feedback 
and statistics used to revise and improve both teacher and leader effectiveness systems for 2012-
2013.  Data from the second year of implementation for RT3, and the initial year for the new 
districts and schools, will be analyzed, along with new information not available for the 2011-
2012 pilot report.  
 
With the passage of House Bill 244, which mandates that all school districts, charter schools, and 
charter districts utilize TKES and LKES by 2014-2015, the Teacher and Leader Effectiveness 
Division identified four different cohort groups as a way to distinguish each year of initial 
implementation and the districts involved.  
 

Cohort Districts Number of 
Districts 

Initial Year of 
Implementation 

1 RT3 Districts 26 2011-2012 

2 Volunteer Districts  28 2012-2013 Individual Schools 31 
3 Pilot Districts 2013-14 123 2013-2014 
4 HB 244 Full Implementation 

Districts 
3 2014-2015 

 
This report includes data from Cohorts 1 and 2 TKES and LKES implementation.   
 
The TLE Division created the Evaluation, Data, and Documentation Team for the purpose of 
collecting, reviewing, analyzing, and reporting data to inform and support decisions of the TLE 
division, as well as to provide data to districts. Data for teachers whose classes did not meet the 
student N size of 15 are removed from the analysis process in order to maintain confidentiality. 
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The list below represents data used to develop this report and a sampling of what was collected 
and analyzed by the TLE Evaluation Team during 2012-2013.  
 

• Data from TKES and LKES training sessions 
• TKES implementation for RT3  

o Walkthroughs/Formative Assessments 
o Summative Assessments 
o Surveys of Instructional Practice 

• LKES Implementation for RT3 Districts 
o Performance Goal Setting 
o Formative Assessments 
o Summative Assessments 
o Climate Surveys – Classified and Certified 

• 2012-2013 TAPS and LAPS data  
o Individual, District, & State reports 
o Correlation matrix by standard (TAPS) 
o Correlations between TAPS/LAPS, SGP, and SLO 
o Inter-rater reliability/matched pair sessions 
o Distribution of results (frequency and percentage) 

•  2012-2013 SLO data 
o Correlation matrix among subjects by grade 
o Distribution of results  

•  2012-2013 Survey data 
o Comparative analysis of Survey of Instructional Practice (SIP) to TAPS ratings 
o Comparative analysis of Climate Survey to LAPS ratings 
o Exploratory factor analysis and Cronbach’s Alpha 

• Student Growth Percentile (SGP) 
o Student distribution (frequency and percentage) statewide 
o Teacher distribution (frequency and percentage) statewide 
o School distribution (frequency and percentage) statewide 

 
In addition to data collected by the TLE Evaluation, Data, and Documentation team, two 
different external evaluators collected feedback. One collected feedback via focus groups and 
online surveys conducted in November and December of 2012 and April and May of 2013.  The 
other collected feedback through regional feedback meetings held in five regional locations 
throughout the state in January and June 2013. The purpose was to gather qualitative data from 
RT3 districts in order to identify TKES/LKES areas of strength and areas of improvement. 
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Evaluation Focus: 
 
The initial Pilot Report, released in December 2012, addressed key areas and research questions 
outlined in an evaluation plan developed prior to the 2011-2012 pilot.  The three key areas of the 
evaluation plan were training, implementation, and validation of measures. There were eleven 
primary research questions as outlined in the table below: 
 

Evaluation Plan for Spring 2012 Pilot:  TKES and LKES 
Training: 

1. Do educators understand the TKES and LKES evaluation systems? 
2. Were the training sessions successful in preparing evaluators to implement the TKES 

and LKES evaluation systems? 
Implementation: 

3. Did district leaders and teachers implement TKES and LKES systems as intended? 
4. Are student teacher data links working as intended? 

Validation of Measures: 
5. What is the distribution of TEM and LEM scores, as well as their individual 

components?  
6. How does the distribution of TEM and LEM scores, and their individual components, 

vary by sampling method, district, locale (urban, suburban, rural), school size, school 
level (elementary, middle, high), and content area? 

7. What is the relationship between individual components of the TKES (VAM, SLOs, 
TAPS, student survey) and LKES (VAM, LAPS, achievement gap, instructional staff 
survey, attendance, retention of teachers) systems?  

8. For schools implementing both systems, what is the relationship between TEM scores 
and scores on the existing evaluation system? 

9. What is the inter-rater reliability of the TAPS instrument? How do principals’ ratings 
compare to trainers’ ratings?  How does that vary across districts? How does that vary 
between districts/schools that had previously implemented CLASS and Leader Keys and 
those that had not? [Note: This will be addressed in a limited way during this pilot.] 

10. What is the internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) of the student and instructional staff 
survey instruments (by dimension)? Are the intended dimensions demonstrated 
(confirmatory factor analysis)? What is the relationship between the dimensions? 

11. How did the quality of SLOs vary across districts? 
 
Several factors hindered the ability to respond to questions 5, 6, 8, and 9 in the 2011-2012 Pilot 
Report.  In some cases the data had not been collected, was still being gathered and analyzed, or 
was not sufficient to answer the question. Data for Student Growth Percentiles (SGP), 
Achievement Gap reduction, attendance, internal consistency, and state tests were still being 
calculated.   
 
As with any new initiative, changes have occurred since the development of the 2011 Evaluation 
Plan, the implementation of the 2011-2012 Pilot, and the release of the December 2012 Pilot 
Report.  These revisions influence the initial evaluation questions and now make some of them 
irrelevant.  For example, Question 6 references “vary by sampling method,” yet the sampling 
option for districts no longer exists.  Question 7 refers to VAM, value added measure, which has 
been replaced with SGP, Student Growth Percentile.  A part of Question 9 discusses CLASS and 
Leader Keys, a precursor to TKES and LKES.  These evaluation systems were implemented on a 
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voluntary basis a few years ago, thus there is little relevant data to apply to this part of the 
question.   
 
The greatest adjustment occurs with questions 5 and 6, which both reference TEM and LEM. For 
the 2011-2012 pilot, less than 40 teachers had both SLO and SGP data.  With the 2012-2013 
implementation, the dataset of teachers with both SLO and SGP measures, approximately 1,300 
out of 42,695 teachers, was still very small. Currently, the available dataset shows a statistically 
significant, but weak, correlation between the measures. The TLE division is diligently 
collecting SLO and SGP (student growth) data, and completing a variety of analyses to 
determine the best methodology for combining student growth (SGP/SLO) and ratings on 
TAPS/LAPS.  Once the methodology is finalized, TEM and LEM measures can be calculated. 
Until that time, questions 5 and 6 cannot be answered.  
 
While the eleven original evaluation plan questions provide direction for this report, the three 
key areas of training, implementation, and validation measures provide the major foci.  In 
addition, the report will examine revisions and changes made during the last year in response to 
stakeholder input and the following recommendations made in the 2011-2012 Pilot Report. 
 

1. Strengthen the fidelity of implementation for TAPS and LAPS rubrics. 
2. Create consistency in TKES orientation training at the school level. 
3. Continue to focus on improving the development, application, and use of Student 

Learning Objectives (SLOs). 
4. Assist teachers and leaders with analysis and use of instructional survey data. 
5. Provide data to districts and schools in a timely manner. 

 
An addition to this report will come from the practitioner interviews at the superintendent, 
principal, and teacher levels.  While quantitative data provides critical information for measuring 
program effectiveness, the qualitative data that often gives great insight into what is working and 
not working with a program or system.  These interviews provide context for the work and are an 
extension of the qualitative data collected and analyzed through regional feedback meetings, 
focus groups, and online surveys for the 2011-2012 pilot, and also for 2012-2013 
implementation of TKES and LKES.  

Year Three Overview 
 
In 2012-2013, TKES and LKES implementation occurred in fifty-four districts, two state 
entities, four local education agency (LEA) charter schools, and sixteen additional schools.   
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2012-2013 TKES and LKES Participants 

Entity 1st Year of 
Implementation 

Identifier Cohort 
# 

Number: 

54 Districts 2011-12 Pilot RT3 Cohort 1 26 
2012-2013 Volunteer Cohort 2 28 

2 State 
Entities 2012-2013 

Department of Juvenile 
Justice Cohort 2 3 

GNETS 24 

 
16 Schools 

 
2012-2013 

Charter Schools Cohort 2 4 

SIG Schools Cohort 2 
13 schools  

(4 of these are in 
Cohort 2 Districts) 

Priority Schools Cohort 2 
7 schools  

(5 of these are in  
Cohort 2 Districts) 

Relocation Schools Cohort 2 1 school 
 
RT3 districts, referred to as Cohort 1, conducted a full-year implementation during 2012-2013 of 
the Teacher Keys Effectiveness System (TKES) and Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES). 
Georgia’s twenty-six RT3 districts are: Atlanta, Ben Hill, Bibb, Burke, Carrollton City, 
Chatham, Cherokee, Clayton, Dade, DeKalb, Dougherty, Gainesville City, Gwinnett, Hall, 
Henry, Meriwether, Muscogee, Peach, Pulaski, Rabun, Richmond, Rockdale, Griffin-Spalding, 
Treutlen, Valdosta City and White. The twenty-six RT3 districts include 46.5% of the state’s 
public school students. The demographics for Cohort 1 districts are: 57% free and reduced lunch, 
53% African American students, 48% Hispanics, 10.4% Students with Disabilities. The Cohort 1 
districts include 68% of the state's lowest achieving schools.  
 
Additional districts, state entities, and schools throughout the state volunteered to implement the 
Teacher Keys and Leader Keys Effective Systems during the 2012-2013.  These districts and 
schools, identified as Cohort 2, followed either a full implementation model, mirroring the 
partnering RT3 districts, or a modified implementation model in which a district designated a 
selected percentage of teachers and administrators to pilot the systems. Data from both the 
partnering and volunteer districts was collected during the 2012-2013 school year and has been 
analyzed to provide insight for this report.  The twenty-eight volunteer districts include: Brooks, 
Charlton, Chattahoochee, Clay, Dooly, Dublin City, Evans, Floyd, Franklin, Fulton, Greene, 
Hancock, Haralson, Hart, Jefferson, Laurens, Marietta City, Miller, Mitchell, Murray, Quitman, 
Sumter, Tift, Wheeler, Wilcox, and Wilkinson.  Two of the twenty-eight districts, McIntosh and 
Morgan, implemented LKES only.  The Cohort 2 districts/schools comprise 13.8% of the 
students in the state, which together with the Cohort 1 (RT3) districts is 60.3% of the students in 
the state. The Cohort 2 districts/schools have 12.2% students with disabilities, 5.7% limited 
English proficiency, and 59.1% free and reduced lunch.  
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Teacher Keys 

Effectiveness System 

(TKES) 
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TKES: Teacher Perspective 
 
Middle school Teacher A has twelve years’ 
experience in education.  She has worked for 
three school systems during her career, two 
of which are in Georgia.  Teacher A has 
bachelor’s and masters degrees in Secondary 
Social Studies and a specialist degree in 
Technology.   Teacher A works for one of the 
twenty-six Race to the Top (RT3) districts 
and was one of the initial 10% of teachers 
who participated in the TKES pilot in 2011-
2012. 
 
Because of the communication and training 
provided by the district, Teacher A felt 
comfortable with the TKES process.  All 
teachers received an overview of the system, 
and then administrators met individually 
with each one to ensure understanding and 
discuss the standards and overall process.  
During the 2012-2013 school year, the entire 
district was involved in the training.  TKES 
standards familiarization, conducted at 
monthly grade level meetings with 
administrators, was one mechanism for 
professional learning.  Teacher A also 
participated in training provided by the 
Georgia Department of Education. 
 
When asked how TKES differed from 
previous evaluation systems that she has 
experienced, Teacher A referred to the 
increased dialogue with administrators and 
colleagues regarding student performance.  
The collection and use of student data to 
guide instruction has also increased with the 
implementation of Teacher Keys. Teacher A 
said the reflection part of TKES has been 
extremely beneficial. It has “made me stop 
and think about how to improve and make 
the next lesson or day better.”  She also 
emphasized the accountability component, 
stating, “I’ve always held myself 
accountable. Now everyone is accountable,” 
which she believes is fair and will positively 
impact student achievement.   
 

As for other teachers, Teacher A 
acknowledged there has been some 
resistance. Part of this reaction, she believes, 
is based on teachers being unsure of what to 
expect.   As a pilot participant, Teacher A 
was able to answer her colleagues’ questions 
and provide information from the teacher’s 
perspective.  She noticed the opposition and 
anxiety appeared to heighten after the first 
observation.  Teacher A believes that for 
some teachers, it was a combination of 
surprise and uncertainty associated with 
their ratings. She told several teachers to 
consider the ratings, refer to the standards, 
and reflect on their practices.  She also 
reminded them this was about growth and 
encouraged them to look for ways to 
improve.  According to Teacher A, teachers 
at her school seem to be less apprehensive 
now than they were at the beginning of the 
school year.  
 
Teacher Keys has been a positive influence 
for Teacher A, as well as for her students.  
She believes the information gained from 
student surveys provides her with valuable 
insight into how her students perceive her 
and her instruction.  With the surveys student 
input is given greater value.“Students know 
if you are a good teacher or not and will be 
forthright with their feedback, and they 
appreciate the option of giving feedback,” 
states Teacher A. “I’ve used student survey 
information to make changes in my 
instruction, which in turn is good for the 
students.”  Teacher A would have liked for 
survey results to be available to her 
immediately after they were administered so 
this information could have been used to 
make adjustments. [During the 2012-2013 
year, the survey results were not released 
until May. Currently, survey results are 
released following completion by at least 15 
students.]  
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Teacher A thinks TKES has had a favorable 
impact on students and classrooms 
throughout the school.  She has seen an 
increase in student involvement because of 
additional data use and differentiation.  She 
says, “When the students have lessons and 
activities tailored to meet their learning 
needs, they are more likely to participate and 
be involved in the learning process.”   
 
At the classroom level, teachers are talking 
about instruction, evaluating student data, 
and sharing ideas about effective practices 
more than ever.  Teachers now have a much 
better understanding of student growth and 
achievement, and they are documenting this 
information for all of their classes.  The use 
of this data and formative assessment has 
increased in classrooms.  
  
Across the school, there is increased, deeper 
discussion about instruction.  The staff seems 
more unified since everyone is working 
together with a common focus.  
Administrators are likely to provide 
additional book studies and professional 
learning opportunities.  
 
Another positive of Teacher Keys is the pre-
evaluation, mid-year, and summative 
conferences with administrators.  Teacher A 
found it helpful to discuss student 
performance in the classroom. She said, “It 
gives me a chance to talk about what is 
happening in my classroom and what is 
needed.”  She believes the conferences, 
combined with the observations, have given 
administrators a greater understanding of 
what happens in the classroom. 
 
When asked about the preparation of the 
school administrators to evaluate Teacher 
Keys, Teacher A said they were well 
prepared and could answer questions.   
 
While viewing Teacher Keys positively on the 
whole, Teacher A still identified areas for 
improvement. The time required was noted 

as one of the key concerns.  As she 
commented, “Even though the 
documentation was something I was already 
doing, I’ve had to find additional time to 
collect and submit it.”   
 
Another area of concern recognized by 
Teacher A is the lack of clarity with Standard 
4, Differentiated Instruction.  With this 
standard, Teacher A questioned whether all 
administrators were applying the standard 
equally.  She feels that it would be easy to 
have various definitions and expectations 
when it comes to differentiation.  Initially in 
her building, administrators expected to see 
groups and choices but were not 
acknowledging any other form of 
differentiation.  As a way to document and 
provide evidence, as allowed by the TKES 
process, she included a differentiation 
checklist in her lesson plans. Using the 
checklist, she was able to provide evidence of 
differentiated instruction to the 
administrators.  She believes everyone needs 
differentiation training.  She said, “When it 
comes to differentiation, we need a stronger 
understanding by teachers and 
administrators.  We need more guidance on 
interpreting the standard, and we need a 
common definition.”  
 
Teacher A also recognized a need for 
additional information and training that 
addresses Student Growth Percentiles (SGP).  
While administrators have shown the SGP 
data to teachers, some are still confused 
about what it is, what is does, and how to 
improve it. 
 
The electronic platform also needs 
improvement.  Teacher A says it is much 
better than in previous years, but is still not 
as user-friendly as she would like.  At the 
time of the interview, teachers had to 
navigate numerous steps to get to the part of 
the platform that they used. “I’m a computer 
person, and I still struggle at times,” stated 
Teacher A. “There are 8 to 10 steps needed 
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just to sign off [on] something in the 
platform.” For teachers who were not as 
comfortable with technology, this continued 
to be a big concern. [Platform enhancements 
addressing these concerns were completed 
and released in July 2013.]  
 
Even with the areas of concern and needs 
identified for improvement, Teacher A is 
aware and appreciative of the changes to the 
system after the pilot year.  She sees Teacher 
Keys as a valuable tool for positively 
impacting teacher performance and student 
achievement.  She says she is proud to have 
been part of the state pilot and glad that 
TKES will be used statewide in the near 
future. 
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TKES Training 
 
During the 2013 legislative session, House Bill 244 was passed, requiring all Georgia public 
schools to use TKES and LKES as the official statewide evaluation instruments by 2014-2015.  
With this increased demand, training for TKES and LKES becomes even more critical to 
successful implementation. Training provided by GaDOE Evaluation System Specialists to 
district and school TKES evaluators was seen as a positive factor during the 2011-2012 pilot.  
Based on the training evaluations from August 2012 to June 2013, this continues to be an area of 
strength.  
 
During the time period of August 2012 to June 2013, sixteen Georgia Department of Education 
Evaluation System Specialists (ESS) provided TKES training.  Each training session collected 
feedback from the participants on twelve questions related to the various TKES components, and 
the overall training experience.  Training assessments were obtained from over 2000 participants 
during the 2012-2013 year.  For questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 11, and 12, over 50% of the responses 
were rated “Strongly Agree.”  The same questions had at least 86% or more of the participants 
selecting ratings of “Strongly Agree/Agree.”  Questions 6, 7, 9, and 10 had noticeably lower 
percentages in the “Strongly Agree” categories, but they were still positive in their combined 
“Strongly Agree/Agree” ratings.  Question 9, which addressed understanding the TLE Electronic 
Platform, had the lowest combined “Strongly Agree/Agree” total, 62.7%. 
 

TKES Training Evaluation Questions: Percentage of Overall Responses from August, 
2012 to June, 2013 

Questions Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Somewhat 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

1. I understand the core aspects of 
TKES. 57.3% 33.4% 4% 0.3% 0.4% 4.6% 

2. I understand the rubrics for 
evaluating TAPS. 55.2% 34.8% 4.8% 0.2% 0.3% 4.7% 

3. I understand the Formative 
Process for evaluating TAPS. 56.7% 34.3% 4% 0.2% 0.4% 4.4% 

4. I understand the Summative 
Process for evaluating TKES.  53.8% 34.3% 6.2% 0.7% 0.6% 4.4% 

5. I understand how Surveys of 
Instructional Practice will 
provide documentation to 
support performance ratings on 
specific TAPS standards. 

55.4% 34.5% 5% 0.2% 0.4% 4.5% 

6. I understand the Student Growth 
Percentiles as a measure of 
student growth in tested subjects. 

38.7% 37.4% 16.7% 1.7% 1.4% 4.1% 

7. I understand the Student 
Learning Objectives as a 
measure of student growth in 
non-tested subjects. 

40.9% 38.6% 13.6% 1.4% 1.3% 4.2% 

8. I understand the Credentialing 
Process for TKES evaluators. 52.5% 33.5% 7.7% 0.8% 0.9% 4.7% 
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9. I understand how to access and 
utilize the GaDOE TLE 
Electronic Platform to support 
the TKES implementation. 

28% 34.7% 23.3% 4.8% 4.7% 4.5% 

10. I am confident that I am 
prepared to be a highly effective 
evaluator of teachers utilizing 
the TKES (overall). 

39.7% 38.4% 14.5% 1.6% 1.6% 4% 

11. The facilitators for TKES 
training were highly effective 
(overall).  

64.4% 25.2% 4.4% 0.9% 0.8% 4.4% 

12. The TKES training was very 
high quality (overall). 60.9% 26.5% 6.1% 0.9% 0.8% 4.8% 

 
As of June 2013 there were 3,552 trained and credentialed TKES evaluators.  The structure 
established for TKES training involves a three-day session with a GaDOE evaluation system 
specialist (ESS) that concludes with a credentialing assessment.  Only credentialed TKES 
evaluators are authorized to evaluate teachers. The same PowerPoint presentation and training 
materials are consistently used for all sessions. These are reviewed and updated annually. 
 
Additional training information was collected through site visits to districts, focus groups, 
regional feedback meetings, and on-line surveys. The TLE Division hosted regional feedback 
meetings to discuss TKES and LKES training and implementation including successes, 
challenges, and ways the TLE division could further support the districts.  Points identified 
through the feedback meetings addressed the success of the training and the positive support 
from the TLE Evaluation System Specialists (ESS).   
 
During the focus groups held in June 2013, several suggestions and comments were made by 
school leaders related to the TKES training, including:  “Teacher and Leader training on 
uploading documents” (Electronic Platform); “More training for administrators- face-to- face – 
not electronic;” “On-going training for initial implementation to ensure successful outcomes.” 
There were very few online survey comments from school leaders that referenced training.  
School leaders provided the following comments: “I am sincerely worried that all school 
administrators are not evaluating teachers the same way.  I was taught in my training classes 
that “Proficient” is the level to which we want the teachers. …Each school’s raters should be 
rating the same way.”  Another comment discussed the electronic platform, “Training for TKES 
did not include entering information into the portal.  Poor examples of formative and summative 
assessments (very vague).” 
 
Teachers provided great insight into the effectiveness of the training for their evaluators, as well 
as how they were trained for TKES implementation.  Districts, schools, and/or evaluators are 
required to provide orientation to participating teachers prior to beginning TKES.  They are also 
encouraged to provide continuous professional learning throughout the year.  In response to a 
need for consistency of information and training identified during the pilot, GaDOE developed a 
TKES orientation video.   
 
An external evaluator conducted an online survey in the spring of 2013. There were 2,383 
responses to the survey. In addition, there were 34 teacher comments, four of which related to 
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training. The charts below provide the percentages and the total number of respondents for the 
four survey options, as well as the written comments.  
 
Question:  “What support(s)/assistance do you need from the Georgia Department of 
Education in relation to TKES or LKES?  Check all that apply to you.” 

Options Related to Training Response 
Percent 

Response 
Totals 

More training about observations 11.3% 269 
More training about using the portal/on-line system 17.4% 414 
More training for the evaluators 14.8% 353 
Training for teachers by those most knowledgeable about 
TKES 

14.5% 346 

 
Comments related to the four questions above included: 
“Require principals to follow TKES process so that all the work teachers do is not in vain!   
TKES has the ability to transform teacher performance in Georgia, but if leaders don’t embrace 
all aspects of it there will be no change.” 
“Make sure all persons evaluating teachers are on the same page.” 
“I believe administrators/evaluators need more training.  In addition, I think the evaluators 
should be clear about what constitutes proficiency, needs development, and exemplary.” 
“There was a disconnect in communication.  Different schools in the district had a very 
different understanding of how the process was supposed to work.” 

 
The TLE division staff continues to provide training that is recognized as successful and 
positive.  Districts and schools consider the support provided by the evaluation system specialists 
(ESS) as extremely beneficial. The TLE staff continues to conduct inter-rater reliability activities 
to address the consistency of implementation. 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: 
 
Based on feedback received during the 2011-2012 pilot and the continued analysis throughout 
2012-2013, the TLE Division instituted the following changes/revisions to enhance and 
strengthen stakeholder engagement and TKES training: 
 

• Established committees and advisory groups to provide guidance and feedback on all 
aspects of TKES and LKES, including TKES training. 

o The Internal Committee for Technical Oversight and Communication: Educator 
Effectiveness (TIC TOC)  

o Educator Effectiveness Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)  
o SLO Advisory Committee 
o TLE Electronic Platform Advisory 

• Revised TKES Handbook and Implementation Guide. 
• Reconfigured portions of the TLE Electronic Platform that improved accessibility and the 

user experience. 
• Developed User Guides for TLE Electronic platform with screen shots of the website and 

guidance on how to complete different tasks. 
• Updated TKES training materials, Power Points, etc. 
• Ensured training was easily accessible by providing frequent state level training  
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• Scheduled and conducted training at the district or regional level.   
• Developed a TKES orientation video to provide consistency across the state. 
• Provided presentations to professional organizations.  The TLE Division also participated 

in the RT3 Summit.  

Recommendations for Improvement 
 

• Training classroom teachers about TKES components, expectations, processes, and 
timelines by school leaders or evaluators continues to be an area of great variability.  
Limited information and understanding can impact implementation.  The GaDOE should 
consider developing a protocol for teacher training that is used by districts throughout the 
state. Development of this protocol will ensure support for district and school leaders as 
they provide training to teachers prior to implementation. Efforts should be made to 
ensure that professional learning continues to be a component of teacher training 
throughout the year.  

• Inter-rater reliability has been an area of focus and support from TLE ESS staff during 
the year. However, based on feedback from surveys and focus groups, there are still 
concerns among teachers and school leaders regarding consistent application of TKES. It 
is important for GaDOE to continue to provide training that strengthens inter-rater 
reliability.  

• Simplification, increased training, and additional access to the TLE Electronic platform 
are critical to teacher and leader support of the process. TLE Electronic Platform training 
for school leaders and teachers needs to be strengthened and increased.   

TKES Implementation: 
 
The 2012-2013 TKES analysis included TAPS ratings, SGP data and SLO data for both teachers 
and students, and Surveys of Instructional Practice results.  Focus group interviews and surveys 
from teachers, school leaders, and district personnel provide additional information on all three 
TKES components. 

Teachers Assessment on Performance Standards (TAPS): 
 
The Teacher Assessment on Performance Standards (TAPS) provides evaluators with a 
qualitative, rubrics-based evaluation method by which they can measure teacher performance 
related to performance standards. TAPS is composed of ten performance standards that are 
organized into five domains.  Ratings on the ten standards include Ineffective, Needs 
Development, Proficient, and Exemplary.  Across the state, data from 42,695 teachers were 
collected and reviewed.  It was important to only include educators with sufficient data in the 
study, thus teachers with ratings on less than 10 standards were removed from the dataset.  In the 
final analysis of TAPS for over 40,000 teachers, the ratings are very positive, with 96.9% of the 
teachers receiving Proficient or Exemplary ratings.  Within the four assessment categories, less 
than 0.1% were rated Ineffective, 3.0% Needs Development, 93.5% Proficient, and 3.4% 
Exemplary.  
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When comparing the TAPS ratings of Cohort 1 (RT3) districts with Cohort 2 districts, there 
appears to be a slight variance in the data between the two groups. This difference is noticed 
more at the Needs Development and Exemplary levels than at the Proficient level.  
 

TAPS Cohort 1 & 2 - 2013 Teacher Overall Scores (Statewide) 

 
 

Individual TAPS Standards 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, and 10 had greater than 95% of the teachers rated 
as Proficient or Exemplary.  Only Standard 4, Differentiation, and Standard 8, Academically 
Challenging Environment, were less than 95%, with 92.2% and 94.3%, Proficient or Exemplary 
respectively. 
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Standard 
% 

Ineffective 
% Needs 

Development 
% 

Proficient 
% 

Exemplary 
PS1:   Professional Knowledge 0.1% 1.2% 84.6% 14.2% 
PS2:   Instructional Planning 0.2% 3.6% 87.3% 8.9% 
PS3:   Instructional Strategies 0.1% 3.6% 84.1% 12.2% 
PS4:   Differentiated Instruction 0.3% 7.5% 85.3% 6.9% 
PS5:   Assessment Strategies 0.1% 2.2% 93.8% 3.9% 
PS6:   Assessment Uses 0.2% 4.5% 88.3% 7.0% 
PS7:   Positive Learning 
Environment 0.3% 3.3% 78.7% 17.8% 
PS8:   Academically Challenging 
Environment 0.2% 5.5% 86.5% 7.8% 
PS9:   Professionalism 0.3% 2.5% 78.0% 19.2% 
PS10: Communication 0.1% 2.1% 86.3% 11.5% 

 
At the district and participating school level, data was collected from sixty-two entities.  Key 
findings from the analysis of this information were: 
 

• Nineteen entities had fewer than 50 teachers with scores on all ten standards; 
• Twelve districts had more than 1,000 teachers with scores on all ten standards; 
• The average TAPS overall score for every entity was within the Proficient range; 
• Fifteen entities had 100% of their teachers scoring Proficient; 
• Seven entities had at least one teacher scoring Ineffective, with the rest having none; 
• Nineteen entities had no teachers scoring either Ineffective or Needs Development; 
• Thirty-three entities had no teachers scoring Exemplary. 

Because of the high percentage of Proficient and Exemplary ratings from all 62 entities, the 
range of these scores for the RT3 districts was compared to their initial pilot ratings.  Key 
findings from this analysis were: 
 

• All RT3 districts increased the percentage of teachers rated at the Proficient level from 
2011-2012 to 2012-2013; 

• The range of Proficient ratings in 2011-2012 was 65.4% to 91.2%, with only one district 
rating above 90%.  In 2012-2013, the range was 87.2% to 100% Proficient, with only 
three districts below 90%. 

• All RT3 districts decreased the Exemplary ratings for 2012-2013; 
• The scope of Exemplary ratings in 2012-2013 varied from 0% to 11.8%, with only two 

districts above 5% compared to a score of 4.6% to 26% in 2011-2012. 

Data from focus groups and on-line surveys at the teacher, school leader, and district level 
provided additional insight about TAPS. Two external evaluators facilitated focus group 
interviews and regional feedback meetings for the Teacher and Leader Effectiveness division 
during 2012-2013.  One evaluator facilitated Regional Feedback Meetings during June 2013. The 
comments from 17 teachers, 17 principals, and 8 district office representatives from 40 school 
districts were predominantly positive. In the summary report developed by the 
evaluator/facilitator the following summary statements related to TAPS were noted:   
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Regional Focus Group Summary – Teacher Assessment on Performance Standards 
Value Works Well Obstacles Suggestions 

• Focus on specific 
standards 

• High probability 
to increase 
teacher growth,  

• Self-assessment 
based on 
observations,  

• Improved 
instruction 
encourages 
collaboration.  

 

• Clear teacher 
expectations  

• Better 
performance for 
students 

• Self-assessment 
powerful  

 

• Very time 
consuming  

• TLE platform 
• Number of 

walkthroughs and 
evaluations 

 

• Reduce number of 
walkthroughs for 
successful 
teachers/tiered 
approach 

• Need bridge 
between 
exemplary and 
proficient 

• Teacher training 
on how to 
navigate the 
system 

• Training on 
writing effective 
feedback 

 
In reviewing the actual responses from the regional feedback meetings, there were two other 
suggestions noted.  One was to remove Professionalism and Communication (Standards 9 and 
10) from the required formative assessments and include them only in the Summative 
Assessment.  The second suggestion was to reduce the required commentary on the summative 
assessment. However, two different points of view were obvious in the following dialogue 
between school leaders about written commentary.  
 

“Not everyone needs written feedback…the ones who need help (should) receive written 
feedback.”  
“I differ...our teachers wanted to hear the positive and developmental feedback. It is the 
richest process we’ve ever had. It’s the first time veteran teachers say they have received 
feedback.” 

 
Another external evaluator conducted eleven different focus groups for teachers, school leaders, 
and district personnel at school districts throughout the state. One of the questions asked of 
teachers in these sessions was, “Thinking about the 10 TKES Standards, how has the 
implementation or your knowledge of the standards influenced your instructional practice?” 
Some of the positive comments from the 31 responses included the following: 
 

• Provides consistency and format for everyone in the state. 
• Makes you stop and think about what is expected and where you are. 
• Helped me to improve. 
• Clarified expectations, lets me know what is expected. 
• Standards align with best practices and national board. 
• Better than previous evaluation system. 
• Evidence based. 
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School leader focus groups identified the following positive aspects of the TKES Standards: 
 

• Powerful conversations. 
• Focus on specific standards and indicators. 
• Opportunity for growth and professional development. 
• Seeking more direction and feedback from principal on specific standards, especially 

differentiation. 
• More detailed lesson plans. 
• Collaboration has increased. 
• Expectations for instruction are better. 
• Good rubric for teacher expectations. 
• Helps them identify areas for improvement. 

 
Comments reflecting concerns from school leaders were primarily related to schedule demands 
due to the time required for walkthroughs, feedback, and data entry.   
 
When focus groups were asked about TAPS, responses from district personnel were 
overwhelmingly positive. Their remarks included some of the following statements. 
 

• Different types of conversations are occurring between principals and teachers, as well as 
teachers and other teachers. 

• Teachers see level of performance and areas for growth. 
• More reflective of practices. 
• Principals viewed more as instructional leaders and principals are seeking assistance on 

how to be an instructional leader. 
• Improved instruction because of professional standards, especially differentiation. 
• Common language for system, principal, teachers. 
• Differentiation has caused many conversations. 
• 20% of standards focus on assessment data to drive instruction – will automatically 

improve instruction. 
• Principals are supporting teachers who received Needs Development. 

 
One district office participant noted a need at the local level, “District office needs to build the 
capacity of the principals to drive conversations about instruction and continually raise the 
bar.” 
 
There were three questions related to TAPS on the on-line surveys completed by teachers. The 
number of respondents for each question ranged from 2,875 to 2,910 teachers from across the 
state. The responses, by percentage, for each of the three questions are listed in the charts below. 
 
How has your knowledge of the TKES Standards influenced your professional practice and 
specifically instruction in your classroom?  Check all that apply to you. 

Answer Options: Response Percent 
      Validated my existing teaching methods 38.5% 
      Allows for more self-reflection on my teaching practices 35.8% 
      Allowed me to focus attention on my weaker areas 32.9% 
      Helped me understand expectations of administrators 31.9% 
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      Included more differentiated instructional practices 23.8% 
      No influence 23.8% 
      Improved my instructional delivery and design 19.6% 
      Elevated my awareness of professional practices 19.1% 
      Had higher expectations of myself 19.0% 
      Raised my awareness of my responsibilities as a teacher 18.8% 
      Gives a better understanding of how data drives 
instruction 16.3% 

      Used more research based teaching methods 8.9% 
 
A review of the survey data for this question identified the following strengths of the TKES 
standards as related to professional practice in the classroom: 
 

• validation of existing teaching methods (38.5%),  
• self-reflection (35.8%),  
• focus attention on weaker areas (32.9%),  
• understanding administrators expectations (31.9%).  

 
Using research for teaching methods was ranked the lowest with only 8.9% selecting this option.  
 
The next survey question focused on the successes of implementation. Teachers were asked to 
select all that applied from a list of options. 
 
What have been your greatest successes in implementing the TKES Standards either 
personally, as a team/ department or grade level, or as a school?  Check all that apply to 
you. 

Answer Options: Response Percent 
      Too soon to tell 31.0% 
      None 20.4% 
      Demonstrated best practices 18.9% 
      Put more focus on my weaker areas 18.9% 
      Gained stronger knowledge of differentiated   

instruction 18.7% 

      More “in tune” with expectations of teachers 18.3% 
      More collaboration 16.5% 
      Better communication 16.3% 
      Observed student growth 16.0% 
      Provided a challenging learning environment 14.5% 
      Stretched my comfort zone 13.2% 
      More professional development opportunities 10.1% 
      Allowed me to assist other teachers/mentoring 10.0% 
      Gave guidance for newer teachers 9.3% 
      Makes administrators become instructional leaders 7.1% 
      Training in differentiated instruction  5.8% 

 
The responses to this question indicate that teachers are engaging in more reflective practice, 
collaborating more, and are more focused on student growth as a result of TKES implementation. 
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What have been your greatest challenges in implementing the TKES Standards either 
personally, as a team/ department or grade level, or as a school?  Check all that apply to 
you. 
Answer Options: Response Percent 

      Time consuming 53.5% 
      Stress 49.3% 
      TKES Website / Electronic platform 41.8% 
      Adjusting to new system 39.1% 
      Collecting documentation 24.7% 
      Knowing what artifacts are needed 24.6% 
      Record keeping 20.8% 
      Meeting deadlines 20.6% 
      Keeping the focus on the student 20.2% 
      Time management 19.9% 
      Lack of communications between administrators 

and teachers 15.4% 

      Differentiating Instruction 14.9% 
      Receiving timely feedback 9.6% 
      Ensure I am improving my teaching skills and 

knowledge 8.9% 

      Not understanding rubric 5.7% 
      None/no challenges 5.4% 
      Not understanding standards 4.9% 

 
Potential areas for improvement at the state, district, or school level were indicated by the 
responses to the question addressing greatest challenges.  Strong responses were noted on the 
following options: 
 

• Time consuming (53.5%) 
• Stress (49.3%) 
• TKES Website / Electronic platform (41.8%) 
• Adjusting to new system (39.1%) 
• Collecting documentation (24.7%) 
• Knowing what artifacts are needed (24.6%) 
• Record keeping (20.8%) 
• Meeting deadlines (20.6%) 
• Keeping the focus on the student (20.2%) 

 
Lower percentages for this question can be interpreted as a positive or strength of the TKES 
Standards.  Based on the responses, teachers appear to understand the standards (4.9%) and the 
rubric (5.7%).  There is also an indication that feedback was received in a timely manner (9.6%) 
and teachers feel their knowledge and skills are improving or they have no need to improve 
(8.9%). 
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There were more than 30 comments about the inconsistent application of the standards or the 
observation protocol by school leaders or administrators.  Examples of these implementation 
concerns included: 
 

• Inconsistent interpretation of the rubric and standards by administrators. 
• Each administrator reads the standards in a different way. 
• The standards and rubrics are quite specific but, depending on which administrator 

evaluates you, the rubrics are interpreted differently.   
• Late and/or rushed observations did not allow for improvement or change of the 

identified weaknesses. 
• Evaluations were not consistently conducted in a timely manner which could impede the 

professional growth of teachers. 
 
Written responses indicate concern about the application of TKES to non-traditional classrooms. 
The non-traditional classrooms noted in the responses included special education resource, 
alternative schools, on-line/virtual classes, and special needs Pre-K. 
 
Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: 
 

• TLE Division developed professional learning materials for teachers and leaders (Quick 
Guides, Flow Charts, and Mini-Modules) to support implementation. 

• A TLE Electronic Platform Advisory Committee representing 15 districts was 
established. Members include district personnel, principals, assistant principals, and 
teachers.  The committee began meeting on March 13, 2013. They developed a list of 
recommendations for platform improvement and reviewed reconfiguration throughout the 
spring and early summer. 

• The TLE Electronic Platform was fully developed during 2012-2013 and 
revised/enhanced during the spring and summer of 2013.  Data from surveys, focus 
groups, regional feedback meetings, and the TLE Electronic Platform Advisory Group 
led to the following revisions:   

o Organization of overall number, sequence / grouping of steps; 
o Integration of conference tools within process containers; 
o Reduction of numbers of clicks required to complete all steps; 
o Improvement of user interface to make more intuitive (decrease differences and 

relationship of the buttons across pages – save, submit, share, finalize, complete, 
edit, feedback, etc.); 

o Reduction of manual activities in the student survey process; 
o Improvement of principal/evaluator compliance/completion monitoring through 

reporting features; and 
o Increased speed for executing all activities through system integration, real time 

dashboards, reduction of clicks to complete processes, system ease of use, and 
performance. 
 

• In an effort to increase communication and prepare districts for changes in the view, the 
TLE Electronic Platform Support team developed a calendar indicating the release dates 
of product enhancements, and offered support.  The Platform Support team hosts a 
monthly implementation webinar, sends monthly implementation reports, and holds 
regional support sessions. The Platform Support team also redesigned the User Guide 



Georgia Department of Education 
2012-2013 TKES/LKES Evaluation Report 

Dr. John D. Barge, State School Superintendent  
February 21, 2014 ● Page 36 of 102 

All Rights Reserved 

Tab to offer layered support for the platform for both teachers and leaders. User guides 
and video tutorials are posted on the platform to provide guidance for each step of the 
data entry process. 

Recommendations for Improvement: 
 

• As with the implementation of most new initiatives, additional time, increased stress, and 
uncertainty are to be expected and will usually diminish as participants become more 
comfortable with the process. However, there is no doubt that this new initiative can be 
time consuming.  There is support from all levels (teachers, school leaders, and districts) 
to reduce number of walkthroughs for successful teachers or to establish a tiered 
approach to observations.  While this topic is worth further discussion, it is important not 
to limit the effectiveness of the current system. It may be beneficial to consider providing 
support and guidance in the area of time management. The identification of school 
leaders willing to serve as mentors for others, providing guidance and insight, and/or 
conducting professional learning sessions on “how to balance the work” will strengthen 
implementation. 

• It is imperative to assist evaluators with identifying and understanding the behaviors 
associated with Proficient, Needs Development, and Ineffective teacher performance.  
Additional inter-rater reliability work will address this need. 

• Continued improvement of the TLE Electronic Platform will increase stakeholder 
satisfaction. 

Surveys of Instructional Practice (student perception surveys):  
 
The Surveys of Instructional Practice (SIP) are administered annually to students to gather 
perception data regarding teacher practices. Student survey results inform the rating of standards 
3, 4, 7, and 8 in the Formative Assessment and Summative Performance Evaluation. These four 
standards (Standard 3 - Instructional Strategies, Standard 4 - Differentiated Instruction, Standard 
7 - Positive Learning Environment, & Standard 8 - Academically Challenging Environment) 
reflect the direct experience of students in classrooms and thus provide another rich data source 
for both teachers and evaluators.  
 
Student Surveys of Instructional Practice are administered in grade bands 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12 
using three different versions based on grade band.  The versions are designed to reflect 
developmental differences in students’ ability to understand the questions and provide useful 
feedback regarding their teachers. All surveys are completed anonymously and electronically to 
promote honest feedback and more timely results. 
 
Grades 3-5:  
Across the state, 213,629 third, fourth, and fifth grade students completed the Surveys of 
Instructional Practice. The item, “My teacher cares about my learning,” received the highest 
percentage of agreement with 89.5% of the students responding “Yes.”  The item, “My teacher 
shows me how I can use what I learn at home or in the community,” was rated the lowest with 
20.7% of students selecting “No.”   
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Grades 3-5 - Survey of Instructional Practice 
Statewide Results: Percentage of Responses to Each Question 

Question: No Sometimes Yes 
My teacher wants me to ask questions about what we are 
learning. 

 9.8 31.8 58.5 

My teacher gives us different kinds of activities to make 
class more interesting.  9.0 34.3 56.7 

If I don’t understand something, my teacher explains it in a 
different way.  8.9 25.8 65.2 

My teacher helps me understand what I still need to work 
on at school.   8.6 19.8 71.7 

My teacher shows me how I can use what I learn at home or 
in the community. 20.7 30.9 48.4 

The work my teacher gives me is at the right level for me.   4.9 28.1 66.9 
My teacher understands where I need to improve.  6.1 15.2 78.7 
My teacher has me work in class with different groups of 
students. 

14.9 37.7 47.4 

My teacher gives students as much individual help as they 
need. 

10.4 29.8 59.8 

My teacher wants us to share our own ideas in class. 12.7 34.8 52.5 
My teacher cares about my learning.  3.0  7.1 89.9 
My teacher is good at getting students to behave well in 
class. 

 8.9 29.8 61.3 

My teacher explains the instructions if I don’t understand 
them. 

 4.2 20.3 75.5 

I feel comfortable asking my teacher questions. 10.8 31.4 57.8 
My teacher treats all students with respect.   6.5 15.9 77.6 
The work I am assigned in this class challenges me. 14.1 48.0 37.9 
My teacher encourages me to do the work even when it is 
hard for me.  7.5 18.1 74.4 

My teacher doesn’t let me give up when the work gets hard. 12.0 14.0 74.0 
My teacher says it is OK for me to make mistakes, as long 
as I try my best.  7.8 16.9 75.3 

My teacher wants me to try new things, even if they are 
hard for me.   6.0 18.2 75.8 

Mean Percentage for All Questions  8.7 25.4 54.4 
 
Grades 6-8: 
For middle school, grades 6-8, there were 249,298 SIP, completed across the state.  Overall 
student responses were generally positive. The following question was rated the highest for 
“Strongly Agree” (69.8%) and for the combined “Strongly Agree/Agree” (95.5%) : “My teacher 
expects me to do my best.”  Other questions with more than 90% “Strongly Agree/Agree” 
included the following: 
 
My teacher cares about my learning. (92.7%)  
My teacher holds students responsible for their behavior. (92%) 
My teacher chooses activities and assignments based on what students need to learn. (90.7%) 
My teacher encourages me to participate in class, rather than just sitting and listening. (90.2%) 
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Grades 6-8 Survey of Instructional Practice  
Statewide Results: Percentage of Responses to Each Question 

Questions: Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

My teacher encourages me to participate in class, 
rather than just sitting and listening. 3.1  6.7 36.3 53.8 

My teacher encourages me to ask questions in 
class. 

4.0 12.7 41.7 41.6 

My teacher frequently checks to see if we 
understand what is being taught. 4.0 10.1 35.4 50.5 

My teacher takes time each day to summarize 
what we have learned. 5.7 17.1 40.9 36.3 

My teacher gives me assignments that require me 
to connect knowledge from several different 
sources.  

4.2 10.8 39.7 45.4 

My teacher chooses activities and assignments 
based on what students need to learn.  3.0  6.3 35.7 55.0 

My teacher gives students as much individual 
attention as they need to be successful. 6.3 14.6 39.8 39.4 

When I don’t understand something, my teacher 
tries to figure out why I don’t understand it. 4.5 11.7 36.8 46.9 

The work my teacher gives me is at the right level 
for me.  

3.8  7.7 40.3 48.3 

My teacher allows me to work with different 
groups of students depending on the activity we 
are doing.  

6.9 11.8 35.8 45.5 

I feel comfortable asking my teacher questions. 5.3  9.0 33.2 52.5 
My teacher cares about my learning.  2.9  4.4 31.5 61.2 
My teacher holds students responsible for their 
behavior. 

3.1  4.9 32.6 59.4 

My teacher explains the instructions if I don’t 
understand them.  3.4  7.2 36.2 53.2 

My teacher treats all students with respect.  6.0  7.7 29.6 56.7 
The work assigned in this class challenges me. 5.7 12.7 42.3 39.3 
My teacher expects me to do my best. 2.1  2.4 25.6 69.8 
When I am confused by something, my teacher 
will not let me give up until I understand it.  5.2 12.5 39.4 42.9 

Because of my teacher, I push myself to learn as 
much as I can. 6.3 12.7 37.8 43.3 

My teacher encourages me to try new things, 
even if they are difficult for me.  5.6 10.1 34.9 49.4 

Mean Percentage for All Questions 4.6 13.3 36.3 49.5 
 
Grades 9-12: 
There were 274,578 high school students statewide that completed the Survey of Instructional 
Practice.  The majority of the ratings for all questions were primarily positive, with 83.6% of the 
questions ranked as Agree and Strongly Agree. When looking at the combined “Strongly 
Agree/Agree” ratings, the following questions were highly positive: 
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My teacher cares about my learning. (90.2%) 
My teacher ensures the rules and procedures are followed in class. (90%) 
 
While none of the questions were strongly negative, these questions had more than 20% in the 
combined “Strongly Disagree/Disagree” selections.  
 
Because of my teacher, I push myself to learn as much as I can. (22.1%) 
My teacher teaches in different ways to meet the needs of the students. (21.9%) 
My teacher takes time each day to make sure we summarize what we have learned. (20.5) 
My teacher asks me to use what I learn to solve problems or relate to real world topics. (20.5%) 
My teacher gives me opportunities to use what I learn in creative ways.  (20.5%) 
My teacher gives students as much individual attention as they need to be successful. (20.4%) 
 

Grades 9-12 Survey of Instructional Practice  
Statewide Results: Percentage of Responses to Each Question 

Questions: Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

My teacher encourages me to be an active 
participant in class, rather than just sitting and 
listening. 

4.5  7.5 35.8 52.2 

My teacher uses a variety of activities and strategies 
to help me be interested in class.  

5.9 12.6 36.8 44.6 

My teacher frequently checks to see if we 
understand what is being taught. 5.7 11.9 38.3 44.1 

My teacher takes time each day to make sure we 
summarize what we have learned. 6.4 16.1 39.1 38.5 

My teacher asks me to use what I learn to solve 
problems or relate to real world topics.  6.1 14.4 38.4 41.0 

My teacher gives students as much individual 
attention as they need to be successful. 6.8 13.6 38.4 41.1 

My teacher teaches in different ways to meet the 
needs of the students.  6.4 15.5 38.1 40.0 

When I don’t understand something, my teacher 
tries to figure out why I don’t understand it. 5.8 11.2 38.7 44.3 

The work my teacher gives me meets my academic 
needs.  

4.8  8.3 41.4 45.5 

My teacher gives me opportunities to use what I 
learn in creative ways.   6.1 14.4 37.6 42.0 

My teacher cares about my learning.  4.2  5.6 35.0 55.2 
The instructions my teacher gives are clear.  5.1 10.0 37.8 47.2 
My teacher ensures the rules and procedures are 
followed in class. 

4.0  6.1 38.2 51.8 

My teacher treats students with respect.  5.6  6.9 34.7 52.9 
I feel comfortable asking my teacher questions 5.9  8.3 33.1 52.8 
My teacher makes productive use of class time.  4.8  7.4 37.3 50.4 
The work assigned in class challenges me. 5.4 10.5 39.5 44.6 
When I am confused by something, my teacher will 
not let me give up until I understand it.  6.5 13.0 38.0 42.6 
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Because of my teacher, I push myself to learn as 
much as I can. 7.6 14.5 36.7 41.2 

My teacher encourages me to try new things, even if 
they are difficult.  6.8 11.1 36.3 45.7 

Mean Percentage for All Questions 5.7 10.9 37.7 45.9 
 
Across the three surveys, the following commonalities are noted: 
 
• All survey results (grades 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12) were strongly positive overall. 
• The question, “My teacher cares about my learning,” was identified as a consistent strength 

across all three grade band surveys. 
 
During focus group sessions hosted in the spring of 2013, the external facilitator collected 
feedback from participants on Surveys of Instructional Practice. Verbal and written responses 
from teachers indicated the following. 

 
Focus group discussions also indicated the following concerns of teachers. 
 

• Many teachers had not seen the results.  Some teachers received the student response 
percentages without the corresponding question, which made data analysis impossible. 

• Students not understanding the question and/or vocabulary in the question. 
• Students not taking the time to read the questions.  
• Teachers feel the survey is more of a popularity contest and that good results don’t 

necessarily mean a good teacher. 
• Loss of instructional time was another area of concern. 

  

Regional Focus Group Summary – Surveys of Instructional Practice 
Value Works Well Obstacles Suggestions 

• Good feedback 
• Perception and 

perceptive data 
• Student voice  

• Immediate 
feedback 

• Students like 
having a voice 

• Lack of adequate 
technology in 
districts 

• Loss of 
instructional time 
for administration 
and planning 

• Scheduling 
• Too many surveys 

for students 
• Wording not 

friendly for 
primary grades 

• Larger fonts 
• Gather student 

feedback on their 
understanding of 
wording 

• Use smart phones 
• Schedule when 

fewer tests 
occurring. 
 



Georgia Department of Education 
2012-2013 TKES/LKES Evaluation Report 

Dr. John D. Barge, State School Superintendent  
February 21, 2014 ● Page 41 of 102 

All Rights Reserved 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: 
 
In response to 2011 pilot and identified stakeholders needs, the TLE made the following changes 
to the Surveys for Instructional Practice: 
 

• K-2 Surveys were discontinued during 2012-2013. 
• 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12 Surveys of Instructional Practice were revised 
• Professional Learning materials to support the use of perception data are now available 

on TLE Electronic Platform. These materials include Mini Modules and Quick Guides 
for school leaders and teachers.   

• Revisions to the TLE Electronic Platform allow teachers to see SIP results immediately 
following completion of the surveys by a minimum of fifteen students. This allows the 
teacher to immediately use the data to inform classroom instruction. 

 
Recommendations for Improvement:   
 

• While the GaDOE revisited the Surveys of Instructional Practice at the end of the 2011-
12 pilot, there is still a need to strengthen the alignment of all survey questions across 
Grades 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12 

• Teachers and evaluators may benefit from analyzing the SIP results, comparing that data 
to TAPS and growth data to assess the impact of student perception.  
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TKES and SLOs: Teacher Perspective 
 
Teacher B has taught middle school Health 
and Physical Education (HPE) for 21 years 
in her district.  She was the 2006 Middle 
School Teacher of the Year for the district, 
an NFL Network PE Teacher of the Year, 
and is a National Board Certified teacher. 
 
Since her middle school was not a pilot 
school for her district, Teacher B 
implemented the TKES for the first time 
during 2012-2013. While she has only been 
a part of the application of this process in 
her classroom for one year, she was 
involved in the district level development of 
the Student Learning Objective (SLO) for 
her content area.  
  
During 2012-2013, her district invited all 
HPE middle school teachers to participate 
in the SLO development.  The group of 
approximately 20 teachers included both 
volunteers and others who were contacted 
directly to be part of the process.  The 
teachers attended four face-to-face meetings 
to develop the middle school HPE 
assessments. They also had a very active 
online forum for communicating and posting 
sample questions during the five months of 
development. The district SLO team 
finalized the assessment in May 2013.  
 
One of the challenges faced by the SLO 
development team was the district’s decision 
to create a performance-based assessment 
rather than a written one. The SLO 
development team utilized a performance 
rubric that had been designed by Teacher B 
and other HPE teachers a couple of years 
earlier.  However, the district, based on 
additional guidance from GaDOE, chose to 
implement a different assessment than the 
one developed by the teacher group.   
 
The expectations for student growth were 
established and given to students at the 

beginning of the school year.  Teacher B 
was able to give the assessment and enter 
the results into the electronic platform 
during one class period for each of her 
classes.  Because she had used the same 
rubric in the past, it was easy to apply and 
she used a tablet to have direct access to the 
electronic platform as the students were 
assessed.  Not all HPE teachers were 
comfortable with the performance rubric, 
however, and it took them longer to 
complete the assessment with their students.  
All HPE teachers had an online orientation 
meeting to be introduced to the assessment 
and they also had an online collaborative 
meeting to discuss the SLO process.  
However, Teacher B said other HPE 
teachers were still uncertain about applying 
the rubric, and overwhelmed with the 
expectations. One area of concern for 
Teacher B was the reliability and validity of 
the assessments, even though results were 
not used for teacher evaluation in 2012-
2013.  She also stated that the schedules for 
HPE in the various middle schools are 
inconsistent, yet all schools are giving the 
same assessment.  She feels that it is much 
easier for a student to show progress over a 
year’s time than over a nine-week period.  
 
Teacher B states that the TKES and SLO 
process has not changed anything about her 
instruction, because as an experienced and 
conscientious teacher, she has always used 
performance assessments to measure student 
growth and quality, research-based 
practices. Student surveys are also familiar 
to her, as she has routinely conducted 
student surveys in her classrooms.  The one 
component she misses with TKES is the lack 
of open-ended questions, which she always 
included on her own surveys. She has found 
these questions give her the most 
information from her students.   
 
As a veteran teacher, Teacher B has not 
seen a great deal of impact from TKES in 
her own classroom; however, she feels it 
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could make a big difference for novice 
teachers, provided they are given strong 
guidance and support simultaneously with 
the implementation of Teacher Keys.  
Responses to Teacher Keys at her school 
have ranged from acceptance and a 
willingness to embrace the process to 
reactions of anger, fear, anxiety, and 
negativity.  Teacher B believes the responses 
to TKES often align with a teacher’s prior 
experience with assessments. As a teacher 
who has been using formative and 
performance assessments regularly for many 
years, she says she is not threatened by the 

change in the evaluation systems.  She likes 
the detailed rubrics, the multiple sources of 
information, the variance in levels of 
performance, and the sources of feedback 
that are all part of the Teacher Keys. 
 
Teacher B summarized her opinion of TKES 
as one that is positive. She likes the 
opportunity it gives her to grow and learn.  
She believes it is a much better process than 
the former evaluation system.  
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Student Growth and Academic Achievement:  
 
Student growth for teachers of tested courses is measured through Student Growth Percentiles 
(SGPs), while student growth for teachers of non-tested courses is measured through Student 
Learning Objectives (SLOs). For teachers of both tested and non-tested subjects, student growth 
incorporates both SLO and SGP data.  
 
Student Growth Percentiles: 
 
An SGP, Student Growth Percentile, describes a student's growth relative to his/her academic 
peers – other students with similar prior achievement. A growth percentile is generated for each 
student that describes his or her "ranking" on current achievement relative to other students with 
similar score histories.  A growth percentile can range from 1 to 99.  Lower percentiles indicate 
lower academic growth and higher percentiles indicate higher academic growth.  GaDOE 
Assessment and Accountability Division produce the annual calculations of student growth since 
they are based on state assessment data. Tested subjects include reading, English language arts, 
mathematics, science, and social studies for grades 4-8 and all high school courses for which 
there is an End-of Course Test (EOCT). 

 
CRCT and EOCT tests, which are the basis for SGPs, have results compiled after a school year 
has concluded. For this reason, Student Growth Measures will be used as lagging data for both 
TKES and LKES. The chart below provides a preliminary look at 2011-2012 SGP data for 
Cohort 1, RT3 districts.  The chart below provides information at the teacher level in order to 
have a parallel comparison to SLO data, which is also calculated at the teacher level. However, 
while SGP data can be calculated as a mean or median at the student, teacher, grade level, 
school, or district level, for the purposes of the College and Career Readiness Performance Index 
(CCRPI) it is based on the percentage of a school’s students demonstrating typical or high 
growth.   At this time, GaDOE has not finalized the TKES or LKES metric for teachers and 
schools or how SGPs will be incorporated into teacher and leader evaluations. While SGPs and 
SLOs are both measures of student growth, they measure growth in different ways. The 
methodology for combining the two is still under development  
 
Information about SGPs provided in the table below is descriptive only and was compiled by 
using the median or middle student for each teacher. In statistics and probability theory, the 
median is the numerical value separating the higher half of a dataset from the lower half. 
Arranging all the data from lowest value to highest value and determining the middle data point 
identifies the median of a finite list of numbers. Because it is a measure of central tendency, the 
median SGP score provides an indicator of how well the usual student in a class performed 
relative to similar students.  
 

Distribution of Teachers by Median Growth Percentile, 2012-13 
RT3 

District Low Growth Typical 
Growth High Growth 

1 14.1% 73.1% 12.8% 
2 20.8% 72.8% 6.5% 
3 12.0% 73.5% 14.5% 
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Distribution of Teachers by Median Growth Percentile, 2012-13 
RT3 

District Low Growth Typical 
Growth High Growth 

4 18.5% 70.1% 11.3% 
5 9.7% 75.7% 14.6% 
6 13.5% 75.2% 11.3% 
7 3.4% 72.4% 24.1% 
8 23.7% 67.2% 9.1% 
9 26.0% 64.3% 9.8% 
10 11.8% 67.7% 20.5% 
11 12.6% 72.2% 15.2% 
12 13.3% 72.8% 13.9% 
13 32.9% 61.4% 5.7% 
14 14.2% 70.3% 15.5% 
15 17.1% 72.4% 10.5% 
16 2.7% 94.6% 2.7% 
17 14.8% 75.4% 9.8% 
18 17.3% 72.1% 10.6% 
19 8.5% 81.3% 10.2% 
20 25.2% 69.2% 5.6% 
21 44.8% 51.7% 3.4% 
22 10.2% 85.2% 4.5% 
23 20.7% 68.2% 11.1% 
24 20.0% 73.0% 7.0% 
25 10.1% 80.9% 9.0% 
26 23.3% 72.3% 4.5% 
All 16.2% 70.5% 13.3% 

 
Initial SGP data for Cohort 1 teachers displays a balance between the low and high growth 
columns with 16.2% and 13.3% respectively. However, a much larger percentage of teachers 
were ranked in the typical growth category (70.5%).   Low growth ranged from 2.7% to 44.8% a 
difference of 42.1%, while high growth ranged from 3.4% to 24.1% at a difference of 20.7%.  
Typical growth ranged from 51.7% to 94.6%, with a difference of 42.9%.   
 
Student Growth Percentiles were one of the topics discussed in the June 2013 regional focus 
groups.  Key topics from that discussion were identified and charted by the external facilitator 
conducing the sessions. 
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Student Learning Objectives: 
 
District-developed and GaDOE-approved Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) are course-
specific learning objectives that are measureable, focused on growth in student learning, and 
aligned to curriculum standards. SLOs are used for all courses not listed as tested subjects.  Since 
approximately 70-75% of all teachers teach non-tested subjects for at least some portion of the 
instructional day, it is important to have a method for measuring student learning in these 
courses.  Teachers will use one district-determined SLO for each non-tested course they teach.   
 
Student Learning Objectives describe how students will grow in their learning of the selected 
content over the instructional period, as measured by the pre-assessment(s) and post-
assessment(s).  The expected growth for students reflects the learning that would occur over the 
entire duration of the course. An important purpose of SLOs is to provide evidence of each 
teacher’s instructional impact on student learning. As a measure of teachers’ impact on student 
learning, SLOs give educators, school systems, and state leaders additional means by which to 
understand, value, and recognize success in the classroom.  
 
For 2012-2013, there were 553,129 students and 9,287 teachers in the RT3 districts involved in 
Student Learning Objectives. SLOs, just like SGPs, are still in development and refinements are 
being made.  SLO data for Cohort 1 teachers are negatively skewed with 48% Ineffective and 
28% Needs Development.  
 

Teacher SLO Results (Cohort 1 - RT3 districts) 

District 
Number of 
Teachers 

% 
Ineffective 

% Needs 
Develop. 

% 
Proficient 

% 
Exemplary 

1   74  55% 24% 14% 7% 
2  124  35% 15% 22% 27% 
3  261  48% 32% 7% 13% 
4  217  52% 34% 15% 0% 
5  126  29% 47% 18% 6% 
6  880  29% 42% 15% 14% 
7  378  74% 19% 3% 3% 
8  832  14% 39% 29% 18% 
9  343   8% 89% 3% 0% 
10  933  81% 15% 3% 1% 
11   62  29% 39% 10% 23% 

Regional Focus Group Summary – Student Growth Percentiles 
Value Works Well Obstacles Suggestions 

• Measure students 
against students 

• Growth oriented 
• Can see student 

progress 
• Motivates teachers 

to teach the 
individual student  

• Consistency across 
board 

• Pre/post to 
compare 

• Alternative view of 
achievement 

• Platform (SLDS) is 
user friendly  

• Not reliable and 
valid 

• Subjectivity in 
grading 

• Testing time in K-3 

• Use more data 
• Lower target levels 
• Prioritize 

standards 
• Create data rooms 

to show growth 
over years 
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12  696  30% 15% 31% 23% 
13 1343  72% 20% 5% 3% 
14  737  15% 37% 25% 23% 
15   75  71% 15% 7% 8% 
16   35  60% 31% 6% 3% 
17  838  62% 24% 7% 7% 
18   86  59% 22% 10% 8% 
19   72   4% 43% 25% 28% 
20   42  76% 2% 2% 19% 
21   44  16% 16% 23% 45% 
22  161  26% 30% 18% 25% 
23  320 100% 0% 0% 0% 
24  146  44% 34% 8% 14% 
25  349  34% 23% 28% 14% 
26  113  66% 27% 4% 4% 

Total 9287  48% 28% 13% 11% 
 
Data for Cohort 2 districts were not included due to the small size of the districts and 
confidentiality concerns. Twelve districts had less than 10 teachers with SLO data, seven 
districts had between 10 and 20 teachers, and none of the districts had more than 50 teachers 
with SLO results. Due to the size of the Cohort 2 districts and schools, combined state totals for 
Cohort 1 and 2 teacher SLOs continue to reflect Cohort 1 results.  
 

State Total (Cohorts 1 & 2) 
Number 

of 
Districts
/ Entities 

Number of 
Teachers 

% 
Ineffective. 

% Needs 
Developme

nt 

% 
Proficient 

% 
Exemplary 

58 9846 49% 28% 13% 11% 
 
Having lower student growth measures in comparison to observation ratings on the performance 
rubric is consistent with data from other states that are also implementing new evaluation 
systems.   In Tennessee, their TEAM (Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model) Evaluation 
Process combines student growth (35%) with student achievement (15%) to equal the 50% 
quantitative portion of the system.  While their state uses a value added assessment system 
referred to as TVAAS, Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System, rather than a Student 
Growth Percentile, the objective is still to measure student progress. When the 2011-2012 
TVAAS data is compared to their observational data, there is also a discrepancy between the two 
data points.  
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T.E.A.M. (Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model) 2011-12 TVAAS and Observations 
Data Percentages 

Level Significantly 
Below 

Expectations 
(Level 1) 

Below 
Expectations 

(Level 2) 

At 
Expectations 

(Level 3) 

Above 
Expectations 

(Level 4) 

Significantly 
Above 

Expectations 
(Level 5) 

TVAAS 
Individual 
Teacher 
Effect 

16.5% 8.1% 24.5% 11.9% 39.1% 

 
Observation 

 
0.2% 2.2% 21.5% 53.0% 23.2% 

 
Given these results and inconsistencies between the student growth and observation ratings, there 
is still a need for the TLE Division to study the data variance and determine ways to better align 
the various measures. 
 
Along with the negatively skewed SLO results for students and teachers, SLOs also received the 
largest number of unfavorable responses from teachers and school/district leaders on surveys, in 
focus groups, and at regional feedback meetings.   
 
Teacher on-line surveys had two questions related to SLOs. The first question asked respondents 
to select all applicable options for, “How has implementation of the SLOs influenced instruction 
in your classroom?”   For teachers giving SLO assessments, there were four selections that 
received over 20%.  
 

(1) Took away from instructional time (30.9%),  
(2) Too many assessments for students (27.2%),  
(3) Stressful (25.8%),  
(4) Too much time to grade (22%).   
 

Written comments from teachers to this question were numerous, predominantly negative, and 
aligned with the survey percentages.  Overall themes in the comments included: 
 

• Loss of instructional time in both giving and scoring the assessment,  
• Appropriateness of assessments in relation to curriculum and/or student development,  
• Appropriateness of assessment questions and pre to post results, 
• Frustration with errors on assessment, and 
• Too many assessments given to students.   

 
The second survey question was, “How are you using SLO data?”  Of the teachers who gave 
SLOs the responses included  
 

(1) To assess strengths and weaknesses of my students (21.4%), 
(2) I am not using data from SLOs (20.8%), 
(3) As a guide in planning (17.4%), 
(4) To track student progress (17.2%). 
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Comments associated with this question were more unfavorable than favorable. Remarks aligned 
with the responses to the first question and demonstrated limited acceptance and use of the SLO 
data by teachers.  
 
Teacher focus groups conducted in April and May 2013 involved eleven randomly selected RT3 
districts and 401 randomly selected teachers, principals/site leaders, and district personnel. When 
teachers were asked about the influence of Student Learning Objectives, eighteen of the twenty-
three responses were negative.  Teachers repeatedly questioned the time it took away from 
instruction, and the overall purpose. 
 
School leaders also responded to two survey questions about SLOs.  The first question asked, 
“How has implementation of Student Learning Objectives and Student Growth Percentiles 
influenced instruction in your school?”  Of the 241 response options to this question, 56.8% 
responded, “Implementation has not been ideal” and 49% selected “Creating tension.”  The 
second survey question corresponded to the second SLO question for teachers, “How are you 
using SLO and SGP data?”  Response options for this question were more positive. 
 

• To assess strengths and weaknesses of students (42.1%), 
• To monitor academic success (39.8%), 
• To track student progress (38.5%), 
• To collaboratively plan (34.4%), 
• As a guide in planning (31.7%), 
• To drive instruction (30.8%), 
• To guide instruction (30.3%). 

 
Of the 31 written responses from SLO participants, over 50% of the comments questioned the 
dependability of the SLO data and noted that the data was not used.  Several participants 
mentioned having more relevant data (than SLOs) for grouping, differentiation, and planning 
instruction.  
 
Thirty-seven participating district leaders made remarks about SLO implementation. 
Unfavorable comments made up 70% (26), while nine comments contained some type of 
positive response.  Overall themes from school and district leader focus groups are: 
 

• District personnel and principals expressed concerns about legal consequences if Student 
Learning Objectives are used in teacher and principal evaluation.  

• Constituents question the usefulness and legitimacy of the SLOs as designed and used 
during the pilot.  

• Participants recommend the SLO component be redesigned before using again in the 
future.  

• Systems do not have enough resources to produce SLOs themselves.  
• As individual systems developed their own SLOs, there were continued concerns about 

comparability across systems.  
• SLOs add another assessment or test and take time away from instruction.  
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Information from June 2013 regional focus groups on Student Learning Objectives was collected 
from representatives in forty districts. The overall themes from the conversation were captured 
by the external facilitator and are listed below. 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: 
 
Based on district feedback and input from evaluation system specialists, GaDOE made the 
following revisions / changes to SLOs and the SLO process during the 2012-2013 year: 
 

• Delayed Use of SLO Data for RT3 (Cohort 1) Districts:  In order to provide an 
appropriate instructional period for SLOs and to align SLOs with SGPs, SLO data must 
be lagging.  With this in mind, GaDOE delayed the use of 2012-2013 SLO data for RT3 
districts.  The lagging SLO data of 2013-2014 will be used for calculations into the 2014-
2015 Teacher Effectiveness Measure (TEM). 

• Item Bank: The state has doubled the percentage of teachers for which the GaDOE 
provides course specific supports. There are 33 courses with state-mandated assessments 
(Student Growth Percentiles) and 126 courses for which Student Learning Objective 
supports have been created. These assessments and resources ensure the districts have the 
ability to establish growth measures for 92% of the state’s teachers.   There are currently 
1,969 items developed by Georgia teachers for use in district-developed assessments. 

• SEDL Item Bank Review: SEDL, formerly the Southwest Educational Development 
Laboratory, reviews SLO item banks to ensure quality and alignment with course 
standards. 

• Consistent Process for Assessment Development: In order to increase comparability 
across districts, the use of two team-developed tools is mandatory for all Student 
Learning Objectives. Districts are required to submit the Table of Specifications and the 
Criteria Table to TLE as a part of the approval process.  

• Planning and Approval Process:  The Student Learning Objective team provided districts 
with an SLO development planning tool designed to identify courses for which SLOs 
were completed, required, and planned for development and implementation.  Districts 
used this tool to drive SLO development during the spring and summer of 2013.  The 
SLO submission process is now completed through the TLE Platform allowing the SLO 
team immediate access to begin the approval process.  

Regional Focus Group Summary – Student Learning Objectives 
Value Works Well Obstacles Suggestions 

• Based on 
standards 

• Improves 
instruction 

• Provides baseline 
data 

• Teachers learn to 
create effective 
assessments  

• Item bank 
• Helps with 

differentiation 

• Time to administer 
and grade 

• Consistency of 
grading 

• Inconsistent across 
teachers, districts 

• Sometimes 
standards did not 
match 

• Loss of 
instructional time 

• Teacher training 
• Add quality items 

to bank 
• Increase 

consistency 
• Needs some link to 

grade 
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• Course Data Analysis Tool: In order to support the Student Learning Objective planning 
process, the data team developed a planning tool using the 2012 student-teacher course 
record (Student Record) to identify courses requiring SLO development to ensure a 
growth measure for every teacher.  From the course data analysis, the SLO team 
identified the 75 highest priority courses for which to develop item banks during 2013-
2014. 

• District Course Data: The Student Learning Objective team provided each district with 
the list of courses and the number of teachers who taught each course specific to that 
district.  This allows the SLO team to provide supports and resources to districts tailored 
to their course data. 

• Regional SLO Assessment Development: In order to provide additional district support, 
the SLO Team has collaborated with Regional Education Service Agencies (RESAs) to 
identify the SLO needs of each region. This enables a customized plan that will 
strengthen SLO implementation in districts and across regions. 

• Increased Communication: In order to help strengthen data analysis and its application in 
appropriate target-setting, the Student Learning Objective Program Manager conducted 
face-to-face meetings with every RT3 District.  87% of districts made adjustments to 
growth targets based on the data and conversation during the face-to-face meetings.  
Other methods of communication have been added in the form of webinars and advisory 
groups. 

Recommendations for Improvement:  
 

• The GaDOE TLE Division continues to make revisions to the Student Learning 
Objectives process, expectations, and item bank.  However, the issues and concerns with 
Student Learning Objectives continue to need analysis and on-going discussions with 
assessment specialists and all stakeholders (teachers, school leaders, and district 
personnel). This component of TKES needs more standardization, guidance, and revision 
from the TLE Division. SLO processes encourage districts to utilize existing assessments 
to minimize the loss of instructional time and maximize the use of LO data to inform and 
drive instruction. 
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TKES: Evaluator Perspective 
 
Elementary Principal A has been an 
educator for seventeen years, with eight of 
those years spent as a principal.  She has a 
bachelor’s degree in English with a minor in 
secondary education, masters degree in 
Educational Administration, a specialist 
degree in Educational Leadership and 
Administration, and a doctorate in 
Curriculum Studies. Principal A was named 
National Distinguished Principal by the 
Georgia Association of Elementary School 
Principals (GAESP), National Association 
of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) 
and the U.S. Department of Education.   
Before entering administration, Principal A 
taught high school English. This is Principal 
A’s first year as principal at her current 
school.  She had the experience of 
implementing TKES in 2011-12 and 2012-
2013 as part of RT3 and now in 2013-14 
with full implementation in a different 
district.  
 
Principal A does believe that over time 
teachers accept and appreciate the 
increased expectations of Teacher Keys. A 
teacher recently contacted her and thanked 
her for implementing TKES.  That teacher 
acknowledged that she is a better teacher 
now than she was prior to the TKES 
experience. However, the initial reaction of 
teachers in both her current and former 
districts was the same – fear and a drop in 
morale.  Principal A had to work to help 
teachers change their mindsets to 
understand and focus on performance, 
feedback, growth, and improvement.  She 
finds herself in the same situation during 
this first “real” year of implementation at 
her current assignment. Principal A believes 
that teachers do not see a connection 
between student assessment, feedback for 
growth, and the teacher evaluation process.  
She sees TKES as an opportunity to bridge 
the gap between these two areas.  
 

Principal A was introduced to TKES in 
December 2011. Because she knew her 
teachers would need time to process the new 
expectations, Principal A did an 
introductory orientation for her staff prior 
to dismissing her teachers for the holiday.  
In January 2012, the district conducted a 
district-wide orientation for all pilot schools 
and teachers.  The pilot lasted from January 
to May 2012 and consisted of two 
walkthroughs, one formative assessment, 
and the final summative assessment.  Along 
with the TKES pilot, schools were 
continuing to implement GTEP as the 
“official” evaluation for teachers.  Principal 
A stated that during the pilot the teachers 
made a greater effort to differentiate, 
provide small group instruction, use data, 
and promote student self-assessment.  
Principal A admits that she was initially 
opposed to Teacher Keys; however, during 
the pilot, she received excellent support 
from GaDOE Teacher and Leader 
Effectiveness staff.  The GaDOE staff 
completed inter-rater reliability walks with 
Principal A, her assistant principal, and her 
instructional coach.  “They were always 
willing to answer questions, provide 
assistance, and help in any way,” she said. 
She acknowledges that without the support 
of GaDOE staff, she would not have had 
enough knowledge to implement TKES 
effectively.  
 
During the 2012-2013 school year, all 
schools in her district implemented TKES.  
Principal A was one of four trainers in the 
district and the only principal. All the other 
trainers were district-level employees.  
Principal A received calls from other 
principals, and her teachers received calls 
from other teachers. Participating in the 
state training for trainers was extremely 
beneficial and she notes that the training for 
TKES has gotten stronger and stronger over 
time.  
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Year two of implementation went smoothly 
after piloting the year before. During this 
year of implementation teachers were going 
beyond compliance and seeking to fully 
understand the standards. Teachers were 
using the data and strategically grouping 
students. While implementation went 
smoothly, SLOs and the electronic platform 
were the two areas of TKES that posed 
challenges during year two of 
implementation.  
 
Principal A noted that teachers at her new 
school were also experiencing some of the 
same fear and anxiety that she witnessed 
during the pilot year at her former school.  
Based on her past experience, she is 
confident it will get better, but right now she 
is struggling to help her teachers understand 

the expectations, process, and rationale for 
TKES.  
 
When asked to identify areas of 
improvement, Principal A immediately 
referred to Student Learning Objectives 
(SLOs) and the electronic platform, which is 
“much better than it once was; but it still 
has too many ‘clicks’ to get to the needed 
section of the platform.”  [Platform 
enhancements addressing these concerns 
were completed and released in July 2013.] 
She also identified the need for additional 
professional learning support for teachers.  
Principal A recognizes and is appreciative 
of the fact that the GaDOE Teacher and 
Leader Effectiveness Division are constantly 
evaluating and changing things that are not 
working.    
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Validation of TKES: 
 
The purpose of this section is to look for alignment and determine if the TKES process was 
implemented with fidelity.  
 
Fidelity of Implementation: 
 
Data collected by GaDOE through the TLE Electronic Platform provided information on the 
fidelity of implementation of the various TKES components in the participating districts. In 
reviewing the implementation data, the following data points were identified: 
 

• 17 of the 25 districts had more than 90% of their teachers participate in orientation for 
TKES. 

• Over 85% of the formative assessments were completed in 20 of the RT3 districts. 
• Summative assessments for over 90% of the participants took place in 17 RT3 districts. 
• Surveys of Instructional Practice (student surveys) were completed by 48.0% to 73.6% 

percent of the students in the district. 
 

2012-2013 RT3 TKES Implementation 

RT3 District 
Implementation of 

Formative Assessments / 
Walkthroughs 

Implementation of 
Summative 
Assessments 

Percent of Teachers 
with SIP Data 

1 94% 76% 48% 
2 92% 94% 58% 
3 93% 87% 64% 
4 99% 98% 60% 
5 96% 91% 58% 
6 99% 89% 63% 
7 87% 97% 60% 
8 101% 71% 73% 
9 102% 99% 74% 

10 99% 85% 66% 
11 54% 96% 65% 
12 91% 91% 57% 
13 98% 94% 66% 
14 99% 92% 65% 
15 74% 88% 71% 
16 59% 73% 69% 
17 72% 95% 71% 
18 95% 64% 70% 
19 72% 95% 51% 
20 97% 93% 60% 
21 89% 92% 73% 
22 101% 96% 68% 
23 98% 95% 69% 
24 98% 96% 54% 
25 87% 92% 65% 
26 91% 93% * 

*District 26 collected its data in a parallel system so survey data is unavailable. 
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Surveys of Instructional Practice are given to all students in self-contained classes and to two 
classes for departmentalized teachers. The local school site administrator selects the classes. 
Classes with too few students responding are not included in the data to protect confidentiality. 
The limited number of surveys given for departmentalized teachers may also have some impact 
on the lower percentage of survey participation. Reviewing the data across the RT3 districts and 
at the state level, the lower percentage of Surveys of Instructional Practice implementation may 
also indicate a need for additional support during survey administration.  
 

Statewide Percentage of Implementation for RT3 Districts 
TKES Percent of Implementation 

Walkthroughs/Formative Assessments 88% 
Summative Assessments 90% 
Surveys of Instructional Practice 62% 

 
For the Cohort 2 districts, state entities, and schools, there were differences in the implementation 
due to the volunteer/pilot options associated with this cohort.  Some entities implemented TKES 
with just a few teachers, others implemented with all teachers, and several districts only used 
LKES or TKES, and a few only implemented the TAPS component of TKES. The majority of 
Cohort 2 entities had more than 85% of their district complete the formative assessments. 
 

• Summative assessments were completed in 32 districts. 
• 10 districts completed summative assessments for more than 90% of their teachers. 
• Surveys of Instructional Practice were given in 30 of the districts with the percentage of 

participating students in those districts ranging from 13% to 100%. 
 
Correlation Analysis of Surveys for Instruction Practice to TAPS Standards 3, 4, 7, and 8 
 
The GaDOE Teacher and Leader Effectiveness Evaluation, Data, and Documentation Team 
compared the results of the Surveys of Instructional Practice (SIP) and Teacher Assessment on 
Performance Standards (TAPS). In the comparative study, the evaluation team used a correlation 
analysis to examine the alignment of survey questions for Grades 3-5, Grades 6-8, and Grades 9-
12 with TAPS Standard 3 – Instructional Strategies, Standard 4 – Differentiated Instruction, 
Standard 7 – Positive Learning Environment, and Standard 8 – Academically Challenging 
Environment. 
 
The table below provides the correlation results between the SIP and TAPS Standards and 
validates there are relationships between the Surveys of Instructional Practice and Teacher 
Assessment on Performance Standards. The correlational analyses revealed significant 
commonalities among all of the Survey of Instructional Practice questions and TAPS ratings. The 
highest correlation was between the TAPS Standard 7 and SIP Grade 6-8 questions based on 
Standard 7.  The correlation coefficient, r = 0.31, and the fact that it was statistically significant, p 
< .01, denotes that as the TAPS Standard 7 ratings increase, the SIP Grade 6-8 survey ratings will 
increase as well. The lowest correlation was between TAPS Standard 4 and SIP Grade 3-5, which 
have a positive correlation coefficient, r = 0.11, and are statistically significant, p < .01, 
indicating that as TAPS Standard 4 rating increases so do the SIP Grade 3-5 ratings.  
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Table 1. Correlations of Surveys of Instructional Practice and 

TAPS 
TAPS  SIP Grade 3-5 SIP Grade 6-8 SIP Grade 9-12 

Standard 3 0.12* 0.18* 0.21* 
Standard 4 0.11* 0.16* 0.16* 
Standard 7 0.22* 0.31* 0.24* 
Standard 8  0.14* 0.19* 0.18* 

    *Correlation is statistically significant (p < .01);  
 
The statistical analysis verifies a correlation or commonality between the Surveys of Instructional 
Practice and the TAPS ratings, and research supports the use of student surveys as a method to 
help collect information that is not easily obtained through limited numbers of classroom 
observations. Students have direct knowledge about classroom practices, and they are in a key 
position to provide information about teacher effectiveness. Researchers, Stronge and Ostrander 
(2006), found students’ ratings were the best predictor of student achievement, demonstrating that 
students provide valid feedback on teacher performance.  As a result, student perceptions should 
be critical information for teacher improvement.  However, based on the responses of teachers on 
the on-line surveys and in focus groups, the negative reactions by teachers to the Surveys of 
Instructional Practice indicate a lack of understanding and/or knowledge of research.  
 
Inter-rater Reliability: 
 
In December 2012, Evaluation System Specialists (ESS) from the TLE Division scheduled dates 
for conducting matched lesson observations in order to collect data on inter-rater reliability.  Each 
ESS scheduled 20 separate matched lesson observations that were conducted across the state 
between January and May. During this same time frame, there was communication with District 
and School Administrators and RT3 Contacts regarding the rationale, value, and implementation 
support of inter-rater reliability activities and matched lesson observations. Districts and Schools 
indicated the matched lesson process was needed and embraced. Feedback included the following 
comments. 
 

• Provided a powerful springboard for very in-depth conversations on performance 
standards and proficient implementation. 

• Principals and district administrators are positive about the experience and eager for the 
sessions to be offered regularly. 

• Noticeably enhanced conversations between teachers and evaluators especially in the 
areas of Instructional Strategies (Standard 3), Differentiated Instruction (Standard 4), 
Assessment Strategies and Uses (Standards 5 & 6). 

• It is a “confidence builder” for principals.  
• Principals report greater assurance in their later ratings on teachers. 
• School Leaders have appreciated the “one-on-one” support and attention from ESS. 
• Quality discussions are occurring prior to and following the observation. 
• Valuable analysis of ratings/evaluations is a part of the discussions. 
• Using discussion points from the session, leader reports on improving the process of 

evaluation at the school and increased focus of lesson planning. 
• Inter-rater reliability is getting stronger. 
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Along with the positive comments from the initial feedback on the matched pair visits by ESS, 
additional district information and responses were obtained later in the spring.  Districts saw great 
value in the inter-rater reliability process and asked that it be continued past the 20 planned 
sessions.  However, districts also started replicating the matched pair lessons between school-
level principals and APs, used principal meetings to create matched pair ratings through videos 
and having district teams (district personnel and school leaders) visit schools to conduct matched 
pair observations.  Conversations about these activities noted school-wide and district-wide 
consistency and increased inter-rater reliability.  
 
ESS entered matched pair observation data into the TLE Electronic Platform for on-going data 
analysis of inter-rater reliability. For each standard, all ESS ratings were compared against all 
leader ratings to determine the Kappa statistic, which is a measure of inter-rater agreement. Data 
was collected from a total of 405 teacher observations (190 elementary school, 93 middle school, 
and 122 high school). Teachers were observed and evaluated simultaneously by a school leader 
and a member of the Georgia Department of Education’s Evaluation System Specialist (ESS) 
Team. Observations were conducted between February 11, 2013 and May 29, 2013. Evaluators 
used the TKES performance rubric to assess teachers on the ten standards and four performance 
levels (Exemplary, Proficient, Needs Development, and Ineffective) with Proficient being the 
expected level of teacher performance. Identifying information (i.e., district and school names) 
was not collected during these matched pair observations.  
 
The table below provides data on the inter-rater reliability of each standard using a commonly 
cited Kappa scale (Landis & Koch, 1977). Kappa statistics are used in assessing the degree to 
which two or more raters, examining the same data, agree when it comes to assigning the data to 
categories. The Kappa criteria were < 0 Poor agreement; 0.0 – 0.20 Slight agreement; 0.1 – 0.40 
Fair agreement; 0.41 – 0.60 Moderate agreement; 0.61 – 0.80 Substantial agreement; and 0.81 – 
1.00 Almost Perfect agreement.  Based on the analysis, all standards except Standard 1, 
Professional Knowledge, show substantial agreement between the school leaders and the GaDOE 
ESS. 
 

Inter-rater Reliability Data 
Standard Kappa Agreement 

Level 
1. Professional Knowledge 0.605 Moderate 
2. Instructional Planning 0.621 Substantial 
3. Instructional Strategies 0.656 Substantial 
4. Differentiated Instruction 0.710 Substantial 
5. Assessment Strategies 0.650 Substantial 
6. Assessment Uses 0.692 Substantial 
7. Positive Learning Environment 0.619 Substantial 
8. Academically Challenging 
Environment 

0.626 Substantial 

9. Professionalism  0.772 Substantial 
10. Communication  0.690 Substantial 
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A Pearson correlation was also calculated to determine the association between school leader and 
evaluation specialist (ESS) ratings of each standard. Overall, the correlations were significant and 
strong.  

Table 2 Correlation between Ratings 
Standard  Correlation, 

Significance 
1. Professional Knowledge (r = 0.696, p = 

0.000)* 
2. Instructional Planning (r = 0.746, p = 

0.000)* 
3. Instructional Strategies (r = 0.754, p = 

0.000)* 
4. Differentiated Instruction (r = 0.830, p = 

0.000)* 
5. Assessment Strategies (r = 0.738, p = 

0.000)* 
6. Assessment Uses (r = 0.797, p = 

0.000)* 
7. Positive Learning Environment (r = 0.741, p = 

0.000)* 
8. Academically Challenging 
Environment 

(r = 0.768, p = 
0.000)* 

9. Professionalism  (r = 0.842, p = 
0.000)* 

10. Communication  (r = 0.842, p = 
0.000)* 

*Correlation is statistically significant (p < .01) 
 

Other analysis related to the inter-rater reliability/matched pair data revealed the following 
findings: 
 

• On Standard 5 (Assessment Strategies), leaders provided more Exemplary and Proficient 
ratings by 1% and 2.7%, respectively. The ESS Team members provided more Needs 
Development ratings by 5.7%. Leaders and ESS Team members provided the same 
percentage of Ineffective ratings.  

• Standard 7 (Positive Learning Environment), leaders provided more Exemplary ratings by 
10.1%.  The ESS Team members provided more Proficient, Needs Development and 
Ineffective ratings by 9.9%, 0.5%, and 0.5%, respectively. 

• Leaders gave more Exemplary and Ineffective ratings in Standard 9 (Professionalism) by 
7.2% and 0.5%, respectively, and Standard 10 (Communication) by 2.2% and .3%, 
respectively.  

• The ESS gave 10.3% more Needs Development ratings in Standard 2 (Instructional 
Planning) and Standard 8 (Academically Challenging Environment). 

• The highest percentage of Proficient ratings given by ESS and leaders occurred in 
Standard 10 (Communication) at 80% and 78.8%, respectively.  

• The highest percentage of Ineffective ratings given by ESS and leaders were in Standard 4 
(Differentiated Instruction) at 8.4% and 6.2%, respectively. 
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The emphasis on inter-rater reliability by the GaDOE TLE Division has resulted in a continued 
focus at the district and school levels.  Districts are replicating the process of matched pair 
observations with district administrators and school leaders, between principals and assistant 
principals, and with matched pair sessions during principal meetings.  Teams of principals and 
district administrators are visiting schools throughout the school system and duplicating the 
matched pair lessons.  
 
Internal Consistency (Cronbach’s alpha): Surveys of Instructional Practice 
 
Reliability is used to describe the overall consistency of a measure. In particular, internal 
consistency reliability is used to assess the stability of results across questions within a survey. 
Internal consistency is measured using Cronbach’s alpha (α), which ranges in value between zero 
and one. A commonly acceptable rule of thumb for describing internal consistency using 
Cronbach’s alpha, (Cronbach, 1951): α ≥ 0.9 is excellent; 0.7 ≤ α < 0.9 is good; 0.6 ≤ α < 0.7 is 
acceptable; 0.5 ≤ α < 0.6 is poor; and α < 0.5 is unacceptable.     
 
Within each of the three-grade level Surveys of Instructional Practice (SIP), there are four 
dimensions based on the Teacher Assessment on Performance Standards (TAPS). The TAPS 
referenced in the surveys include Standard 3 (Instructional Strategies), Standard 4 (Differentiated 
Instruction), Standard 7 (Positive Learning Environment), and Standard 8 (Academically 
Challenging Environment). The reliability (Cronbach’s alpha, α) for each dimension of the SIP is 
provided in the table below. Based on the results, the SIP internal consistencies range from 
acceptable to excellent, meaning measures are reliable.    
 

Reliability of Surveys of Instructional Practice 

Survey Standard 3 
(α) 

Standard 4  
(α) 

Standard 7  
(α) 

Standard 8  
(α) 

Grade 3-5 0.64 0.61 0.71 0.64 
Grade 6-8 0.84 0.83 0.85 0.83 
Grade 9-12 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.90 

*Grade 3-5, n = 213,629; Grade 6-8, n = 249,298; Grade 9-12, n = 274,578. 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Surveys of Instructional Practice   
 
A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to examine the dimensions of the Surveys 
of Instructional Practice (SIP). CFA is a statistical technique used to test whether measures of a 
construct/factor are consistent with a researcher's understanding of the nature of that construct (or 
factor).  
 
There are four dimensions specified in the SIP based on the four previously identified TAPS: 
Standard 3; Standard 4; Standard 7; and Standard 8.  With SIP, students respond to questions 
related to learning experiences in the classroom that correspond to the four performance 
standards. 
 
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) software, LISREL 8.8, was used to perform the CFA on the 
surveys. Maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) was used examine the parameters (variables) in 
the surveys. The following goodness-of-fit indexes were used to assess how well the 
hypothesized model fits the data: chi-square (χ2), root mean square error of approximation 
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(RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI), non-normed fit index (NNFI), and standardized root 
mean square residual (SRMR). The table below provides the fit indexes cutoff levels or 
acceptable threshold levels for determining model fit.  
 

Model Fit Index 
Fit Index Acceptable Threshold Level 

Chi-square χ2 Low χ2 relative to degrees of freedom with an insignificant p value 
(p >.05) 

RMSEA Values less than .07 
SRMR Values less than .08 
NNFI Values greater than .95 
CFI  Values greater than .95 

 
Grade 3-5 Surveys of Instructional Practice has 20 questions within the four dimensions 
mentioned above. Each dimension has five survey questions specified for a particular standard. 
The sample size for the grade 3-5 surveys included 213,629 students. The model fit for the 
hypothesized model fits the data well. 

χ2 = 130,434.46, p = 0.0;  
RMSEA = 0.06;  
SRMR = 0.03; 
NNFI = 0.98;  
CFI = 0.98.  

The sample size for the grade 6-8 surveys included 213,629 students. The grade 6-8 survey 
included 20 questions related to the four TAPS (four dimensions). As with the 3-5 surveys, each 
dimension has five questions quantified for a particular standard). The data fits the hypothesized 
model. 

χ2 = 149,515.83, p = 0.0;  
RMSEA = 0.06;  
SRMR = 0.02;  
NNFI = 0.99;  
CFI = 0.99. 

There are also 20 questions (four dimensions) included in the grade 9-12 surveys. Each dimension 
again has five questions specified for a particular standard. The sample size included 274,578 
students. The model fit for the hypothesized model fits the data well. 

χ2 = 230,826.60, p = 0.0;  
RMSEA = 0.07;  
SRMR = 0.02;  
NNFI = 0.99;  
CFI = 0.99. 

 
Relationships Between Dimensions: Surveys of Instructional Practice 
 
A correlation demonstrates the relationship between variables, and the results from the CFA 
provide a correlation between the dimensions specified in the survey.  There are three types of 
correlation outcomes: positive, negative, and zero (no correlation).  A positive correlation exists 
when one variable increases and the other variable increases. A negative correlation exists when 
one variable increases and the other variable decreases. A correlation value ranges from +1 to -1. 
A perfect correlation is represented by the value +1.00 while a 0 indicates no correlation and a -
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1.00 indicates a perfect negative correlation. The following values are the strength of correlations 
(Cohen, 1988): small (.10 to .29), medium (.30 to .49), and large (.50 to 1.0). Strong, positive 
relationships exist among the four dimensions of the grades 3-5, grades 6-8, and grades 9-12 
surveys.  
 

Correlations Among Surveys of Instructional Practice Dimensions: Grades 3-5 
 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 7 Standard 8 

Standard 3 1.00 - - - 
Standard 4 0.99 1.00 - - 
Standard 7 0.93 0.99 1.00 - 
Standard 8 0.90 0.92 0.93 1.00 

  
Correlations Among Surveys of Instructional Practice Dimensions: Grades 6-8 

 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 7 Standard 8 
Standard 3 1.00 - - - 
Standard 4 0.97 1.00 - - 
Standard 7 0.92 0.96 1.00 - 
Standard 8 0.91 0.93 0.95 1.00 

 
Correlations Among Surveys of Instructional Practice Dimensions: Grades 9-12 

 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 7 Standard 8 
Standard 3 1.00 - - - 
Standard 4 0.97 1.00 - - 
Standard 7 0.92 0.94 1.00 - 
Standard 8 0.93 0.96 0.94 1.00 

 
Relationships Between Measures 
 
The TLE team also examined the relationships between TKES measures, using teacher raw scores 
on each measure. Calculating the correlations between TAPS and SGP mean/median reveals this 
correlation to be positive and small at r=.24, meaning that as one variable increases, the other 
tends to increase as well. The correlation between SLOs and TAPS is also positive and small at 
r=.15, and the correlation between SGPs and SLOs is positive and small at r=.11. All of these 
correlations are statistically significant at the p<.01 level. Because the TAPS measures a different 
dimension (teacher practice) than do the SGPs or SLOs (student growth), it is to be expected that 
the correlation would not be large, although it may increase from its current level in time, as 
principals learn to account for past patterns of student growth in assigning ratings on relevant 
TAPS standards. Similarly, although SGPs and SLOs both measure student growth, the types of 
courses for which they measure are tested differently and the methods used to calculate growth 
are also different from one another. It is to be expected that the correlation between them would 
not be large at first. 
 

Year Measure Mean St. Dev. Min Max N size Corr. 
to SLO 

Corr. 
to SGP 
median 

Corr. 
to SGP 
mean 

2013 TAPS sum score 20.70 2.53 0 30 42695 0.15 0.24 0.24 
2013 SLO percent 

meets/exceeds 
49.31 33.11 0 100 9287 - 0.11 0.11 

2012 SGP median 49.20 14.72 3 99 40449 - - 0.98 
2012 SGP mean 49.42 10.87 9 98 39729 - - - 
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Stakeholder Validation: 
 
The TLE Division recognizes the need to collect, analyze, and report quantitative data and has 
made great strides in this area with the establishment of the TLE Evaluation Team and contracts 
with external agencies (National Center for Improvement of Educational Assessment, NCIEA; 
University of Georgia Center for Assessment). Along with quantitative data, there is also a need 
for qualitative data.  The TLE Division contracted with external evaluators to collect and analyze 
stakeholder input obtained from focus group interviews and on-line surveys.  Site visits with the 
participating districts also provided additional qualitative data to inform the TKES process and 
implementation. Concerns and suggestions for improvement from the site visits are captured 
anecdotally and shared with program managers on a weekly basis.  Key points from site visits 
were the following. 
 

1. Training for TKES and LKES was successful. 
2. Appreciation was expressed for the support provided by the ESS assigned to the district. 
3. Most concerns were focused on SLO and Electronic Platform. 

Building on the information learned from the 2011-2012 pilot, the Georgia Department of 
Education Teacher and Leader Effectiveness Division continued to collect data and measure the 
soundness of TKES instruments and processes during 2012-2013 implementation.  The TLE 
Division, as noted throughout this report in the sections on Revisions and Responses by TLE 
Division during 2012-2013, continually seeks input from stakeholders in order to learn from the 
participants and make appropriate adjustments/revisions to improve the TKES and LKES 
components and procedures.  
 
In order to ensure that stakeholder input and expertise was sought and used, the TLE division 
established committees and advisory groups to provide guidance and feedback on all aspects of 
TKES and LKES.  The following committees and advisory groups were established and/or 
utilized throughout the year.  
 

• The Internal Committee for Technical Oversight and Communication (TIC TOC)  
• Educator Effectiveness Technical Advisory Committee (EETAC) 
• TLE Electronic Platform Advisory Committee  
• SLO Advisory Group 

The Internal Committee for Technical Oversight and Communication (TIC TOC) includes 15 
representatives from various agencies and departments connected to RT3 or Teacher/Leader 
Evaluation.  This internal decision-making group meets monthly to review reports, discuss action 
items, ask clarifying questions, and make suggestions for next steps.  Members of the group 
include the following: GaDOE Chief Academic Officer; Deputy Superintendents for School 
Improvement and Race to the Top; Associate Superintendents for Teacher and Leader 
Effectiveness, School Improvement, Assessment and Accountability; Director of Teacher and 
Leader Effectiveness; TLE Program Managers; Executive Director of the Governor’s Office of 
Student Achievement; Deputy Chief of Staff for Governor Deal; Education Policy Advisor for 
Governor Deal. 
 
Educator Effectiveness Technical Advisory Committee (EETAC) meets quarterly to review and 
give impartial advice on the technical merits of Georgia’s approaches to measuring educator 
effectiveness.  Members are national experts in the fields of statistics, growth modeling, 
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educational measurement, qualitative evaluation tools, and educator effectiveness.  TAC 
representatives are from Boston College, Rutgers University, The University of Colorado, 
Educational Testing Services, The National Center for the Improvement of Educational 
Assessment (NCIEA), and GaDOE and the Governor’s Office.  
 
TLE Electronic Platform Advisory Group has 28 members that meet monthly to discuss 
recommendations to enhance the platform and identify training needs.  This group developed a 
Communication and Training Plan for 2013-2014 that included a readiness calendar for platform 
and training materials, and a Welcome Communications Packet to introduce teachers, leaders, and 
districts to the system. 
 
The SLO Advisory Group has of 18 members. Participants are primarily from RT3 districts or are 
SLO Coordinators. The monthly meetings enable districts to provide feedback to guide and 
improve SLO implementation. They also provide a venue for sharing effective SLO practices.    
 
Along with the committees and advisory groups listed above, the GaDOE TLE Division, from 
August 2012 through May 2013, provided the following training and support to districts and 
schools. 
 

Data Total as of May 2013 
Presentations, Orientations, Familiarizations 270 
Training Sessions 340 
Onsite Coaching 1545 
TKES District Support Trainers 357 
LKES District Support Trainers 172 
District Super Users 141 
Credentialed TKES 3552 
Credentialed LKES  1458 

 
Webinars were another communication tool used throughout the 2012-2013 year by the TLE 
Division to ensure critical information and support were provided to district and school personnel. 
 

Webinars  Sept
. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March April May TOT

AL 
LKES 2 1 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 13 
SLO 2 3 4 1 0 4 4 6 7 31 
TLE 
Electronic 
Platform 

1 1 2 1 0 5 30 31 32 103 

RT3/TLE 2 2 3 1 1 3 4 4 6 26 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: 
 

• Committees and advisory groups, both internal and external, have been established to 
increase stakeholder communication and provide avenues for input and feedback. 



Georgia Department of Education 
2012-2013 TKES/LKES Evaluation Report 

Dr. John D. Barge, State School Superintendent  
February 21, 2014 ● Page 64 of 102 

All Rights Reserved 

• Feedback/input from these various groups and entities are directly connected to changes 
and revisions in TLE programs and processes.  

Recommendations for Improvement: 
 

• Investigate and determine the cause(s) for lower implementation in the Surveys of 
Instructional Practice across the districts.  Once the cause or causes are determined, 
implement steps to increase the district administration of the student surveys.  

• Continue to provide GaDOE support to districts and schools. Also consider ways to assist 
districts and schools in establishing their own inter-rater reliability process. Detail ways to 
establish more frequent inter-rater reliability checks, so both the TLE division and school 
districts will have needed data to improve inter-rater reliability.  

 
.   
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This section of the report focuses on training, implementation, and validation of the Leader Keys 
Effectiveness System.  The LKES components and the 2012-2013 data collected related to those 
components are emphasized. 

LKES Training: 
 
During 2012-2013, the Georgia Department of Education’s TLE Division trained and 
credentialed 1,458 LKES evaluators.  The credentialing process provides calibration and further 
increases the alignment of assessment ratings.  LKES evaluations apply to school principals and 
assistant principals.  Evaluators may include positions such as superintendents, area assistant 
superintendents, regional assistant superintendents, associate superintendents, executive directors, 
and principals, as well as other evaluators designated by the superintendent or designee and 
credentialed by GaDOE. 
 
The LKES training was provided by 16 GaDOE Evaluation System Specialists (ESS), and 
participants provided feedback on twelve questions related to the facilitators, overall training 
experience, and LKES components at the end of the training sessions.  Participants’ satisfaction 
with the training was noted on the majority of questions.  The highest percentage of “Strongly 
Agree” responses (62.2%) referenced the GaDOE training facilitators.  Reactions to the expertise 
of the facilitators and overall training experience were positive, with 92.7% and 89.2% of 
participants responding “Strongly Agree/Agree”” on questions 11 and 12, respectively.  
 

LKES Training Evaluation Questions: Percentage of Overall Responses  
from August, 2012 to June, 2013 

Questions Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Somewhat 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

1. I understand the core aspects of 
LKES. 44.6% 49.0%  5.5% 0.4% 0.1% 0.4% 

2. I understand the rubrics for 
evaluating LAPS. 49.8% 45.2%  4.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.4% 

3. I understand the Formative 
Process for evaluating LAPS. 42.0% 50.3%  7.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 

4. I understand how the Climate 
Surveys will inform 
performance ratings on the 
LAPS standards. 

40.1% 46.7% 11.7% 0.5% 0.5% 0.3% 

5. I understand how Student 
Attendance and Retention of 
Effective Teachers will provide 
documentation to support 
performance ratings on specific 
LAPS standards. 

33.0% 45.0% 18.1% 2.4% 0.9% 0.6% 

6. I understand the Summative 
Process for evaluating LKES. 42.4% 48.6%  7.7% 0.8% 0.2% 0.3% 

7. I understand the Student 
Growth Percentiles and 
Achievement Gap Reduction as 
measures associated with 
student growth in tested 

29.4% 45.9% 20.3% 2.9% 0.9% 0.6% 
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subjects. 
8. I understand the Student 

Learning Objectives as a 
measure of student growth in 
non-tested subjects. 

38.0% 45.4% 12.8% 2.5% 0.6% 0.7% 

9. I understand the Credentialing 
Process for LKES evaluators. 46.7% 44.0%  6.9% 1.2% 0.3% 0.8% 

10. I understand how to access and 
utilize the GaDOE TLE 
Electronic Platform to support 
the LKES implementation. 

35.0% 44.0% 15.8% 3.2% 1.2% 0.8% 

10. I am confident that I am 
prepared to be a highly effective 
evaluator of school leaders 
utilizing the LKES (overall). 

33.0% 50.6% 13.9% 1.3% 0.7% 0.5% 

11. The facilitators for LKES 
training were highly effective 
(overall).  

62.2% 30.5%  5.6% 1.0% 0.1% 0.5% 

12. The LKES training was very 
high quality (overall). 54.2% 35.0%  8.2% 1.7% 0.2% 0.7% 

 
LKES training evaluation questions 1, 2, 3, 6, 9, and 11 had combined “Strongly Agree/Agree” 
percentages over 90%.  These questions are indicative of the “basics” of LKES as participants 
acknowledge an understanding of LAPS, formative assessment, summative assessment, and the 
credentialing process.  The lower positive responses were on more complex aspects of LKES.   
Questions 5, 7, and 10 all had combined percentages in the 70-80% for “Strongly 
Agree”/”Agree.”  Question 5 referred to the understanding of how student attendance and 
retention of effective teachers would support LAPS standards.  Question 7 addressed SGP and 
Achievement Gap Reduction knowledge, while the GaDOE TLE platform access and use were 
the focus for Question 10.  It is worth noting that access and use of the TLE platform was the 
lowest rated question for TKES training.  Another area rated low for both TKES and LKES 
training was the understanding of Student Growth Percentiles.  
 
On-line surveys were made available to leaders and district personnel during 2012-2013.  The 
focus of the surveys was to gather opinions from the respondents about their implementation of 
the various aspects of the LKES system.  In examining the school leader survey responses, one 
question had three answer choices related to training, “What support(s)/assistance do you need 
from the Georgia Department of Education in relation to TKES or LKES?”  For the answer 
option “more training about using the portal/on-line system,” 26.6% selected this as a need.  
“More training for evaluators” (20.2%) and “more training about observations” (14.5%) were 
the other two selections for this question.   
 
At the district level, forty-seven participants answered the question, “What support(s)/assistance 
do you need from the Georgia Department of Education in relation to TKES or LKES?”  The 
district responses had the following percentages for the three training options offered for this 
question:  “More training about using the portal/on-line system” (38.3%); “More training for 
evaluators” (19.1%), and “More training about observations” (17%).  Training was referenced 
on two questions asked of district leaders. The percentage of responses, to the four options, from 



Georgia Department of Education 
2012-2013 TKES/LKES Evaluation Report 

Dr. John D. Barge, State School Superintendent  
February 21, 2014 ● Page 68 of 102 

All Rights Reserved 

both school leaders and district personnel can be found in the chart below. District leaders made 
no reference to training in their written comments. 
 
Question:  “What support(s)/assistance do you need from the Georgia Department of Education 
in relation to TKES or LKES?  Check all that apply to you.” 

Options Related to Training School Leaders 
Response Percent 

District Leaders 
Response Percent 

More training about observations 14.5% 17.0% 
More training about using the portal/on-line system 26.6% 38.3% 
More training for the evaluators 20.2% 19.1% 
Training for teachers by those most knowledgeable 
about TKES 

20.2% 12.8% 

 
In examining the Regional Focus Group Interviews from June 2013, no additional information 
related to LKES training was noted by school or district leaders.   

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: 
 

• Contracted with external evaluators to conduct focus group sessions and electronic 
surveys to collect stakeholder feedback on the benefits, successes, and challenges with 
LAPS. 
 

Recommendations for Improvement: 
   

• Separate on-line survey and focus group questions into TKES only and LKES only.  
Questions that address both TKES and LKES prevent a true analysis of how LKES 
training can be improved.  
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LKES Implementation: 
 
The Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES) was fully implemented/piloted in 2012-2013. 
Statewide LKES data included Leaders Assessment on Performance Standards ratings (LAPS: 
performance goal setting, formative assessment, and summative assessment); Student Growth and 
Academic Achievement data (SGPs, SLOs, and Achievement Gap); and Governance and 
Leadership statistics (climate survey and student attendance).   Additional data about LKES 
components and implementation were collected from focus group interviews and surveys.   
 
Statewide data analysis for LKES indicates the following for the 56 Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 
districts. 
 

• 94% of Self-Assessments were completed. 
• 75% of Performance Goal Setting was marked as completed. 
• 81% of the Summative Assessments were identified as complete.  

 
In reviewing data on RT3 district implementation of LKES, the following points were identified. 
 

• All RT3 districts had leaders participate in performance goal setting for LAPS. 
• 19 of the 26 districts had 90% or more of their school leaders develop performance goals. 
• 16 districts had 70% or more of their leaders with formative assessment data, and 17 

districts had more than 70% receive summative assessments. 
• 3 districts had less than 50% of their site leaders with formative assessment data and 5 

districts had less than 50% with summative assessments. 
• 2 districts, with GaDOE approval, used different surveys with their staff. 
• 17 districts had more than 90% of their classified staff complete the Climate Survey, and 

11 districts had more than 90% of their certified staff complete the survey. 
 
For Cohort 2 entities, the key points related to LKES implementation were as follows. 
 

• All entities (districts, state schools, charters, SIG schools) had leaders participate in LKES 
orientation. 

• 35 of the 38 entities set performance goals with their leaders. 
• 26 entities had formative assessment data. 
• 13 entities had 75% or more of their leaders with formative assessment data. 
• 25 entities had summative assessment data, and 15 had 50% or more of their leaders with 

summative assessments. 

Leaders Assessment on Performance Standards (LAPS): 
 
The Leader Assessment on Professional Standards (LAPS) component of the Leader Keys 
Effectiveness System (LKES) is a qualitative, rubric-centered evaluation system based on quality 
performance standards used to measure school leaders’ levels of performance.  The standards 
define common purposes and expectations, thereby guiding effective practice.  The overarching 
goal of LKES is to support the continuous growth and development of each leader by monitoring, 
analyzing, and applying pertinent data compiled within a system of meaningful feedback. 
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The LAPS component has several distinctive characteristics. It provides: 
 

• A focus on the relationship between professional performance and improved student 
academic achievement; 

• Sample performance indicators for each of the leader performance standards; 
• A system for documenting leader performance based on multiple data sources; and 
• A procedure for conducting performance reviews that stresses accountability, promotes 

professional improvement, and increases the involvement of leaders in the evaluation 
process.  

The Leader Assessment on Performance Standards component of the LKES comprises four 
domains and eight performance standards.  The domains, School Leadership, Organizational 
Leadership, Human Resources Leadership, and Professionalism and Communication, describe the 
major categories under which a leader’s duties and responsibilities are comprised.  Ratings on the 
eight standards include Ineffective, Needs Development, Proficient, and Exemplary.  LAPS data 
for 2012-2013 was collected from 1,915 participants in 55 school districts. However, 105 scores 
were filtered out of the analysis due to one or more unrated standards.  
 

 
 
The final dataset included 1,810 leaders that were rated Ineffective (0.06%), Needs Development 
(4.97%), Proficient (93.09%), or Exemplary (1.88%).  Proficient is the expected level of 
performance for leaders.  The chart above outlines the summative LAPS scores.  
 
Twenty-six of the 55 school districts included in the SY2012-2013 LAPS dataset were Race to 
the Top (RT3) districts. A total of 1,485 LAPS scores came from RT3 districts, while 325 LAPS 
scores came from Cohort 2 entities. RT3 school leaders were rated as follows: Ineffective (0.0%), 
Needs Development (2.49%), Proficient (95.42%), and Exemplary (2.09%).  Leaders in Cohort 2 
districts and schools were rated as follows: Ineffective (0.31%), Needs Development (16.31%), 
Proficient (82.46%), and Exemplary (0.92%).  
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There were 78% more LAPS scores for Cohort 1 (RT3) districts than were available for the other 
districts. Thus, comparisons between the two groups should be made with caution. In addition, 
the Cohort 2 districts were piloting LAPS, which frequently involves only a sampling of school 
leaders.  
 
When analyzing the data by the eight LAPS standards, results reveal all standards have a 
combined Proficient and Exemplary percentage over 90%. Standard 7, Professionalism, was rated 
the highest for Exemplary (22.2%) as well as when Proficient and Exemplary are combined 
(98.1%).  Other highly ranked standards include Organizational Management (96.6%), Human 
Resource Management (95.9%) and Communication/Community Relations (95.7%).   While none 
of the standards received a strong percentage of Ineffective and Needs Development, it is notable 
that Instructional Leadership and Planning/Assessment received the lowest rankings.  
 

LAP Standard % 
Ineffective 

% Needs 
Developme

nt 

% 
Proficient 

% 
Exemplary 

1. Instructional Leadership 0.3 8.6 72.7 18.5 
2. School Climate 0.3 5.9 78.1 15.7 
3. Planning and Assessment 0.3 8.1 77.9 13.6 
4. Organizational Management 0.1 3.4 81.7 14.9 
5. Human Resource Management 0.2 3.9 89.3 6.6 
6. Teacher/Staff Evaluation 0.4 6.5 84.6 8.5 
7. Professionalism 0.1 1.8 75.9 22.2 
8. Communication and 

Community Relations 
0.1 4.1 77.0 18.7 

 
Given the strongly skewed Proficient and Exemplary ratings, it is informative to compare the RT3 
percentages from the 2011-2012 pilot to the 2012-2013 scores.   With the exception of 
Professionalism, Standard 7, all Exemplary ratings decreased and all Proficient percentages 
increased.  The biggest difference seems to be Standard 5, Human Resources Management, which 
was the lowest rated standard in 2011-2012 but was one of the highest in 2012-2013. 
 

LAP Standard 

% Ineffective % Needs 
Development %Proficient % 

Exemplary 
2011-
2012 

2012-
2013 

2011-
2012 

2012-
2013 

2011
-

2012 

2012-
2013 

2011-
2012 

2012-
2013 

1. Instructional 
Leadership 

0.9 0.3 8.3 8.6 64.9 72.7 25.9 18.5 

2. School Climate 0.4 0.3 9.2 5.9 66.4 78.1 24.0 15.7 
3. Planning and 

Assessment 
0.4 0.3 12.3 8.1 65.8 77.9 21.5 13.6 

4. Organizational 
Management 

0.0 0.1 6.6 3.4 68.9 81.7 24.6 14.9 

5. Human Resource 
Management 

0.0 0.2 14.0 3.9 68.4 89.3 17.5 6.6 

6. Teacher/Staff 
Evaluation 

0.4 0.4 7.0 6.5 75.4 84.6 17.1 8.5 
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7. Professionalism 0.0 0.1 3.9 1.8 77.6 75.9 18.4 22.2 
8. Communication & 

Community 
Relations 

0.9 0.1 9.6 4.1 63.3 77.0 26.2 18.7 

  
Other findings related to LAPS are below. 
 

• The average LAPS score for all districts was within the Proficient range. 
• 14 districts had exemplary ratings, for at least some leaders. 
• 32 out of 55 districts had 100% of their leaders scoring in the Proficient range. 
• Only 1 district had an Ineffective leader score. 
• No RT3 districts had leaders rated Ineffective. 
• 18 districts had leaders rated Needs Development. 

 
On-line school leader surveys had two questions about LKES Standards. For the first question, 
“How has your knowledge and implementation of the LKES Standards influenced your 
leadership practices and the initiatives of the school?  Check all that apply to you”, 270 leaders 
responded.  The two most-selected options were “Allowed me to be reflective” (53.3%) and 
“Challenged me to identify my strengths and weaknesses” (53.3%).  “Setting personal goals” 
(46.7%), and “Increasing instructional practices” (40.7%) were also strong options for this 
question.   
 
The lowest-selected choice was “No influence” (14.8%).  The fact this option received the least 
percentage implies that school leaders see the value of LAPS The positive comments addressed 
reflective practices and being more consistent with feedback.  The theme of the unfavorable 
statements was the demand on leaders’ and evaluators’ time and excessive documentation.  
 

Question: “How has your knowledge and implementation of the LKES Standards 
influenced your leadership practices and the initiatives of the school?  Check all 
that apply to you. 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Allowed me to be reflective 53.30% 
Challenged me to identify my strengths and weaknesses 53.30% 
Allowed me to set personal goals 46.70% 
My attention to instructional practices has increased 40.70% 
Positively 34.80% 
Provides better focus 32.20% 
Provided a vehicle to assess my skills 23.70% 
I am a better resource for my teachers 21.90% 
Given a clear vision on how to make leadership decisions 20.70% 
Helped leadership team to develop a common vision 17.80% 
No influence 14.80% 

 
The second question received 263 responses, “What has been the greatest influence of the LKES 
Standards personally, either as a school, or a district?  Check all that apply to you.”  Two 
choices had strong percentages, “Provides more accountability” (44.1%) and “Focused my 
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attention on instructional leadership” (43%).  Responses rated the lowest on this question, 
“Provided me more opportunities to meet with my supervisor” (10.6%) and “Provided more 
professional development” (11%).   
 

Question: “What has been the greatest influence of the LKES Standards 
personally, either as a school, or a district?  Check all that apply to you.” 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Provides more accountability 44.1% 
Focused my attention on instructional leadership 43.0% 
Validates my work and what I do 32.3% 
Provides more opportunity to interact with my teachers 31.6% 
Provides consistency 30.0% 
Focus on differentiation 29.7% 
Keeps everyone on the same page 28.9% 
Brings the school and the district together to achieve school 
improvement 20.9% 

Collaboration across the district 17.5% 
No influence 14.1% 
Provided more professional development 11.0% 
Provided me more opportunities to meet with my supervisor 10.6% 

 
District Focus Groups were also asked about the influence, successes, and challenges of 
implementing the LKES Standards. The majority of the written comments referred to “providing 
focus, better understanding, clear expectations, and a common language for leaders.”  Several 
comments discussed “more emphasis on instruction” and “the instructional leadership role of 
the school leader.”  “Increased dialogue” and “collaboration” were repeatedly noted as 
successes, while “limited time,” “increased paperwork,” and “the TLE Electronic Platform” 
were areas referenced as LAPS challenges.  
 
Using the LAPS self-assessment, school leaders, with the support of their evaluators, set 
performance goals at the beginning of the year.  During regional focus group interviews, 
principals and district personnel identified the positive aspects of goal setting as follows. 
 

• The self-assessment and goal setting make the leaders think about growth. 
• Goals focus on what is expected as well as what can be inspected and measured. 
• Provides measures of accountability and focus for school leaders. 
• Goals target the work of the school leader and the things they should be doing day-to-day. 
• Performance goals align with district goals.  

 
Concerns noted during the focus group sessions were the need for a consistent method of goal 
setting, individual understanding of the LKES Standards, and district training.  
 
In a summary of discussions from regional focus groups developed by an external evaluator, the 
following themes were identified for LAPS. 
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Regional Focus Group Summary – Leader Assessment on Performance Standards 
Value Works Well Obstacles Suggestions 

• Performance goals 
valuable 

• Good instrument 
• Identifies strengths 

and weaknesses 
• Standards 

encourage growth 
for APs  

• Specific goals and 
indicators 

• Good resources 

• Ability to view 
multiple views in the 
platform 
(teachers/principals) 

• Consistency in rater 
reliability 

• Time constraints 
 

• Platform needs to 
be able to load all 
summative 
evaluations (TKES 
& LKES into 
district SIS.) 

• APs should be 
included and 
involved in all 
managerial levels 
if they are being 
held accountable 
for showing 
evidence of all 8 
standards.  

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: 
 

• LKES Training: Revisions were made to the training. Actual artifacts from a Georgia 
principal were used as the documentation for training purposes. Participants rated the 
standards based on these artifacts. This provided authentic experience and practice which 
increased knowledge and skills. 

• Quick Guides and Flow Charts: Professional learning resources in the form of Quick 
Guides and Flow Charts were developed and placed on the electronic platform in an 
effort to provide readily available implementation support. 

Recommendations for Improvement: 
 

• Investigate and identify cause(s) for the high percentage of Proficient or positively skewed 
LAPS ratings.  Establish a process to address identified causes in order to assist LKES 
evaluators with more effective implementation of the standard ratings. 

• Develop a process or mechanism to ensure all components of LKES are implemented.  .  
• Strengthen the emphasis placed on LKES by the TLE Division.  It is understandable that 

the primary area of focus and support has been on TKES.  However, research is strong 
that effective school leaders are critical to the success of the school, the teachers, and the 
students.  While the TLE division has limited resources and continually increasing 
demands, the value of a strong and effective leader evaluation system is not to be 
minimized and needs increased attention.  
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TKES and LKES: The District Perspective 
 
Superintendent A leads one of the twenty-six 
Race to the Top (RT3) Districts in Georgia. 
This superintendent has been directly 
involved in all aspects of the implementation 
of Teacher and Leader Keys.  Due to his 
direct involvement, he brings valuable 
insight into the TKES and LKES 
instruments, processes, and implementation. 
  
Superintendent A has served as 
superintendent for over a decade and has 
served as both a principal and an assistant 
principal.  Under his guidance, the district 
has been recognized for its improvement in 
student achievement.  
 
Teacher Keys Effectiveness System 
(TKES): 
Superintendent A discussed the positive 
impact of Teacher Keys on the teachers, 
schools, and the district.  He noted a 
positive influence on the district’s student 
achievement. However, the implementation 
did not come without concern and 
trepidation, especially at the beginning.  As 
Superintendent A noted, “They were nervous 
and concerned about the accountability, but 
we also had a lot going on last fall with an 
AdvancED visit, CCGPS, TKES, SLOs, and 
RT3.  There was a great deal of stress last 
fall, but by Christmas things were better.” 
 
Since Superintendent A had been asked to 
speak to state leaders about his district’s 
experience with TKES, he wanted direct 
information from his teachers.  The 
Superintendent “dropped in” on an 
afternoon AdvancED meeting of about 35 
teachers to talk with them about TKES.   
Because the teachers were there for another 
meeting, the Superintendent did not select 
them, nor were they expecting to be asked 
questions about TKES.  Teachers said it was 
good to have clear expectations and 
beneficial to have administrators in their 

classrooms.  The statement was made that it 
was “the best thing that had happened.” 
 

To ensure educators in his district knew that 
the district supported both TKES and LKES 
and were knowledgeable about the process, 
Superintendent A and the district staff 
conducted the training in-house.  He 
believes this hands-on involvement with the 
training increased buy-in across the district. 
 
Superintendent A noted that principals 
valued working more closely with the 
teachers. He made a point, however, of 
acknowledging that all principals in his 
district are instructional leaders.  Over his 
tenure as superintendent, all school 
principals have changed, and as new 
administrators were selected, a conscious 
effort was made to always hire instructional 
leaders.  All schools in his district are 
organized so that assistant principals 
oversee operations and principals handle 
instruction.  
 

Superintendent A noted that the school 
principals were well prepared for TKES 
implementation. The superintendent and 
district personnel trained the principals, 
who were then required to attend all 
training with their teachers.  Ongoing 
meetings were held between the 
superintendent and the principals during the 
year, and these conversations about TKES 
have strengthened the relationship between 
the school leaders and the superintendent.   
He noted, “We talk about TKES all the 
time.”    
 
The three areas of concern Superintendent A 
noted were the required time investment, the 
electronic platform, and Student Learning 
Objectives (SLOs). Principals initially 
struggled with the time required to conduct 
evaluations but soon realized they were 
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already in the classrooms observing teacher 
performance prior to the implementation of 
TKES.  Now they just had to plan and 
schedule accordingly. Superintendent A also 
indicated that principals had difficulty with 
the electronic platform and the time it 
required. Finally, he recognized the time 
required to develop SLOs and revised 
expectations as key issues.  He states the 
district’s curriculum directors have spent 
hundreds of hours working on SLOs.  He 
said, “With one SLO required for each 
course, it has been a long process involving 
a lot of cost, work, time, and stress.”  
 
Superintendent A acknowledges the value of 
SLOs and believes they have put all teachers 
on the same page with accountability and 
expectations. He sees that as a good thing 
but has concerns about the comparability of 
SLOs since each district is writing its own.  
He thinks this year will run much more 
smoothly but concern about the process 
remains. He stated the item development led 
by the Teacher and Leader Effectiveness 
SLO team was worthwhile for teachers but 
not all of the development meetings were as 
productive as he would have liked. While 
understanding that USDOE expectations 
have influenced the work, he notes the 
“timeline was too fast.”  Superintendent A 
believes 2013-2014 SLO implementation 
will be critical and said, “In year three, 
we’ll know if SLOs are being done correctly 
and are working.”  
 
In his final statements about TKES, 
Superintendent A summed it up as “it has 
worked and has been positive.” He says the 
biggest detriments to TKES are the school 
systems that think this is “going away” and 
approaching implementation as a “must do” 
rather than “buying in” and recognizing the 
positive that can come from it. 
 
Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES): 
Superintendent A and the district curriculum 
directors are credentialed LKES evaluators.  

They received three days of training, and 
then redelivered the training for the 
principals and assistant principals in the 
district.  While the curriculum directors 
were credentialed, Superintendent A 
completed all of these evaluations himself.  

 
Superintendent A stated that LKES is much 
stronger than the previous evaluation system 
used with leaders.  He has always wanted 
employees to know what is expected of them 
with “no surprises.”  According to 
Superintendent A, LKES encompasses his 
expectations for instructional leadership, 
continued growth every year, and doing the 
right work.  For school leaders, the 
reflection part of LKES is especially good 
since it requires them to think about their 
practices, including what they are doing, 
and what they are not doing.  
 
Conducting multiple conferences with 
leaders was not new to Superintendent A 
since he has previously had frequent 
conversations with all school leaders about 
their work and is in the schools on a regular 
basis to help monitor their activity.  The 
conferences with the school leaders provide 
a more structured opportunity to talk about 
goals for personal and school growth.  
These conversations revolve around topics 
such as, “What are you are working on? 
Where is the school in meeting goals? What 
is working and/or not working?” and “How 
can I support you?” With both TKES and 
LKES, Superintendent A would like the 
district to model and lead the process.  The 
modeling of LKES conversations with the 
principals has given them an opportunity to 
learn and apply the same processes in their 
discussions with teachers about TKES.  
Principals have received Needs 
Development on their evaluations, which 
has allowed them to understand and talk 
with teachers about the various rating 
levels.  They now understand improvement 
and growth on a personal level, making it 
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easier for them to cascade that in their 
schools and to their staffs.  
 
Just like the teachers with TKES, the 
principals and assistant principals were 
initially anxious and nervous about LKES.  
However, school leaders are now more 
comfortable with the system.  Superintendent 
A states that a culture of honesty had 
already been established in the district so 
school administrators knew that he would be 
truthful on all aspects of LKES.   
 
The administration of school climate surveys 
is nothing new for this district since they 
have been using school surveys for 
approximately ten years.  The results were 
highly positive so they did not provide a 
great deal of information useful for 
improvement.   

 
Throughout the TKES and LKES 
implementation processes, this district’s 
Board of Education has been supportive.  
The Board members welcomed the changes 
in teacher and leader evaluation and are 
knowledgeable about TKES and LKES.  
 
In conclusion, the TKES and LKES 
processes are working and making a 
difference for this district. There were a 
number of variables that contributed to the 
positive implementation of these two 
systems. However, the level of involvement 
by the superintendent and district level 
employees from the very beginning has been 
one of the most important factors in the 
success of TKES and LKES. 
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Governance and Leadership:
 
The second component of the Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES) is Governance and 
Leadership, which includes information from three sources:  school climate surveys completed 
by staff members, student attendance data, and the retention rate of effective teachers.  These 
datasets are not utilized independently, but instead, each of these three types of evidence will 
provide additional documentation to the evaluator for use in determining ratings within the 
Leadership Assessment on Performance Standards (LAPS). 
 
Climate Surveys: 
Climate surveys provide perception data used by the evaluator as documentation of leader 
effectiveness. Surveys provide information on staff perceptions regarding a leader’s performance 
on standards they have directly experienced.  The surveys are used to inform the ratings of the 
appropriate performance standards. Four versions of the school climate survey are provided. Two 
different surveys address the performance of the principal, with one survey designed for certified 
staff and the other for classified staff.  Two additional versions of the surveys address the 
performance of the assistant principal.  These different versions are designed to capture the 
different variations in interactions between a principal or assistant principal and the teachers or 
the classified staff.  
 
Statewide there were 28,682 Certified Staff Climate Surveys completed for principals during 
2012-2013.  The results for certified staff were predominantly positive, with thirteen of the 33 
survey questions having a combined “Strongly Agree/Agree” percentage over 90%.  Question 12, 
“My principal promotes the importance of using student assessment data to make instructional 
decisions,” had the highest percentage of favorable responses, with 95.9% “Strongly 
Agree/Agree.” The second highest score was Question 11 (93.2%), also focused on data usage.  
“My principal bases his or her decisions on a variety of types of information, including student 
achievement data.”  Staff morale (Question 7) was noted as the least positive question. Other 
themes noticed were:  
 

• 13 of the questions had 50% or more in the “Strongly Agree” column, and 
• 29 questions had less than 5% “Strongly Disagree.”  

 

Climate Survey Results (Statewide) 
Principal – Certified Staff 

Questions Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1. My principal communicates a clear vision of how 
teaching and learning should take place in this school 2.1 6.9 39.0 52.0 

2. My principal takes an active role in improving 
curriculum and instruction.  2.3 8.8 40.5 48.4 

3. My principal helps faculty members understand and 
use results from student assessments. 2.4 10.2 43.9 43.5 

4. My principal ensures that the school schedule 
maximizes instructional time. 2.4 7.2 39.8 50.6 

5. My principal creates and supports a positive 
academic learning environment. 3.7 9.1 36.4 50.8 

6. My principal sets and communicates high 
expectations for students and staff. 2.3 6.8 35.2 55.8 

7. My principal has a positive impact on staff morale. 9.7 15.8 33.4 41.1 
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8. My principal gives me the opportunity to provide 
input on school matters that affect me. 4.7 10.8 38.6 45.9 

9. My principal seeks out and values input from staff 
when making operational and instructional 
decisions.  

5.6 13.8 38.4 42.2 

10. My principal includes school staff in the process 
of developing school improvement plans.  2.0 6.6 42.7 48.7 

11. My principal bases his or her decisions on a 
variety of types of information, including student 
achievement data. 

1.6 5.2 43.7 49.6 

12. My principal promotes the importance of using 
student assessment data to make instructional 
decisions. 

1.0 3.1 42.3 53.5 

13. My principal uses data from student assessments 
when making curricular and instructional decisions.  1.4 5.7 44.2 48.7 

14. My principal communicates and enforces 
policies that ensure a safe and orderly school. 3.8 9.1 37.0 50.1 

15. My principal manages school operations 
smoothly and efficiently. 4.2 11.5 39.0 45.3 

16. My principal does his or her best to get me the 
resources and materials I need. 3.0 7.8 39.8 49.4 

17. My principal delegates responsibilities when 
appropriate, so other staff members have 
opportunities to share in leadership duties.  

3.1 7.9 41.8 47.1 

18. My principal assigns responsibilities to school 
staff in a fair and equitable way. 4.5 12.6 43.4 39.5 

19. My principal ensures that all staff who are new 
to the school receive the support they need. 3.4 10.7 45.7 40.2 

20. My principal provides highly effective staff 
members with opportunities for increased 
responsibility. 

2.8 9.0 44.3 43.8 

21. My principal shows appreciation to staff 
members that are doing their job effectively. 5.2 12.3 37.3 45.3 

22. When evaluating my performance, the most 
important consideration for my principal is my 
students learning.  

2.1 5.7 41.6 50.6 

23. My principal is committed to helping me 
develop and improve my performance. 2.6 8.5 42.0 46.9 

24. My principal provides me with useful feedback 
on my strengths, as well as on areas in which I need 
to improve. 

3.4 11.1 41.8 43.7 

25. My principal is fair and consistent when 
evaluating staff at this school. 5.0 10.4 40.2 44.3 

26. My principal treats staff, students, and parents 
with respect. 3.4 7.4 35.8 53.4 

27. My principal always behaves in an ethical and 
professional manner. 3.0 6.4 34.7 55.9 
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28. My principal always has a positive and 
constructive attitude. 3.6 8.4 35.0 53.0 

29. My principal has a good understanding of 
current educational trends, issues, and research. 1.8 5.2 39.0 54.0 

30. My principal seeks out and values the input of 
parents and other community members when 
making decisions. 

1.9 7.3 45.5 45.3 

31. My principal communicates important 
information to parents in a timely way. 1.9 6.4 43.3 48.4 

32. My principal is accessible to staff and students.  2.9 7.4 39.0 50.7 
33. My principal is a visible presence in our building 
to both staff and students.  3.6 11.8 36.3 52.0 

 
There were 14,784 Principal Classified Staff Surveys during 2012-2013 across the state. Surveys 
for classified staff include five rather than four choice options.  The “Don’t Know” option 
strengthens this survey because it allows the classified employees an opportunity to respond to 
questions with one of the four standard choices or acknowledge they lack information on a topic.  
The highest percentage of “Don’t Know” responses was related to the following topics: parent 
communication, staff evaluations, job feedback, new staff support, and use of data to inform 
decisions. 
 

Climate Survey Results (Statewide) 
Principal – Classified Staff 

Questions Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
know 

1. My principal communicates a clear vision of 
how teaching and learning should take place in 
this school 

2.6 4.7 36.3 49.7 6.6 

2. My principal is an active and positive 
educational leader. 3.3 6.1 34.2 52.4 4.0 

3. My principal top priority is improving 
instruction and learning in this school. 2.1 4.4 34.3 54.1 5.1 

4. My principal sets and communicates high 
expectations for students and staff.  2.6 6.0 35.8 52.4 3.2 

5. My principal has a positive impact on staff 
morale 7.3 11.4 34.3 42.9 4.2 

6. My principal is well respected by staff, students, 
and parents 5.3 11.0 35.6 42.7 5.5 

7. My principal seeks out and values the input of 
parents and other community members when 
making decisions. 

3.6 6.1 34.1 51.3 4.9 

8. My principal includes school staff in the process 
of developing school improvement plans. 3.4 7.9 38.8 40.7 9.2 

9. My principal bases his or her decisions on a 
variety of types of information, including 
student achievement data. 

2.8 5.5 37.4 39.9 14.4 

10. My principal communicates and enforces 
policies that ensure a safe and orderly school. 3.0 6.8 37.6 49.7 3.0 
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11. My principal is good at identifying 
problems and solving them quickly and 
effectively. 

3.7 9.7 37.5 42.6 6.4 

12. My principal does his or her best to get me 
the resources and materials I need. 2.7 6.1 39.1 44.9 7.2 

13. My principal delegates responsibilities 
when appropriate, so other staff members have 
opportunities to share in leadership duties 

2.9 6.1 38.5 42.2 10.3 

14. My principal assigns responsibilities to 
school staff in a fair and equitable way. 3.9 9.0 38.5 38.0 10.6 

15. My principal ensures that all staff who are 
new to the school receive the support they need. 3.0 6.1 37.6 40.5 12.7 

16. My principal provides me with useful 
feedback on my strengths, as well as on areas in 
which I need to improve. 

2.4 6.1 38.8 39.2 13.5 

17. My principal shows appreciation to staff 
members that are doing their jobs effectively. 4.2 8.4 36.7 45.8 4.9 

18. My principal is committed to helping me 
develop and improve my performance. 3.1 7.9 40.3 40.9 7.8 

19. My principal provides me with useful 
feedback on my strengths, as well as on areas in 
which I need to improve.  

3.3 11.0 39.3 38.4 7.9 

20. My principal clearly communicates to me 
the criteria he or she uses to evaluate my 
performance. 

3.2 9.4 39.3 39.0 9.1 

21. My principal is fair and consistent when 
evaluating staff at this school. 4.1 7.1 33.7 39.7 15.4 

22. My principal treats staff, students, and 
parents with respect 2.9 5.6 36.0 52.4 3.0 

23. My principal always behaves in an ethical 
and professional manner. 2.5 5.0 35.2 54.5 2.7 

24. My principal always has a positive and 
constructive attitude. 3.0 6.4 35.3 52.2 3.0 

25. My principal has a collegial and 
collaborative relationship with school staff. 3.5 7.7 36.7 45.4 6.7 

26. My principal seeks out and values the input 
of parents and other community members when 
making decisions.  

2.2 5.1 36.2 39.9 16.6 

27. My principal communicates important 
information to parents in a timely way. 2.0 4.3 38.2 43.1 12.3 

28. My principal is accessible to staff and 
students.  2.6 5.5 40.2 48.3 3.5 

29. My principal is a visible presence in our 
building to both staff and students.  3.0 5.9 37.0 51.6 2.5 

 
Results for the Principal Certified Staff Survey were also very positive. The highest percentages 
of “Strongly Agree/Agree” was for Question 23 (89.7%). “My principal always behaves in an 
ethical and professional manner.”  While the question with the lowest percentages of “Strongly 
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Agree/Agree” was “My principal is fair and consistent when evaluating staff at this school” 
(73.4%).  Other points noted on the survey were as follows. 

• 8 of the 29 questions had more than 50% “Strongly Agree.” 
• 27 questions had less than 55 “Strongly Disagree.” 
• Percentage responses in the “Agree” ratings ranged from 33.7% to 40.3%, a difference of 

only 6.6%. 
• Excluding the “Don’t Know” percentages, 18 questions had over 90% “Strongly 

Agree/Agree.” 
 
Assistant principals also have two surveys, one for certified staff and the other for classified staff.   
 

Climate Survey Results (Statewide) 
Assistant Principal – Certified Staff 

Questions Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1. My AP is an active and positive educational 
leader. 2.2  6.4 38.7 52.6 

2. My AP takes an active role in improving 
curriculum and instruction.  2.0  8.1 44.2 45.7 

3. My AP understands and supports instructional 
practices that are based in research.  1.8  5.9 45.1 47.2 

4. My AP helps faculty members understand and use 
results from student assessments. 2.1 10.2 45.4 4.3 

5. My AP is well respected by staff, students, and 
parents. 3.3  9.8 37.9 49.0 

6. My AP gives me the opportunity to provide input 
on school matters that affect me. 2.8  8.7 40.7 47.7 

7. My AP has a positive impact on staff morale 4.7 11.6 37.0 46.8 
8. My AP seeks out and values input from staff when 

making operational and instructional decisions. 3.5 11.4 42.0 43.2 

9. My AP bases his or her decisions on a variety of 
types of information, including student 
achievement data. 

0.0  5.8 49.2 45.0 

10. My AP promotes the importance of using 
student assessment data to make instructional 
decisions. 

0.0  5.2 48.4 46.4 

11. My AP uses data from student assessments 
when making curricular and instructional 
decisions. 

1.5  6.6 48.6 43.3 

12. My AP includes school staff in the process of 
decision making related to the curriculum and 
school improvement. 

2.5  9.5 46.8 41.2 

13. My AP is good at identifying problems and 
solving them quickly and effectively. 3.2 10.4 40.8 45.6 

14. My AP is proactive and decisive when 
making important decisions. 2.9  9.6 40.8 46.7 

15. My AP does his or her best to get me the 
resources and materials I need. 2.4  7.0 43.6 47.0 
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16. My AP delegates responsibilities when 
appropriate, so other staff members have 
opportunities to share in leadership duties. 

2.3  7.6 46.5 43.5 

17. My AP assigns responsibilities to school staff 
in a fair and equitable way. 2.7  8.4 46.4 42.5 

18. My AP ensures that all staff who are new to 
the school receive the support they need. 2.5  8.6 48.1 40.8 

19. My AP does whatever he or she can to help 
staff do our jobs effectively. 2.7  8.8 41.8 46.7 

20. My AP shows appreciation to staff members 
that are doing their jobs effectively. 3.2  8.6 40.5 47.8 

21. When evaluating my performance, the most 
important consideration for my AP is my students 
learning. 

1.9  5.1 44.4 48.6 

22. My AP is committed to helping me develop 
and improve my performance 2.2  7.7 44.8 45.3 

23. My AP provides me with useful feedback on 
my strengths, as well as on areas in which I need 
to improve. 

2.6  9.1 44.1 44.1 

24. My AP is fair and consistent when evaluating 
staff at this school. 3.2  7.5 43.3 45.9 

25. My AP treats staff, students, and parents with 
respect. 2.3  5.6 37.0 55.1 

26. My AP behaves in an ethical and professional 
manner. 2.2  4.4 37.1 56.3 

27. My AP has a positive and constructive 
attitude. 2.6  6.7 36.2 54.4 

28. My AP has a good understanding of current 
educational trends, issues, and research. 1.7  5.1 43.4 49.8 

29. My AP seeks out and values the input of 
parents and other community members when 
making decisions. 

1.7  7.0 50.0 41.4 

30. My AP communicates important information 
to parents in a timely way. 1.6  5.0 47.8 45.6 

31. My AP is accessible to staff and students.  1.8  4.7 40.7 52.8 
32. My AP is a visible presence in our building to 

both staff and students.  0.0  4.7 39.0 56.3 

 
There were 32,718 Assistant Principal Certified Survey completed.  Seventeen of the 32 
questions had combined “Strongly Agree/Agree” responses greater than 90%.  The strongest 
survey questions were numbers 32 and 10, respectively. They noted that assistant principals have 
a visible presence in the building and promote the importance of using assessment data for 
making instructional decisions.  Questions 7 and 8 received the lowest percentages.  These 
questions referred to having a positive impact on staff morale and seeking out and valuing input 
from staff in making decisions.  It is important to note that the lowest ranked question on staff 
morale only had 16.3% in the “Strongly Disagree/Disagree” areas. 
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The Assistant Principal Classified Survey included a “Don’t Know” option.  Topics with the 
highest response of “Don’t Know” were similar to the themes identified for the principal.  They 
included: parent communication and involvement, staff evaluations, making data-based 
decisions, job expectations and feedback, and fair delegation of responsibilities.  
 

Climate Survey Results (Statewide) 
Assistant Principal – Classified Staff 

Questions Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know 

1.  My AP is an active and positive educational 
leader. 1.6 3.7 38.9 49.94  5.9 

2.  My AP’s top priority is improving 
instruction and learning in this school. 1.3 3.2 39.8 46.7  9.0 

3.  My AP supports a clear vision of how 
teaching and learning should take place in 
this school. 

1.3 3.8 38.9 44.7 11.4 

4.  My AP sets and communicates high 
expectations for students and staff.  1.5 4.3 40.5 46.3  7.4 

5.  My AP has a positive impact on staff morale 3.4 6.9 37.4 45.0  7.2 
6.  My AP is well respected by staff, students, 

and parents 2.6 6.4 38.0 45.1  7.8 

7.  I am confident that my AP can effectively 
manage crisis situations if they arise. 2.2 4.9 37.1 48.5  7.3 

8.  My AP includes school staff in the process 
of decision making related to the school. 2.1 6.0 39.8 36.2 15.8 

9.  My AP bases his or her decisions on a 
variety of types of information. 1.4 3.8 39.8 37.4 17.6 

10. My AP is good at identifying problems 
and solving them quickly and effectively. 2.0 6.0 40.2 41.9  9.9 

11. My AP is proactive and decisive when 
making important decisions. 1.7 4.8 40.6 41.3 11.6 

12. My AP does his or her best to get me 
the resources and materials I need. 1.7 4.6 40.9 41.2 11.6 

13. My AP delegates responsibilities when 
appropriate, so other staff members have 
opportunities to share in leadership duties 

1.6 4.3 39.7 37.6 16.8 

14. My AP assigns responsibilities to school 
staff in a fair and equitable way. 2.1 4.8 40.5 37.5 15.2 

15. My AP ensures that all staff who are 
new to the school receive the support they 
need. 

1.7 3.8 39.3 37.4 17.7 

16. My AP does whatever he or she can to 
help staff do our jobs effectively. 2.0 5.0 42.0 42.3  8.7 

17. My AP shows appreciation to staff 
members that are doing their jobs effectively. 2.3 5.1 39.8 44.3  8.6 

18. My AP is committed to helping me 
develop and improve my performance. 2.1 5.9 42.7 36.6 12.7 

19. My AP provides me with useful 
feedback on my strengths, as well as on 
areas in which I need to improve. 

2.2 8.5 40.6 34.7 14.1 
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20. My AP clearly communicates to me the 
criteria he or she uses to evaluate my 
performance. 

2.0 7.5 38.2 34.2 18.2 

21. My AP is fair and consistent when 
evaluating staff at this school. 1.9 4.1 36.2 36.6 21.3 

22. My AP treats staff, students, and parents 
with respect 1.7 3.7 38.9 50.3  5.4 

23. My AP behaves in an ethical and 
professional manner. 1.5 3.4 39.0 51.5  4.5 

24. My AP has a positive and constructive 
attitude. 1.8 4.9 38.8 49.7  4.8 

25. My AP has a collegial and collaborative 
relationship with school staff. 1.8 4.4 39.4 46.4  9.0 

26. My AP seeks out and values the input of 
parents and other community members when 
making decisions. 

1.2 3.5 36.9 34.8 23.6 

27. My AP communicates important 
information to parents in a timely way. 1.1 2.8 38.4 38.1 19.6 

28. My AP is accessible to staff and students.  1.4 3.3 41.7 47.9  5.7 
29. My AP is a visible presence in our building 

to both staff and students.  1.6 3.1 39.2 51.4  4.7 
 
The Assistant Principal Classified Staff Survey had 11,259 responses across the state.  As with 
the certified staff survey, the results are overwhelmingly positive.  Only two questions, numbers 
5 and 19, had more than 10% in the combined “Strongly Disagree/Disagree” columns.  Question 
5, “Having a positive impact on staff morale,” has consistently been the lowest across all 
principal and assistant principal surveys.  Question 19 deals with providing feedback on job 
performance.  While the survey results are extremely positive, a few questions have a higher 
percentage of “Strongly Agree/Agree” ratings.  Questions 23 and 29 had over 90% in the 
“Strongly Agree/Agree” categories.  These questions identify the assistant principal behaving in 
an ethical and professional manner and having a visible presence in the building.  Important 
aspects of the survey included:  
 

• Variance between percentage responses in the “Agree” column was only 6.5% (36.2% to 
42.7%), and 

• Two questions had more than 50% responding “Strongly Agree:” “My AP is fair and 
consistent when evaluating staff at this school” and “My AP is a visible presence in our 
building to both staff and students.” 

 
School leaders were asked how the results of the Climate Survey influenced their leadership 
practices during the focus group sessions.  There were 39 responses from principals.  Eleven of 
the responses revealed that survey data were being used as intended for reflection, analysis, and 
improvement.  The remaining comments indicated administrators’ concerns about the survey and 
included the following themes.   
 

• Teachers have too many surveys to complete and don’t take them seriously (e.g., 
AdvancEd, Climate Survey, Title I Surveys.) 

• Classified staff may have limited knowledge of the instructional roles of principals and 
assistant principals. 
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The theme, “Classified staff may have limited knowledge of the instructional roles of principals 
and assistant principals,” indicates a misunderstanding by the school leaders.  While there are 
some similarities between the certified and classified staff surveys, the questions are not the 
same and the option of “Don’t Know” provides survey participants a mechanism for responding 
to all questions.  
 
District leaders were also asked about the climate surveys during their focus group interviews.  
The responses of the 22 participants were predominantly positive and indicate strong support for 
using the survey results for improvement. There was one reoccurring recommendation: district 
personnel want all staff members to be included in the survey. The LKES Handbook clearly 
states that all staff members (full-time certified and classified employees) are to be administered 
the appropriate survey. This raises a question whether schools are giving the Climate Surveys to 
all employees. 
 
Regional feedback groups provided input on the Climate Surveys.  The key points or topics 
noted from these by the external evaluator are shown below. 
 

Regional Feedback Group Summary – Leader Assessment on Performance Standards 
Value Works Well Obstacles Suggestions 

• Lets 
administrators 
know how 
teachers feel they 
are doing. 

• Makes me look for 
areas to improve.  

• Easy to do. 
• Meaningful 

questions. 
• Log-ins and 

passwords were 
provided. 

• Unaware APs were 
included in survey. 

• Technology for 
small districts. 

• Advertise dates 
early. 

• Get feedback early 
so we can make 
improvements. 
 

 
Student Attendance: 
 
Student attendance is another component that provides a source of documentation used by the 
evaluator to inform LAPS Performance Standard 2, School Climate.  The GaDOE regularly 
collects data on student attendance. Research is strong regarding the impact of attendance on 
student achievement, and attendance has also been included on the College and Career Readiness 
Performance Index (CCRPI).  The attendance rate will be provided as part of the CCRPI report 
that will be available for schools and districts each fall.  Therefore, the attendance rate used to 
inform Standard 2 will be lagging data.  The table below outlines the criteria established to guide 
the evaluator in using attendance data as a means to inform the annual summative rating of this 
standard.  
 

LKES Attendance Criteria 
96-100% No attendance risk 
90-95% Low attendance risk 
85-90% Moderate attendance risk 
84-below% High attendance risk 

 
The scale reflects a range of attendance rates.  The evaluator will determine the actual attendance 
rate associated with a leader’s school through CCRPI.  This rate will determine the risk factor 
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that will be used by the evaluator to rate School Climate.  The higher the percentage of student 
attendance, the lower the risk factor.  
 
Retention of Effective Teachers: 
Currently, the data for this part of the Governance and Leadership component of LKES is not 
available.  Until valid and reliable data are gathered on teacher effectiveness from the Teacher 
Keys Effectiveness System (TKES), the retention of effective teachers will not be used as a data 
source to inform LAPS Performance Standard 5, Human Resources Management.  

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: 
 

• An external survey research group assisted with survey revisions in the fall of 2012. The 
revisions increased clarity of the questions and minimized the use of questions which 
combine two or more elements into one question.  

• TLE staff worked with the vendor to streamline and enhance survey administration. 
Survey results are visible immediately following survey completion by fifteen 
respondents. Results update as additional respondents complete the survey. 

• GaDOE developed and released a professional learning module which addresses the use 
of survey data. This supports the use of survey results to inform the rating of the 
standards.  

Recommendations for Improvement: 
 

• Reemphasize the need for all employees to participate in the Climate Surveys for all 
school leaders and establish a mechanism for monitoring schools where only a few staff 
members complete the surveys.   

• Explain the differences in the Classified and Certified Surveys to school and district 
leaders. Since leaders think the surveys are identical for all staff, many have discounted 
the valuable information for improvement that can be obtained.  Numerous comments 
about classified staff having limited knowledge of instruction, from district and school 
leaders indicate leaders do not understand the following. 
 

o The Classified Climate Survey has a “Don’t Know” option. 
o The questions are similar, but different, for the Classified and Certified Surveys 

and for the Principal and Assistant Principal Surveys. 
o The perception of classified staff can help define the climate of a school building 

and the focus of the school. 

Student Growth and Academic Achievement: 
 
The third component of the Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES) is Student Growth and 
Academic Achievement, which is comprised of Student Growth Percentile (SGP) and Student 
Learning Objective (SLO) data as well as Gap Reduction data.  The same statistical methodology 
as used for TKES is used for LKES.  However, for school leaders the LKES SGP growth 
measure represents the median growth percentile for all students in the school, and the SLO 
growth measure is based on the percent of students meeting and/or exceeding a specified growth 
target.  
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SGP and SLO: 
Student Growth Percentile (SGP) data is available for the Criterion-Referenced Competency 
Tests (CRCT) in grades 4-8 reading, English/language arts, math, science, and social studies.  In 
addition, End of Course Tests (EOCTs) in Biology, Physical Science, 9th Grade 
Literature/Composition, American Literature/Composition, US History, 
Economics/Business/Free Enterprise, Mathematics I, Mathematic II, GPS Algebra, Analytic 
Geometry, Coordinate Algebra and GPS Geometry will be included in the Student Growth 
Percentile (SGP) data.  
 
The median growth percentile for all students in the school is the SGP summary measure, which 
will be used for LKES.  The median is obtained by rank ordering the percentiles for all students 
in the school and selecting the middle percentile.  SGPs can be compared across grade levels and 
subject areas, meaning summary measures can also be aggregated across grade levels and 
content areas.  As with TKES, both SGP and SLO data are lagging. 

Distribution of Schools by Median Growth Percentile Performance Level, 
2012-13 

RT3 
Districts Low Growth Typical Growth High Growth 

     1* 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
     2 7.3% 92.7% 0.0% 
     3* 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
     4 3.8% 92.3% 3.8% 
     5 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
     6 0.0% 98.3% 1.7% 
     7* 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
     8 9.3% 89.9% 0.8% 
     9 15.4% 84.6% 0.0% 
     10 1.6% 96.9% 1.6% 
     11 6.1% 93.9% 0.0% 
     12 2.0% 98.0% 0.0% 
     13 28.6% 71.4% 0.0% 
     14 3.6% 96.4% 0.0% 
     15 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
     16* 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
     17* 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
     18 3.5% 96.5% 0.0% 
     19 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
     20 11.1% 88.9% 0.0% 
     21* 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
     22 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
     23 4.1% 93.9% 2.0% 
     24* 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
     25 12.5% 87.5% 0.0% 
     26 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 

                  * Districts had fewer than 5 schools.  
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Keys points derived from the SGP data for the Cohort 1 (RT3) districts are identified below. 
 

• 12 of the 26 RT3 districts had 100% of their schools demonstrating typical growth. 
• 5 districts had some percentage (up to 3.8%) of their schools demonstrating high student 

growth. 
• 13 RT3 districts had some percentage (up to 28.6%) of their schools demonstrating low 

student growth. 
 
When considering state data for all participating districts, the percentages of schools with high 
median growth percentiles are similar, while there is some variation between the percentages of 
schools with median growth percentiles at low and typical levels. 
 

Distribution of Schools by Median Growth Percentile Level, 2012-13 
Statewide SGP Number 

of 
Schools 

Low Growth Typical 
Growth 

High Growth 

All RT3 
Districts 

857 4.6% 94.5% 0.9% 

All Cohort 2 
Districts 

306 12.1% 86.3% 1.6% 

 
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) are also calculated for LKES in the same manner as for 
TKES. The chart below provides the range of SLO ratings for the RT3 districts.  
 

School Leader Student Learning Objective Ratings (2012-2013) 
RT3 
Districts Ineffective 

Needs 
Develop. Proficient Exemplary 

   1* 50.0% 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 
2 29.4% 52.9% 11.8% 5.9% 
3 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
4 32.3% 58.0% 9.7% 0.0% 

   5* 40.0% 40.0% 20.0% 0.0% 
6 24.1% 66.6% 7.4% 1.9% 
7 72.7% 27.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
8 25.0% 50.0% 22.5% 2.5% 
9 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
10 94.2% 5.8% 0.0% 0.0% 

   11* 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
12 32.4% 14.7% 44.1% 8.8% 
13 79.6% 19.4% 1.0% 0.0% 
14 5.4% 54.1% 40.5% 0.0% 
15 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

  16* 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
17 69.3% 30.7% 0.0% 0.0% 
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School Leader Student Learning Objective Ratings (2012-2013) 
RT3 
Districts Ineffective 

Needs 
Develop. Proficient Exemplary 

18 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
19 0.0% 50.0% 33.3% 16.7% 

  20* 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
  21* 0.0% 33.3% 66.6% 0.0% 
22 33.3% 33.3% 22.3% 11.1% 
23 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
24 12.5% 87.5% 0.0% 0.0% 
25 46.9% 23.4% 28.1% 1.6% 

  26* 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
                  * Districts had fewer than 5 schools 
 
In reviewing the SLO LKES data by districts, the following themes were notes. 
 

• 8 districts had SLO LKES data identified as Exemplary and 12 had percentages in the 
Proficient column.  

• 3 districts had no Ineffective ratings. 
 

Across the state, there was a total of 632 RT3 or Cohort 1 schools/leaders with SLO data in 
2013.  As with the teacher SLO data, the school leader LKES SLO percentages are skewed 
toward the Ineffective and Needs Development ratings with a combined 87% in these two lowest 
categories.  Cohort 2 overall LKES SLO dataset reveals a somewhat higher percentage of 
Ineffective ratings than Cohort 1.  However, the number of leaders in the two cohorts differs by 
over 500, and this was the first time Cohort 2 had implemented SLOs. 
 

School Leader Student Learning Objective (SLO) Ratings (2012-2013) 

Districts Ineffective 
Needs 

Development Proficient Exemplary 
Cohort 1 – RT3 51% 36% 12% 2% 
Cohort 2  75% 22% 1% 2% 

 
Achievement Gap: 
 
In addition to SGP and SLO data, LKES Student Growth and Academic Achievement include 
another dataset, Achievement Gap Reduction. This calculation measures a school’s progress in 
closing, or having small or nonexistent, achievement gaps on state tests.  Both CRCT and EOCT 
scores are included and are calculated for each subject area.   
 
The gap measure includes two components – gap size and gap change. Gap size is calculated by 
finding the difference in standardized mean scores on state tests between the school’s lowest 
25% of achievers and the state’s mean performance. Gap change is defined as the gap size for the 
current year minus the gap size for last year. 
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This measure compares “z scores,” which are standardized scale scores.  Because z scores are 
standardized units, the scores can be compared across grades and subject areas.  Z scores have a 
mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1, with 99.7 percent of scores falling between -3 and 3.  
Gap size is defined as the state benchmark (0) minus the mean z score for the school’s high-need 
students. For gap size, negative scores and scores close to 0 are desirable as they represent the 
lowest 25% of students performing better than or close to the state mean.  Negative scores for 
gap change are good as they represent a reduction in the gap from last year to this year. 
 
For each subject area, schools receive both an Achievement Gap Size Score and an Achievement 
Gap Change Score.  The final subject score will be the greater of the two scores, and the overall 
score will be the average of the subject scores.  On the 1 to 4 scales for gap size and gap change, 
a 4 would be the highest rating. (The scale changed in 2013-2014.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LKES Achievement Gap calculations for the RT3 (Cohort 1) districts indicate the following 
percentages of schools/leaders for each district that were rated in each category.   Also noted in 
the chart below is the percentage of schools in each district that had missing system data.  There 
are several reasons that districts might have missing data. For example, new schools would not 
have prior data for measuring the gap from one year to the next, and K-2 schools would not have 
state testing data. 
 

Cohort 1 – RT3 
Districts 

Percent Scored Percent of Schools 
with Missing Data 1 2 3 4 

   1* 0.0 0.0 75.0 0.0 25.0 
 2 19.5 31.7 36.6 7.3 4.9 

   3* 0.0 0.0 80.0 0.0 20.0 
 4 7.7 30.8 26.9 28.8 5.8 
 5 0.0 0.0 26.3 73.7 0.0 
 6 6.6 27.9 54.1 8.2 3.3 

   7* 0.0 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 
 8 6.8 28.6 37.6 21.1 6.0 
 9 15.4 26.9 42.3 15.4 0.0 
10 0.0 3.1 27.7 66.9 2.3 
11 9.1 15.2 60.6 15.2 0.0 
12 0.0 4.0 48.0 48.0 0.0 
13 12.5 25.0 37.5 12.5 12.5 
14 0.0 41.8 38.2 20.0 0.0 
15 0.0 66.7 16.7 16.7 0.0 

  16* 0.0 0.0 66.7 33.3 0.0 
  17* 0.0 0.0 40.0 20.0 40.0 
18 8.9 44.6 33.9 10.7 1.8 

Gap Size Score  Gap Change Score 
1.5 or greater 1  0.05 or greater 1 
1.2 – 1.49 2  -0.04 – 0.04 2 
0.9 – 1.19 3  -0.15 – -0.05 3 
Less than 0.9 4  Less than -0.15 4 
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19 0.0 5.6 66.7 27.8 0.0 
20 5.6 44.4 50.0 0.0 0.0 

  21* 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 
22 0.0 0.0 14.3 71.4 14.3 
23 12.1 40.2 29.9 15.9 1.9 

  24* 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 
25 12.5 0.0 75.0 12.5 0.0 
26 0.0 11.1 66.7 11.1 11.1 

Cohort 1 
Total 6.0 24.1 38.5 28.2 3.2 

                   * Districts had fewer than 5 schools 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013:   
 
Based on district feedback and input from evaluation system specialists, the GaDOE made the 
following revisions / changes to SLO processes and procedures during the 2012-2013 year: 
 

• SLO Data Usage for RT3 (Cohort 1) Districts was Delayed: GaDOE delayed the use of 
2012-2013 SLO data for RT3 districts. This delay provided time for additional training to 
address SLO development and the setting of growth targets. 

• Assessment Item Bank: GaDOE developed the item bank throughout the 2012-2013 
school year. Course specific supports are provided for 33 courses with state-mandated 
assessments (Student Growth Percentiles) and 126 courses for which Student Learning 
Objectives have been created. Georgia teachers developed 1,969 items for use in district-
developed assessments. 

• SEDL Item Bank Review: SEDL, formerly the Southwest Educational Development 
Laboratory, reviews SLO items to ensure quality and alignment with course standards. 

• Assessment Development Process: GaDOE has strengthened the processes for 
Assessment Development through the mandatory use of two team-developed tools, the 
Table of Specifications and the Criteria Table, for all Student Learning Objectives.  

• Planning and Approval Process: During the spring and summer of 2013, the TLE 
Division of GaDOE provided districts with a planning tool designed to help them drive 
SLO development.  The SLO submission process is now completed through the TLE 
Electronic Platform, allowing the SLO team to immediately initiate the approval process.  

• Course Data Analysis Tool: The GaDOE TLE data team developed an additional 
planning tool using the 2012 student-teacher course record (Student Record) to identify 
courses requiring SLO development. From the course data analysis, the SLO team 
identified the 75 highest priority courses for which to develop item banks during 2013-
2014. 

• District Course Data: The SLO team provided each district with the list of courses and 
the number of teachers who taught each course specific to that district.  This allows the 
SLO team to provide supports and resources to districts tailored to their course data. 

• Regional SLO Assessment Development: In order to provide additional district support, 
the SLO Team has collaborated with Regional Education Service Agencies (RESAs) to 
identify the SLO needs of each region. This enables a customized plan that will 
strengthen SLO implementation in districts and across regions. 
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• Increased Communication: The Student Learning Objective Program Manager conducted 
face-to-face meetings with every RT3 District in order to assist districts in strengthening 
data analysis and appropriate target-setting.  Most districts (87%) made adjustments to 
growth targets based on the data and conversation during the face-to-face meetings.  
Webinars and advisory groups are other methods of communication used in 2012-2013. 

Recommendations for Improvement: 
 

• Student Learning Objectives require continued analysis and on-going discussions with 
assessment specialists and all stakeholders (teachers, school leaders, and district 
personnel).  

• It is important to recognize and applaud the numerous revisions made and positive 
supports provided during 2012-2013 by the GaDOE TLE Division. TLE should continue 
to monitor all SLO processes to further strengthen the SLO development and 
implementation. Additional district support should be provided to increase the use of 
SLO data to improve classroom instruction. 
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Validation of LKES: 
 
In examining the implementation of each LKES component for RT3 districts, implementation 
appears inconsistent.  The chart below provides implementation data for RT3 districts.  

2012-2013 RT3 LKES Implementation 

RT3 
District 

Performance 
Goal Setting 

Formative 
Assessment 

Summative 
Assessment 

Certified 
Staff 

Climate 
Survey 

Classified 
Staff 

Climate 
Survey 

1 94% 71% 69% 67% 62% 
2 97% 87% 93% 92% 86% 
3 99% 81% 92% 90% 90% 
4 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
5 95% 90% 93% 99% 96% 
6 100% 100% 85% 100% 90% 
7 80% 120% 100% 100% 100% 
8 124% 33% 33% 57% 43% 
9 100% 86% 86% 57% 57% 
10 84% 67% 76% 91% 90% 
11 101% 88% 96% 97% 96% 
12 102% 91% 89% 93% 89% 
13 89% 80% 86% 94% 79% 
14 105% 60% 45% 130% 140% 
15 74% 50% 13% 67% 70% 
16 93% 39% 46% 71% 71% 
17 97% 89% 98% 58% 87% 
18 100% 92% 85% 108% 115% 
19 92% 84% 80% 90% 80% 
20 101% 95% 95% 92% 78% 
21 100% 68% 64% 64% 64% 
22 113% 63% 63% 0% 0% 
23 80% 80% 87% 107% 100% 
24 67% 0% 0% 133% 133% 
25 92% 92% 92% 92% 62% 

 26*  *    65%   94%     *     * 
*District 26 collected data in a parallel system, therefore some data is unavailable. 

     
Notable observations based on implementation data for the 25 reporting districts with complete 
reports are as follows. 
 

• One district completed all five components of LKES. 
• One district had no formative or summative assessments. 
• 6 districts had 100% or more of their certified and classified staff complete the Climate 

Surveys. 
• 8 districts had a decline from the performance goal setting to the summative assessment of 

more than 20%. 
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The TLE evaluation team used a correlation analysis to examine the alignment between the climate 
surveys and Leader Assessment on Performance Standards (LAPS) for principals and assistant 
principals.  Results for both the certified and classified surveys were part of the analysis. All 
certified results for both principals and assistant principals showed significant correlations between 
the climate surveys and LAPS standards.  The table below provides the correlation results, which 
indicate there were 26 significant correlations among the LAPS standards and climate surveys.  
 

Correlations of Climate Surveys and LAPS 
   LAPS Principal Certified Principal Classified AP Certified AP Classified 
Standard 

1 
0.20* 0.09* 0.18* 0.17* 

Standard 
2 

0.34* 0.32* 0.25* 0.22* 

Standard 
3 

0.11* 0.02 0.16* 0.11* 

Standard 
4  

0.13* 0.08* 0.12* 0.11* 

Standard 
5 

0.17* 0.06 0.07* 0.10* 

Standard 
6 

0.15* 0.10 0.08* 0.05 

Standard 
7 

0.20* 0.15 0.14* 0.13* 

Standard 
8 

0.09* 0.04 0.16* 0.16* 

*Correlation is statistically significant (p < .01).   
 
A positive r-value (correlation coefficient) and a p-value < .01 (statistically significant) indicates a 
relationship between two variables; thus, if one variable increases, so will the other variable.  LAPS 
Standard 2, School Climate, and Principal Certified Climate Survey had the highest significant 
correlation with r = 0.34 and p < .01.   The lowest significant correlation is between LAPS Standard 
5, Human Resources Management, and AP Certified Climate Survey, yet this relationship still 
indicates that as the AP Certified ratings increase, the LAPS Standard 5 ratings increase. 

Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013: 
 

• Committees and advisory groups, both internal and external, have been established to 
increase stakeholder communication and provide avenues for input and feedback. 

• Feedback/input from these various groups and entities are directly connected to changes and 
revisions in TLE programs and processes.   

• Monthly implementation reports are sent to all ESS, and the district RT3 or TKES/LKES 
contact s to guide and support LKES implementation. 

Recommendations for Improvement: 
 

• Investigate and determine the cause(s) for lower implementation of the Climate Surveys 
across the districts.  Once the cause or causes are determined, implement steps to increase 
the district administration of the climate surveys.  

• Continue to monitor LKES implementation, and include superintendents in the distribution 
of the monthly implementation reports. 
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Conclusion: 
This report examines data collected during the 2012-2013 implementation of the Teacher Keys 
Effectiveness System (TKES) and Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES). Utilizing 
information from the TLE Electronic Platform, surveys, focus groups, regional feedback sessions, 
inter-rater reliability measures, and external evaluators, the data was analyzed and triangulated to 
address the three evaluation areas from the 2011-2012 pilot report of training, implementation, and 
validation. The report also provides information regarding participation, effectiveness, and 
accomplishments, and presents recommendations for improvement.   
 
The 2012-2013 school year was the first full year in which the State of Georgia implemented a 
comprehensive, multiple-measure, performance-based evaluation system for teachers and school 
leaders in the Cohort 1 (RT3) districts.  Teacher Keys Effectiveness System (TKES) and Leader 
Keys Effectiveness System (LKES) were piloted from January to May 2012 for the primary purpose 
of gaining valuable knowledge and feedback on the TKES and LKES systems. Throughout the 
2012-2013 school year, the Teacher and Leader Effectiveness (TLE) Division used the information 
from the 2011-2012 pilot to improve and adjust the processes, materials, and support for effective 
implementation of TKES and LKES.   
 
Successes: 
 
The TLE Division’s willingness to seek feedback from stakeholders and make appropriate changes 
led to numerous effective revisions, successes, and strengths. Those successes are outlined in the 
bullets below.  However, as with any new initiative or program, an area of strength can also 
continue to be area for additional improvement. Some of the successes below are also identified as 
continuing to need improvement, but that should not diminish the acknowledgement and celebration 
of the progress that has been made.   
 
TLE Field Staff (Evaluation System Specialists): 
 

• Training for both TKES and LKES by GaDOE Evaluation System Specialists (ESS) 
continues to be recognized on evaluation forms, surveys, site visits, and in focus groups as 
an area of strength. 

• TLE Division has empowered ESS staff to schedule and conduct training at the district or 
regional level. 

• Outstanding support is provided to districts and schools by ESS team members.  In 
stakeholder interviews, site visits, and on surveys, the quality and value of ESS assistance 
was continually confirmed. 

• Inter-rater reliability walkthroughs with school leaders, led by ESS staff, is another area of 
effective support. Districts saw such value in these walkthroughs that they requested 
additional opportunities to participate. Some districts established internal mechanisms in 
order to replicate the process  
 

   Improved TLE Electronic Platform: 
 

• Electronic Platform Advisory was implemented to provide feedback and direction on needed 
revisions. 

• TLE developed User Guides for the electronic platform with screen shots of the website and 
guidance on how to complete different tasks. 
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• TLE Electronic Platform was fully developed during 2012-2013 and revised/enhanced 
during the spring and summer of 2013 to include the following: 

o Organization of overall number, sequence, and grouping of steps, 
o Integration of conference tools within process containers, 
o Reduction of numbers of clicks required to complete all steps, 
o Improvement of user interface to make it more intuitive,  
o Reduction of manual activities in the student survey process, 
o Improvement of principal/evaluator compliance/completion monitoring through 

reporting features, and  
o Increased speed for executing all activities through system integration, real time 

dashboards, reduction of clicks to complete processes, system ease of use, and 
performance. 

    
   Student Learning Objectives: 
 

• Item Bank: Through the development of item banks, the state has doubled the percentage of 
teachers for which the Department of Education provides course-specific supports. There are 
currently 1,969 items developed by Georgia teachers for use in district-developed 
assessments. 

• Item Bank Review: SEDL, formerly the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, 
reviews SLO item banks to ensure quality and alignment to course standards. 

• Consistent Process for Assessment Development: To increase comparability for SLOs, 
districts are required to submit the Table of Specifications and the Criteria Table to TLE as a 
part of the approval process.  

• Planning and Approval Process: An SLO development planning tool for districts was 
designed to drive SLO development during the spring and summer of 2013.  The SLO 
submission process is now completed through the TLE Platform, allowing the SLO team to 
immediately begin the approval process.  

• Course Data Analysis Tool: The data team developed a planning tool to identify courses 
requiring SLO development to ensure a growth measure for every teacher.   

• Regional SLO Assessment Development: In order to provide additional district support, the 
SLO Team has collaborated with Regional Education Service Agencies (RESAs) to identify 
the SLO needs of each region. This will enable a customized plan that will strengthen SLO 
implementation in districts and across regions. 

• District Course Data: The SLO team gave districts course lists and provided supports and 
resources tailored to their course data. 
 

   Updated, Revised and Developed Support Materials: 
 

• Revised LKES Handbook and Implementation Guide. 
• Updated LKES training materials and PowerPoint presentations. 
• Developed professional learning materials (Quick Guides and Mini-Modules) on the LKES 

and LKES standards, processes, and components.  These materials are available through the 
TLE Electronic Platform. 

• Discontinued use of Surveys of Instructional Practice for grades K-2 for 2012-2013. 
• Revised surveys for grades 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12. 
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   Increased Communication and Developed Processes for Stakeholder Feedback: 
 

• Conducted face-to-face meetings between the Student Learning Objective Program Manager 
and each RT3 district to discuss and assist in making adjustments to growth targets.  Added 
other methods of communication in the form of Webinars and Advisory Groups. 

• Conducted webinars throughout the year with district and school leaders. 
• Established committees and advisory groups, both internal and external, to increase 

stakeholder communication and provide avenues for input and feedback. 
o The Internal Committee for Technical Oversight and Communication (TICTOC)  
o Educator Effectiveness Technical Advisory Committee (EETAC)  
o SLO Advisory Committee 
o TLE Electronic Platform Advisory 

• Contracted with external evaluators to conduct focus groups, electronic surveys, and 
regional feedback meetings to collect stakeholder feedback on the benefits, successes, and 
challenges of TKES and LKES. 

• Provided presentations to numerous groups and conferences (GAESP, GSBA, GAEL, RT3 
Summit). 

 
   Initiated Sustainability Processes: 
 

• Developed a process for credentialing TKES statewide trainers outside of the GaDOE.   
 

Areas Needing Improvement: 
 
Along with the successes associated with TKES and LKES, there are areas for improvement that 
were identified in the report.  As previously mentioned, some of the areas for improvement were 
also identified as successes.  In some cases, the revisions already implemented continue to impact 
the areas for improvement so with sufficient time, they will self-correct. In other instances, 
additional changes may be needed to reach the level of improvement required.  Areas for 
improvement include the following. 
 

• Establish a consistent method for training teachers on TKES and school leaders on LKES. 
• Increase acceptance of Surveys of Instructional Practice. 
• Continue to work on TLE Electronic Platform effectiveness. 
• Improve all aspects of Student Learning Objectives. 
• Increase fidelity of TAPS and LAPS rubric implementation. 
•  Strengthen the emphasis and support provided for LKES. 

 
Evaluation of December 2012 Pilot Report Recommendations: 
 
Some of the identified successes and areas needing improvement were noted in the December 2012 
pilot report as recommendations for improvement.  The status of the five recommendations from the 
2011-12 report is discussed below. 
 
1. Strengthen the fidelity of implementation for TAPS and LAPS rubrics: 

• The GaDOE TLE Division took great strides to address this recommendation.   
 Revised and strengthened training material to include credentialing of evaluators 
 Conducted inter-rater reliability walkthroughs with school leaders and GaDOE 

Evaluation System Specialists (ESS).  
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 Conducted webinars, site visits, and face-to-face meetings with district /school leaders on 
a regular basis.  

 Monitored implementation the TLE Electronic Platform. 
 Developed professional learning materials for districts, school leaders, and teachers. 
• As noted in the report, these improvements had a positive impact on stakeholder 

perceptions, and districts across the state implemented TAPS and LAPS with similar 
expectations.   

• Area for Continued Improvement: The fidelity of implementation for TAPS and LAPS 
rubrics requires ongoing work as evidenced by the high percentage of Proficient for 
TKES (93.5%) and LKES (93.1%). 

 
2. Create consistency in TKES orientation training at the school level: 

• With the development of the TKES orientation video for teachers, the TLE Division has 
created a consistent method for insuring that all teachers have the same initial information on 
the TKES components and process.  

  
3. Continue to focus on improving the development, application, and use of Student Learning 

Objectives (SLOs): 
• Numerous changes and improvements already discussed in the conclusion to this report were 

made to SLOs during 2012-2013.   
• Area for Continued Improvement: While the changes made to SLOs and the SLO processes 

have had positive results, this component requires additional discussion, analysis, and 
improvements.  

  
4. Assist teachers and leaders with analysis and use of instructional survey data: 

• Several professional learning resources (Quick Guides and Mini Module) were developed in 
2012-2013 on analyzing and using Surveys of Instructional Practice. 

• Area for Continued Improvement: Increased understanding of the purpose of student surveys 
and research supporting their use continues to be a need.  
 

5. Provide data to districts and schools in a timely manner. 
• With the creation of the TLE Evaluation, Data, and Effectiveness Team, data related to TKES 

and LKES can be processed, analyzed, and provided to districts in a timely manner.   Districts 
received data reports during summer of 2013. 

• In addition to the TLE Data Team, outside agencies were used to analyze data for reliability 
and validation of components.  These agencies, the University of Georgia Center for 
Assessment and the National Center for Improvement of Educational Assessment (NCIEA), 
have been instrumental in assisting the Data Team with the following. 

o Analysis of how measures influence the various calculations. 
o Creating multiple regressions to predict the performance of teachers and leaders. 
o Granular analysis of SLO data and guidance. 
o Feedback on additional analyses, next steps, and combining of multiple measures. 

• The external work of the UGA Center for Assessment and NCIEA has verified the following 
data points. 

o TAPS and LAPS measures show a very high degree of internal consistency, 
particularly for observational instruments. 

o The Center supports combining multiple measures in an appropriate way to 
determine teacher and leader effectiveness. 



Georgia Department of Education 
2012-2013 TKES/LKES Evaluation Report 

Dr. John D. Barge, State School Superintendent  
February 21, 2014 ● Page 100 of 102 

All Rights Reserved 

o Research data confirms that TKES and LKES are reliable instruments and assess 
teacher and leader effectiveness. 

 
2012-2013 Key Recommendations: 
 
As with the successes discussed in this conclusion, many of the recommendations discussed below 
have been mentioned throughout the report.  Along with the Areas for Continued Improvement from 
the 2011-12 recommendations, the following recommendations need to be considered: 
 

• Continue to Strengthen Communication: 
Throughout this report, there are examples of limited understanding or knowledge that can 
be corrected with stronger, more frequent communication to educators at all levels.  
However, the greatest need for communication is with school leaders and classroom 
teachers. The GaDOE has increased communication with district leaders during 2012-2013 
through webinars, meetings, and site visits.  School leaders are frequently dependent on their 
district to provide updated information, which does not happen consistently in all districts.  
Classroom teachers are the furthest removed from the line of communication, yet they are 
directly involved in implementation.  In order to support implementation and clarify 
misunderstandings, it is important for the TLE Division to expand its communication even 
more directly into the schools and classrooms.  

 
• Increase the Emphasis on LKES: 

It is understandable that the majority of time, energy, and emphasis have been on TKES.  
However, it is important to ensure that LKES is implemented accurately and used as true 
evaluation tool for school leaders.  In order for TKES to be a success in increasing the 
effectiveness of classroom teachers, the school leaders implementing TKES must 
themselves be effective.   

 
Challenges for the TLE Division: 
 
The TLE Division faces several challenges in implementing the work. 
 

• Support for All School Districts in the State: 
With the passage of House Bill 244, all districts in the State of Georgia must implement 
TKES and LKES in 2014-15. The demand for support will continue to increase as all 
districts fully implement both TKES and LKES next year.   
 

• Sustainability of TKES and LKES:  
The work of the TLE Division has been funded through the State of Georgia RT3 grant.  
Even with a no-cost extension, recently granted by USDOE, the grant will expire in 
September 2015. Simultaneously, between now and the completion of the grant, the TLE 
Division will be training and supporting the implementation of TKES and LKES across the 
state and building sustainability for TKES and LKES. 

 
In Summary: 
 
The Georgia Department of Education Teacher and Leader Effectiveness Division is continuing a 
journey that started with the initial work on CLASS Keys and Leader Keys, voluntary teacher and 
leader evaluation systems used between 2007 and 2009. The journey became more urgent and well-
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defined with the RT3 grant expectations and timelines, and it will become a statewide initiative in 
2014-2015.  Throughout the journey with TKES and LKES, there have been challenges, but the 
TLE personnel have successfully met the obstacles and continue to refine the processes and 
materials. The recommendations in this report will provide additional direction for the work going 
into the 2014-2015 statewide implementation year. 
 
While some resistance to TKES and LKES remains, one must acknowledge that the previous 
evaluation systems were not effective and were not focused on improving student achievement.  It 
is also important to note that, across the country, new teacher and leader evaluation systems are 
being implemented.  A new report from the Center for Public Education, an initiative of the 
National School Boards Association, found that states are tackling teacher evaluation in a variety of 
ways. For example: 
 

• 41 states require or recommend that teachers be evaluated using more than one measure of 
performance, which may include student test scores, classroom observations, student 
surveys, lesson plan reviews and teacher self-assessments. 

• 38 states require evaluations based on the teachers’ impact on student achievement; eight 
more states recommend this practice. 

• 23 states require or recommend that student achievement indicators such as standardized test 
scores, student portfolios or learning goals for students make up at least half of a teacher’s 
evaluation. 

• States differ in the degree of involvement in designing and implementing teacher evaluation 
systems: 13 states require school districts to implement state-mandated evaluation systems 
with little flexibility, 21 states allow school systems to design their own evaluation systems 
with state approval and 17 states fall somewhere in between. 

• Most states measure a teacher’s impact based on a student’s academic growth or on progress 
compared to other students.  
 

The TLE Division is to be commended for its willingness to seek input and make appropriate 
changes to the TKES and LKES components and implementation procedures. The sections in this 
report entitled Revisions and Responses by TLE Division during 2012-2013 provide evidence of the 
continued efforts by this group to increase effectiveness and effective implementation, strengthen 
support for that implementation, and utilize stakeholder feedback to inform the work.  
  

http://www.centerforpubliceducation.org/teacherevalreview
http://www.centerforpubliceducation.org/
http://www.nsba.org/
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