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Note: The bolded phrases and page numbers in this document refer to sections and pages of the ISEA document titled “CAREER DEVELOPMENT, PERFORMANCE REVIEW, AND INTENSIVE ASSISTANCE FOR CAREER TEACHERS,” released by the Iowa State Education Association in early December 2003. It can also be found on the ISEA Web site (www.isea.org). We recommend that you have the ISEA document open as you read through this Reaction Paper.

INTRODUCTION, p. 2

SAI does not think a phase-in period of "over several years" is necessary to implement an evaluation system for experienced teachers. We believe agreement can be achieved as to the procedures involved in evaluation before the end of the ’04-05 school year in time for the statutory deadline of July 1, 2005. The district’s Intensive Assistance program, which must be in place by the same date, is not subject to negotiations. Language in previous agreements referring to a remediation or intensive assistance process may be removed. Thus, determining whether to add additional evaluation standards and/or criteria, deleting prior language to avoid internal conflict within the new agreement, and negotiating evaluation procedures (in those districts whose teachers are in a certified bargaining unit) are the tasks required by the legislation.

Comment: With respect to the "Credits" section on page 3, ISEA acknowledges that during its development, SAI had an opportunity review and make suggestions to the ISEA team working on it. We are grateful for that opportunity, and for the fact that the staff at ISEA genuinely weighed our concerns and responded, in some cases making changes. We did not have time both to review (with a team of SAI members and staff) and comment on the Final Draft of ISEA’s document in time to affect it before its release. Thus, the ISEA “credits” should not be read to mean that ISEA knew of all our concerns and opposed them or refused to make changes, nor that SAI was in agreement with the Final Draft in all respects. That would be an unfair and inaccurate inference.

IOWA TEACHER QUALITY STATUTE, pp. 4-6

Individual Career Development Plans, p.5

NOTE: The Department of Education has provided “non-regulatory guidance” to help teachers and evaluators create ICDPs that comply with the intent and letter of the TQA. This Guidance also includes some sample forms with explanations and examples. It is available on the D.E. Web site or on SAI’s home page (www.sai-iowa.org -- then click on “Career Teacher Evaluation & Intensive Assistance Materials”.)

While the Final Draft notes that the teacher’s Individual Career Development Plan is to be based on the (eight) Iowa Teaching Standards and the student achievement goals of the attendance center and school district as reflected in the district’s CSIP, in addition to "the needs of the teacher," the Draft itself seems to focus most on the latter. Moreover, the implication seems to be that the teacher him- or herself determines what his or her needs are. We think the legislature intended that the big picture control the little picture. That is, each district has a CSIP with student achievement goals and an overall district career development plan. The "needs of the teacher" should be determined with respect to meeting the district’s goals and be in alignment with the district-wide career development plan. The Final Draft accepts that in cases of disagreement between a teacher and an evaluator, the evaluator makes the decision with respect to the teacher’s ICDP. We don’t think a third party or an advocate system is necessary or advisable to resolve differences of opinion in this regard.

Performance Reviews, p. 5

Again, while the Final Draft acknowledges the statutory purposes and components of the (in most cases) three-year evaluation called a Performance Review in its introductory and prefatory remarks, the "meat" of the Performance Review section of the Final Draft (pages 17 & 18, with related forms on pages 19-22) appears to stress one part of the three-year evaluation (progress on ICDP goals) more than the others; it suggests only one classroom observation is necessary over that period; and rather than offering ideas for teachers to provide evidence of attainment of the teaching standards and criteria, the position is taken that it is the evaluator’s duty to provide evidence of the non-attainment of one or more standards. The proposition with which we most disagree is that the evaluation system starts with a presumption of competency in the eight standards and 42 criteria, and the teacher is responsible for no documentation or supportive evidence to prove s/he has met them. We believe this dismisses the obligation of the teacher to show, in some fashion (not necessarily by a portfolio of documents, but that certainly is one way, and probably the most reasonable way, to do it) that s/he has met the standards, and is showing continuous improvement. We do not disagree with the proposition that the evaluator has a burden to prove that the teacher has not met one or more teaching standards, but producing documentary evidence of the teacher’s failings is certainly easier said than done with respect to certain standards. It would be next to impossible with others.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES, pp. 7-8

Some of these are reflected in the law (Chapter 284); others apparently stem from beliefs about the law held by the teacher’s association. Principles number 2 and 5 overtly state what SAI inferred from reading the Final Draft: Compiling evidence of attainment of the standards is downplayed and rejected in favor of career development goal work. We think both are valuable to teacher growth and student achievement. Principle #7 suggests that multiple teachers "may" develop the same ICDP and work on common goals, but the ICDP section of the Draft suggests that collaboration or multiple-teacher development plans are the norm, not the exception. We believe they are the exception. As a committee, we did not understand Principles 8 and 9, but as written, they sound like a way to meet the letter of the law rather than the spirit of it. We heartily concur with the remaining Principles, although notably absent is any reference to student achievement, surely as much a goal as improving the quality of teaching.

PURPOSES OF CAREER DEVELOPMENT PLANS, p. 9

While several of these purposes are stated in the statute, others are not. See, e.g., items 6 and 8. We don’t disagree with these in principle, but want to make our members aware that these are not all stated in the law, and again, there is no reference to student achievement as a purpose underlying teacher growth.

CONTENT OF AN INDIVIDUAL CAREER DEVELOPMENT PLAN, pp. 10-11; also Form on p. 39

The Final Draft takes an "outline" approach in this section, setting up a Form (Appendix H) for use. This is fine, of course, but we offer the following suggestions for thought:

•
Under A. the committee recommends the following change: In lieu of "When a teacher is assigned to more than one school, the teacher will write a plan that will be approved by one evaluator," we suggest "If a teacher is assigned to two different buildings, the two evaluators should collaborate with the teacher to agree on his/her goals." Thus, procedurally, the teacher proposes his or her goals to the two principals (or other evaluators), who should conference so that they are in agreement that the stated goals meet the needs of the students and are in concert with the goals in each building. Clearly, a teacher shouldn’t have to have one ICDP for each building in which s/he teaches.

•
Under B, the committee recommends adding the words "if any," after “staff members . . .”

•
Under C. and D., we suggest that all goals be written with student achievement in mind. 

And, in terms of written goals, we wish to provide some examples to illustrate the difference between process-oriented goals and results-oriented goals. Here’s one dealing with a teacher’s goal “to improve parent communication.”

Sample process-oriented goal (disfavored): "I will directly communicate with parents via phone, email, regular mail, and in person, which will result in an increase in completion of out-of-class work and increased literacy skills." [Note that even though this sentence uses the word "result," the result is assumed rather than proven. When you envision this process, it is clear the focus is on making the contacts rather than attaining the ultimate goal, which we hope is not simply getting to know the parents. Unfortunately, with a process-oriented goal, if the strategies chosen aren’t working, the goal can still be met. ("I made the multiple contacts.")]

Sample results-oriented goal (favored): "I will increase [or “significantly increase”] the quality and quantity of completed student homework by communicating with parents in a variety of ways to offer research-based suggestions to help their child with homework and reading, reviewing for success periodically." Here it is clear that the measurement of success will not be whether contacts were made, but whether increased literacy and better quality homework have resulted.

•
Section E offers three good questions to ask regarding the ICDPs.

•
Under F. and G., we have three suggestions:

(1) Do not assume an ICDP is necessarily a three-year plan. Many goals can and should be attained in less time. One-year goals should be considered, with the possibility of extension and modification if the initial strategies fail to produce the desired result, and that result is still desired as a goal.

(2) "Resources desired" is a better phrase than "resources needed." In this day of remarkably limited funds for schools, you don’t want to be blamed for the teacher’s failure to achieve his or her goals because the district didn’t have the financial resources to provide the teacher’s desired resources.

(3) There is no accountability or measurement built into this description. We suggest that there either be a "J" section ("Measurement of Attainment of Progress/Success") or a revision of "H" to read, "The plan will identify what the teacher expects to learn and incorporate into his or her teaching."

PROCESS FOR INDIVIDUAL CAREER DEVELOPMENT PLANS, pp. 12-13

We don’t recommend or advocate for the potentially adversarial dispute resolution suggestion made in the Final Draft under numbered paragraph 2. (“In those few cases where a teacher and evaluator cannot fully agree on the [ICD] plan, discussions will be held with a representative selected by the evaluator and one selected by the teacher. The goal of this discussion is to help resolve the disagreement.”) Accordingly, we would strike the word “still” from the final sentence of that paragraph.

In paragraph number 5, we’d insert the words “changes or” before “additions made by the evaluator” to stress that the evaluator might do something other than adding to the ICDP. 

ISEA’s editorial comment about its “serious reservations” concerning the value and usefulness of the 360 degrees evaluation concept (seeking documentation about the teacher’s performance from “other evaluators, teachers, parents, and students”) is not appropriate for this document, in our view, given that it’s a requirement in the law. How the association feels about this requirement is fairly irrelevant at this stage of the game.

Although paragraph number 8 appears relatively innocuous at first reading, the implication is that the teacher-completed “Performance Review Report” (p. 16) could have the status of a formal evaluation, as it is to be placed in the teacher’s personnel file. This is a bit unusual. While self-evaluation is not a bad concept, we think it should be clear that the evaluator is ultimately responsible to render a Performance Review summative evaluation. If the teacher wishes his or her self-assessment to be included in the personnel file, that is fine.

Paragraph 9 again invokes a union representative concept. There’s nothing inherently wrong with this concept, but including it suggests a wariness or distrust of the evaluation system or the evaluator. SAI wants its members to know that this provision is not a requirement in the TQA nor is it a requirement under the U.S. Supreme Court’s Weingarten decision (establishing that an employee who is in a union has a right to representation in any “investigatory interview” with the employee’s supervisor if it is reasonable to believe that discipline might occur as a result of the investigation). This is a collaborative, collegial process; why treat it like an adversarial enterprise?

Individual Career Development Plan (Form), p. 14

The Department of Education has suggested forms that differ from the ISEA proposed form. See the D.E.’s or SAI’s Web site. Just “tweaking” the form: The word “data” is plural, so the question under “Rationale for the Plan” should read, “ … and what data are being used to analyze the goals and progress?” It also might be wise for the teacher to identify the relevant district goals in this section first, and then respond to the question, “How does this plan relate to building and/or district achievement goals?” 

It’s good to see the Standards included here.

Again, we recommend a change to “Resources Desired” rather than “Needed” to Help Implement the Plan.

Annual Update – Individual Career Development Plan (Form), p. 15

We would suggest, in the last box, amending the question to read, “Are there any modifications or revisions needed? If so, identify.” (In the alternative, the teacher could rewrite the revised ICDP on a new form.)

Here we would repeat our earlier observation and suggestion, that one should not assume that the ICDP is a three-year plan. What about goals that have been attained? Moreover, are the needs the same with a different group of students? What if the teacher’s assignment changed appreciably in that period of time? This is a subtle thing, but if one focuses on the teacher’s needs or desires, it is reasonable that goals might take three years to attain, and that the teacher wouldn’t change his/her mind each year. However, if one focuses on the students, it is possible the teacher’s goals could and perhaps should change to reflect different needs of his/her students. It is worth considering, at the very least.

Performance Review Report – Individual Career Development Plan (Form) p. 16

Remember that assessing progress (or otherwise evaluating) the teacher’s ICDP growth is only one of two aspects of the Performance Review.

In this Form, we suggest revising the third box to read, “What changes has the teacher incorporated into his [or her] teaching?” rather than “What has been learned…?”

The concept of reflection as a tool in self-evaluation and professional growth has gained enormous respect over the past few years. It seems important to include an opportunity for the teacher to reflect and record those reflections, so this section of the Form should be encouraged. 

Performance Review Process – pp. 17-18

There are a number of areas of concern in this section. Under ISEA’s proposal, 

•
the teacher is to submit a Performance Review Report which focuses on the teacher’s progress on the ICDP. ISEA proposes no corresponding requirement that the evaluator also assess the teacher’s progress on the ICDP. Rather, it appears the evaluator’s role is limited to making comments and reflections in response to the teacher’s completed form and their conversation about it.

•
the teacher-completed form with evaluator comments is then to be placed in the teacher’s file. That’s fine, but what weight does it have as an “evaluation”? We suggest it is placed in the file along with or attached to the evaluator’s assessment of the teacher’s progress on the ICDP.


•  
the focus of the evaluation is not on what the ICDP did for increased student learning, but on the “effort, progress, and involvement” of the teacher and (cryptically) “in the products of the plan.” This could and should be rewritten to keep the focus on teachers’ professional growth in the standards and students’ academic growth in the curriculum. While effort is important, results should be the key.

•
ISEA breaks down the Performance Review process into three parts: (1) evaluator’s assessment of the teacher’s assessment of his/her own progress on ICDP goals; (2) an observation of the teacher in the classroom
; (3) a summative review of that observation (going over the Form on page 22). It is important to note that this entire form reflects “evaluation procedures” which are mandatory subjects of collective bargaining in those districts where the teachers are organized. While each school district in the state, in conjunction with its teachers, could end up with a Performance Review Process that looks just like the ISEA proposal, we want to point out that none of the eleven “steps” on pages 17-18 is required by chapter 284 (the Teacher Quality Act).

•
Item 10 on page 18 lists two options for a teacher who is evaluated as not currently meeting the Iowa Teaching Standards. We think a decision needs to be made as to whether the teacher should be placed on Intensive Assistance or not. Again, the process envisioned by pages 17 and 18 is subject to being negotiated through collective bargaining as “evaluation procedures.” If a district wants more options than these two (or if a district doesn’t include an “awareness phase” preceding placement in an Intensive Assistance program) this language should not be adopted. Certainly we would recommend the broadest possible language regarding the options of an evaluator and a teacher who is having problems of sufficient magnitude that s/he is facing possible placement on Intensive Assistance. Even a “catch-all” generic “Anything the evaluator thinks will help the teacher meet the standard(s)” would be a welcome addition to this limited list of options.

•
As we’ve said before, we are not opposed to allowing a teacher to have a representative at any meeting involving the teacher’s evaluation, but we don’t advocate it -- and it should not be required -- for the same two reasons stated earlier (implied adversarial relationship and not required by Weingarten). If you do agree to include it, envision what that meeting would look like and the role of the representative. Would s/he be allowed to speak? Be part of the evaluation? In addition, because we believe statement #11 on page 18 is an “evaluation procedure,” we think it should be discussed at the bargaining table.

Evaluation Forms – pp. 19-22

The Performance Review form (p. 22) lacks references and places to record several of the statutory requirements for three-year Performance Reviews (e.g., multiple assessments/supporting documentation (by parents, students, other teachers, other evaluators). However, our primary concern is the limited reference to state standards and the implications around the procedures to determine whether a teacher is meeting the state standards. 

ISEA’s “Career Performance Review” form has a Yes/No box to be checked regarding the teacher’s meeting the standards. If “No” is checked, the evaluator is told to “identify the information and evidence used to make a decision.” This is consistent with the teachers’ association’s stated view that there is no requirement in law for a career teacher to pull together any comprehensive body of evidence of meeting the standards. We believe that Chapter 284 of the Iowa Code requires, and Evaluator Training provided to all administrators reinforced, the fact that all teachers, even career teachers in conjunction with their evaluators/principals, need to provide documentary evidence of meeting each of the teaching standards. While we agree with ISEA that a “portfolio” is technically not required, we do think affirmative gathering of evidence is required. We don’t think the law allows the evaluator to presume competence and only document if a standard or standards are not being met. 

In addition to assessing whether the teacher meets the state standards, evaluators are to assess whether career teachers are meeting the expectations of the district. This suggests, and SAI agrees, that a school district employer has a right to expect more of the career teacher than just “meeting” the standards. Districts may hold career teachers to a continuous improvement standard (beyond meeting the eight Iowa Teaching Standards), or may require attainment of certain other expectations or stated levels of performance for continued employment. This fact is not apparent at all from a review of the ISEA document and forms.    

The phrase “Staff Member is meeting the expectations of the Iowa Teaching Standards” on the form on page 22 combines two items the law says are to be determined in the Performance Review: whether the teacher is meeting the district’s expectations, and whether the teacher is meeting the eight teaching standards. They are not necessarily the same thing. (A similar phrase is used in item 8 on page 17. We would suggest separation there as well, so it would read, “If an evaluator indicates that a teacher is not meeting the district’s expectations or the Iowa Teaching Standards …”)

CAREER TEACHER ASSISTANCE, pp. 23-25 (aka “INTENSIVE ASSISTANCE”)

In the opening paragraph on page 23, we would add the following underlined words to the first sentence so it reads “… whose job performance has been determined not to meet one or more of the Iowa Teaching Standards.” We would change the word “maintain” to “attain” in the last sentence in that first paragraph.

A reminder: Under the Iowa law, “Intensive Assistance” is not subject to collective bargaining or grievance procedures. It is also not available for failure to meet Standard 8 (“Fulfills professional responsibilities established by the school district.”)

This is what more we know about “intensive assistance plans” from the law:

•
A district must “be prepared to offer” an Intensive Assistance program by July 1, 2005.

•
By definition, Intensive Assistance is not to last longer than 12 months.

•
The decision to recommend Intensive Assistance is made by the evaluator. 

•
A decision to offer Intensive Assistance may be made “at any time” it is determined that a teacher is not meeting one or more of the standards. (This means you don’t have to wait until the summative evaluation/performance review occurs, presumably once every three years to put someone on Intensive Assistance.) SAI strongly encourages you not to give up this flexibility or bargain it away. If the district accepts the ISEA’s flow chart (p. 41), administrators may find themselves facing opposition to placing a teacher on Intensive Assistance at a time other than following a full evaluation. 

ISEA’s proposal contains some things that may be helpful or not, but they are neither required by the law nor required to be negotiated unless they fall into the category of “evaluation procedures.” 

•
An “awareness phase.” Tom McGreal proposed this concept in the Model he created for the Department of Education. ISEA has explained the purpose of this phase is to give the teacher a “heads-up” before actually placing him or her on the Intensive Assistance (“IA”) track. 

We suggest that an awareness phase, if agreed to, should not be separate from, but included as part of, Intensive Assistance, at least with respect to the twelve-month limitation. We would also suggest that in some cases, fairness would dictate that the teacher be given formal notice and some time to cure the deficiency before being placed on Intensive Assistance, a status that we agree is at least arguably injurious to one’s career reputation. But in most cases, past evaluations or properly documented conversations with the teacher should show the existence of a concern regarding the teacher’s performance in this Standard area such that no significant additional notice is needed. Moreover, it shouldn’t require three months or even one month to give a teacher a “heads-up.” We would not view negotiations around an “awareness phase” of intensive assistance as falling within “evaluation procedures” (and therefore a mandatory subject of bargaining). We see these discussions as falling within the category of “Intensive Assistance,” which is by statute NOT subject to collective bargaining. Stay tuned, however, as this is bound to be the subject of litigation soon.

We recommend that districts not agree that an “awareness phase” is required prior to the imposition of Intensive Assistance in all cases. It could well be a stall tactic. If it’s included at all, make it discretionary, and make “evidence of prior notice” or similar language (see next bullet) the primary factor on which the discretion is exercised.

•
If a district is considering adoption of the ISEA proposal, or an awareness phase in general, we would recommend revising statement #3 to read, “During this meeting, the evaluator will convey to the teacher, in writing, the specific standard(s) not being met, including the information and evidence used as the basis for this judgment, unless the teacher has been notified and so informed previously.” 

•
We recommend changing the last sentence in statement 4 on p. 23 to read, “The teacher may be asked to discontinue the individual career development plan.” “May” is better than “will” or “shall” in this context; the ICDP may be exactly what’s needed and the vehicle to help the teacher achieve competency in the deficient Standard. We would advocate against saying “never” or “always” in setting up these procedures. “May” is a very good word.

•
Statement #5 on page 23 reflects the so-called “firewall” between the teacher receiving assistance and the peer staff member providing help to the teacher on Intensive Assistance. This statement forbids the former from testifying or sharing information with a principal, evaluator, or supervisor regarding his or her views or even observations of the struggling teacher. While we don’t disagree with the “firewall” concept, we feel obliged to point out that it is not a requirement in the law. 

In the spirit of “never say ‘never,’” we would ask districts to consider the following language instead: “A teacher-mentor or other peer who agrees to help the teacher receiving Intensive Assistance shall not be required to provide testimony or information to the teacher’s evaluator, principal, or supervisor.” 
 This prohibits the supervisor from forcing the helping professional to speak but leaves the door open if the mentor or helper wants to testify or provide evidence or opinion or even mere observations to the principal about the teacher.

•
We think if statement #6 survives at all, it should be permissive and not mandatory (dropping the one-month minimum). 

•
With respect to statement #7 on page 24, we suggest that there are at least two other options for consideration following an awareness phase: 


c. Continuation or modification of the plans in effect for a specific duration.


d. Resignation or termination.


We would also strongly urge against adopting the prohibition on placement of “awareness phase” documents in the teacher’s personnel file. Documentation for the future is very important, particularly if the district choosing to go with an awareness phase concept utilizes our suggestion to forgo the awareness phase if a teacher has already been put on notice that s/he has a problem with a given Standard.

Assistance Phases Procedures, pp. 24-25

In general, with a maximum statutory period of twelve months to determine whether a teacher has sufficiently remediated his or her performance on a given standard or standards, the evaluator and principal would be wise to keep their eyes on the calendar. Teachers need to be notified by 4/30 if their contract is going to be recommended for termination. And you don’t wait until 4/20 to start thinking about it. While no one has a right to a twelve-month intensive assistance period, in most cases the evaluator would want to be in a position to discuss Intensive Assistance with the teacher no later than March of a given year, so that if they decide to give the full twelve months to improve, the district won’t be behind the proverbial 8-ball the following year.

•
If a district chooses not to adopt a mandatory “awareness phase,” statement #1
is unnecessary. 

•
The second sentence in statement #2 should be amended to read, “During this meeting, the evaluator will convey to the teacher, in writing, the specific standard(s) not being met, including the information and evidence used as the basis for this judgment.” Keep the focus on standards, not “behavior.” 

The third sentence in statement #2 suggests that the teacher has not been nor will be a partner in the development of the “plan of assistance.” We believe best practice indicates a partnership and open conversation between teacher and evaluator about the teacher’s remediation plan. He or she needs to be involved in this plan in order to understand it and have ownership in it. Otherwise, it’s just being dictated from above and, it could later be argued, it was inappropriate or flawed from the outset. Getting the teacher’s input and agreement on the plan should take the wind out of that argument.

•
In Step #3, the Plan proposed by ISEA is missing “the beef.” Better elements of an Intensive Assistance Plan might be: (a) Action Plan (identifying the improvement goal and specific steps to get there), (b) Timeline (specific checkpoints or endpoints), and (c) Success Measures or Assessment Method (a description of how the evaluator will determine whether the teacher’s deficiencies have been adequately corrected). 


We would remind evaluators of their training around action plan items. That is, the goal should be improved teaching, not completion of the step. For example, a poorly written or ill-focused Action Plan would might read, “Teacher will observe two other teachers identified by Evaluator who excel at [the area of deficiency].” Once the Teacher has done his/her observations, the step has been met, regardless of whether it produced any change in behavior by the teacher. Rather, in addition to requiring the observations, the teacher should be asked to identify (for example) five strategies s/he observed and would be willing to incorporate into his/her teaching. Then the evaluator can do his or her observation of Teacher in the classroom to see if those strategies have been or are being incorporated successfully.

•
Step #4 presupposes an assistance “team.” As we said above, a team is OK, but every teacher under Intensive Assistance need not have a team; that should be a decision made by the teacher and evaluator together. Thus, “an Assistance Team shall be created” in Step #4 should be amended to “may be created.”

•
Step #5 reflects the so-called “firewall” again. It is an important concept to discuss, but keep in mind it’s not in the law. 

•
Because districts can adopt additional standards and criteria beyond the “8 and 42” in the law, Step 6, if followed, should include the language “and any additional standards adopted by the district.” at the end of the sentence. Again, if an Assistance Team is not mandatory, some change in language in the first sentence will need to occur as well.

•
SAI strongly encourages administrators and school boards not to agree to Step 7 as written for two reasons. First, the duration of an Intensive Assistance Plan should be determined based on factors such as the degree of deficiency, the number of standards being remediated, and the type of behavior being changed. Arguably, it’s easier and quicker for the teacher to stop doing something negative such as putting students down or being mean than to develop positive behavior patterns that “create a learning community that encourages positive social interaction, active engagement, and self-regulation for every student.” Thus, we disapprove of a mandatory minimum period. (The statute sets the maximum duration at twelve months.) Second, a district might revise the second sentence in Step 7 to read, “The Plan may be discontinued early upon determination by the supervisor that the teacher has met the goals in the Plan” or “that the teacher has successfully remediated the identified deficiency/ies.”

•
Step 8 states that the teacher on an Intensive Assistance Plan can decide to discontinue the process unilaterally. We cannot imagine how or why this would occur, unless the teacher is also willing to resign. 


Also on step 8, we would suggest a few changes to the options provided by ISEA in addition to offering a fourth (d) alternative. 


(a) If the concern is resolved, the teacher returns to the Career track. (Teacher may or may not have ceased work on ICDP during Intensive Assistance. The legislation envisioned three tracks: Beginning Teacher, Career Teacher, Intensive Assistance.)


(b) Amend this option to read, “Progress noted; changes or modifications have been made to the existing Plan or a new Intensive Assistance Plan is developed.” (Timeline could be extended if the full twelve months hasn’t been exhausted.)


(c) Amend this option to read, “Concerns not resolved, insufficient progress made; a recommendation for discharge or termination will follow.” The district should check with the school attorney when considering discharge (immediate dismissal) rather than non-renewal/termination of contract.

(d) Add the following: Progress sufficient to place teacher on Career track and on evaluation cycle for the next school year. (This allows evaluator to monitor the teacher to assure the progress made continues.) 

Additional Comments and Recommendations:

SAI recommends that all documents related to Career Teacher Evaluation be maintained. We recommend against agreeing in bargaining to pull certain documents after a stated period of time or not to include specific documents in the teacher’s file at all. This isn’t wise and can really hamper the district’s ability to make a case of patterns of behavior.

Forms can be seductive. Don’t let forms drive the thinking on this issue or the process you agree upon for evaluating Career Teachers.

While we believe the opportunity to improve should be given in nearly all cases of teaching deficiency, we also suggest that in your discussions with teachers or in bargaining sessions over evaluation procedures you contemplate the following scenario as you decide whether Intensive Assistance is always available:

A teacher is placed on the Intensive Assistance track in year 5 due to (for example) classroom management issues. S/he successfully works on the goals in years 5-6 and is taken off Intensive Assistance. The same issue comes up again in year 7 or 8, and the teacher is back on Intensive Assistance for the following year. Things go well for a year or two, then the teacher slacks off and the same problem reappears. Must the district go through yet another year of Intensive Assistance for this teacher on the same recurring problem? What if the teacher’s deficiency more directly harms kids than classroom management might, i.e., the “mean kindergarten teacher”? 

We believe that placing a teacher on Intensive Assistance is a discretionary decision made by the teacher’s supervisor. Because by statute teachers cannot grieve decisions regarding Intensive Assistance, the typical way a teacher would raise the issue of not being given another Intensive Assistance opportunity would be in a termination hearing. At this point, our hypothetical teacher might argue that s/he should have been placed on Intensive Assistance yet another time. Let the board and/or administrative law judge respond to that argument. We think it is unnecessary to give repeated opportunities to remediate the same behavior. We also don’t think it’s a good idea to put any number (e.g., “no more than two times for the same behavior”) into the formula. 

For questions or comments, please contact SAI at 515.267.1115.

� We think one observation in a three-year time period is seldom appropriate.


� Our only suggestion for the other forms is to change, on p. 20, item 5, the word “anticipate” to “address.”


� That is not to say Intensive Assistance cannot be used with respect to Standard 8. Rather, it is not designed to be used in circumstances such as when a teacher violates the district’s corporal punishment policy, or has an inappropriate relationship with a student, or engages in other immoral or illegal behavior. Caution would also dictate that the board should include language regarding off-limits behavior by staff in board policies. (Previously, we felt it was unnecessary to mention illegal or immoral activity as being prohibited by the board, but now it might be a good idea.)


� ISEA’s proposal tacks a mandatory “Awareness Phase” in front of the Intensive Assistance phase and would, presumably, argue that the Awareness Phase is separate from and not falling within the one-year limit.


� Another possibility is to add the language “unless the mentor or peer believes the teacher poses a danger to students” at the end of this sentence. This would reflect an ethical obligation to let administration know that in the mentor or peer’s view, the teacher should not be working with students. But it’s important to recognize that doing so would create a circumstance in which a colleague is required to testify against a colleague. That violates the “firewall” concept. But we remind you that there is no firewall in the Iowa TQA law.





