
 

 
District-Determined Measures: Overview and Guidance 

 
The length of the Educator Plan under the Massachusetts educator evaluation system is determined by the assessment 
of each educator’s impact on student learning as high, moderate or low (see Appendix A).  Evaluators assign each 
educator an impact rating based on patterns and trends in measures of student growth and on the application of 
professional judgment to those patterns and trends.  District determined measures (DDMs) are the measures selected 
in each school district to determine student growth for each content area. 

 

The MTA’s position is that the selection of DDMs and other features of the process for using DDMs to determine an 
educator’s impact on student learning are subject to collective bargaining. (See Appendix G.) MTA has provided locals 
with a model bargaining process for collaborative development of the features leading to the educator’s impact on 
student learning.  That model is available to local leaders and members in the MTA DDM Toolkit at 
http://www.massteacher.org/advocating/toolkits/ddm.aspx. 

 

The MTA model bargaining process recommends that the local and school district establish a DDM working group to 
develop contract language and DDM cadres to identify DDMs in each content area. DDM cadres will make a 
recommendation to the DDM working group which identifies DDMs in each content area and the amount of growth that 
represents a year of student learning for each DDM. The DDM working group has several tasks, including the 
development of a process for determining an impact rating for each educator. 

 

MTA's DDM Guidance provides step‐by‐step information and advice for local leaders and bargaining team members, 
DDM working groups and DDM cadres regarding: 

• The DDM development and implementation process. 
• The role of professional judgment and consideration of the learning context. 
• Implementation timelines. 

 

At a later date, MTA will provide further guidance on using DDMs and professional judgment to determine the 
student learning impact rating. 
 
We hope you will find MTA’s DDM Guidance useful for your work.  If you have any questions, contact your MTA field 
representative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This overview and guidance document was developed by MTA using the most recent guidance from the Massachusetts Department of Elementary 
and Secondary Education and supplemented by published research, survey data from educators and information about experience with using 
student assessments in educator evaluations in other states.  

© 2014. Massachusetts Teachers Association. 
  

http://www.massteacher.org/advocating/toolkits/ddm.aspx
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  IDENTIFYING AND PILOTING DISTRICT‐DETERMINED MEASURES 

OVERVIEW AND GUIDANCE 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of district‐determined measures (DDMs) is to gauge each educator’s impact on student learning. To do this there must 
be at least two DDMs per educator – not per student and not per subject taught – and at least two years of measurement outcomes.  

The effective use of student learning outcomes data within the new educator 
evaluation framework requires that all educators and evaluators engage in 
constructive collaborative conversations about DDM outcomes informed by specific 
information about the students and the learning context. These conversations should 
result in both the educator and evaluator exercising professional judgment leading to a 
shared decision about the educator’s impact on student learning. This impact rating then 
informs the Educator Plan – either the professional practice goal or the student learning 
goal or both – which then informs the professional development suggested or offered 
by the district. All of this should result in widespread district capacity‐building 
resulting in continuous professional growth and improvement focused on teaching, 
learning and instructional leadership. 

Assessing student learning is an integral element of teaching and instructional 
leadership. Educators have been evaluating student performance for years – often in 
isolation from others with the same teaching or instructional leadership role. The 
mandate that DDMs be comparable for all educators with the same teaching or 
administrative assignment requires that classroom and office doors open and that 
assessment outcomes are shared by those with common responsibilities. 

 

Part VII of the DESE Model Evaluation Framework states:  

Student results on district-determined measures and the ratings they yield can be powerful tools for drilling down on 
what is working well, and what can be improved upon in both practice and student performance. Both are designed to 
inform self-assessment, collaborative inquiry, conversation, and action, resulting in an Educator Plan with goals that lead 
to improvement in professional practice and student learning (p. 32). 

DESE’s Technical Guide B makes clear that, “Piloting measures should always include collaboration with the educators responsible for 
administering and scoring the assessment; these educators have vital insights and the process will foster educator ownership.” 

In Commissioner Chester’s August 15, 2013, memorandum on piloting DDMs, he makes three suggestions that he asks superintendents to 
keep in mind: 

• First, collaboration with and among educators is paramount. Involve your educators in developing and/or evaluating 
potential DDMs. [E]ducators are invested in the pursuit of information that will help them gauge their impact on 
students. Effective educators across the Commonwealth ask themselves, “Did my students learn today? How much did 
they learn? How do I know?” The Student Impact Rating and DDMs scale up processes that great teachers have long had 
in place by establishing common measures across a district.  

• Second, take advantage of a no-stakes pilot year to try out new measures and introduce educators to this new 
dimension of the evaluation framework. Districts are strongly encouraged to expand their pilots beyond the five required 
pilot areas. Fold assessment literacy into the district’s professional development plan to stimulate dialogue amongst 
educators about the comparative benefits of different potential DDMs the district could pilot. Consider how contributing 
to the development or piloting of potential DDMs can be folded into educators’ professional practice goals.  
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• Finally, let common sense prevail when considering the scope of your pilots. I recommend that to the extent practicable, 
districts pilot each potential DDM in at least one class in each school in the district where the appropriate grade/subject 
or course is taught.  There is likely to be considerable educator interest in piloting potential DDMs in a no-stakes 
environment before year 1 data collection commences, so bear that in mind when determining scope.  

In preparing to identify or develop DDMs, pilot them and analyze both the processes used and the outcomes to determine if revisions 
or adjustment need to be made. DESE recommends – and MTA concurs – that districts are best served by following the steps below, 
which are taken from DESE’s Technical Guide B.  

Preparing to Pilot 
Step Key Questions 

1. Create a Team 
 Who will be on the team?  
 What are the key responsibilities?  

2. Determine Content to Be Measured  What standards and objectives are the most important to measure? 

3. Identify Potential Measures to Pilot 
 What measures are already in use in the district?  
 Do components need to be developed or modified before piloting? 

4. Prepare to Pilot Measures 
 What is the piloting timeline?  
 How will the data be collected and stored?  

Piloting 
Step Key Actions 

5. Test  
 Administer the measure 
 Score the results 
 Collect the data 

6. Analyze 
 Analyze student results 
 Analyze the administration and scoring processes  

7. Adjust  Modify components as needed 
8. Repeat  Test, analyze, and adjust 

 
This guidance document provides association and district leaders with information for establishing district labor‐management working 
groups and content area cadres of teachers and administrators charged with identifying, developing and piloting DDMs.. 

A NOTE ABOUT TERMINOLOGY:  

• In this document, the term “student learning” is generally used rather than the regulatory language of “student growth.” While it 
is understood that growth is measuring what students know and can do at the beginning and end of the instructional period in 
relation to the specific standards and content knowledge and skills that the DDM is measuring, teachers believe that focusing on 
“growth scores” as opposed to “student learning” may lead to a teaching‐to‐the‐test mentality that inevitably leads to a 
narrowing of the curriculum.  

• In this document, the term “year’s worth of growth” is generally replaced with “anticipated learning over the instructional 
period.” While many educators work with students over a whole academic year, for many others the instructional period is 
shorter. For example: 

• In secondary schools with a 4x4 schedule, a whole academic year’s work is done in a semester. 
• In vocational‐technical schools with separate academic and shop weeks, educators many work with the same students 

over one‐to‐four years. 
• In guidance, counseling, health and other areas, the instructional period may be days, weeks, months or longer.  
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DISTRICT DDM DEVELOPMENT IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS 

 

 
1. DISTRICT WORKING GROUPS: District and association leaders form a District Working Group (DWG) that oversees the 

identification and/or development of DDMs. Association members of the DWG are selected by the association and district 
members are selected by district leaders. 

 

a. Initially, the DWG’s focus is to make critical recommendations about such elements as: 
 

1)  Identifying the overarching curriculum standards and/or shifts that guide the selection or development of DDMs; 
2)  Determining the range of assessments (see page 9) to include as potential DDMs; 
3)  Determining the types of scoring guides or rubrics to be used across the schools in the same subject area and 

grade; 
4)  Recruiting and identifying district educators to serve on DDM development cadres by content area. 

b. The DWG creates two‐way communications vehicles to inform district educators of their work and to gather input, 
questions and suggestions as the work moves forward. 

c. The DWG uses surveys and focus groups with educators throughout the development and implementation phases to 
gather data for revisions to the DDM program. 

d. The DWG approves the recommendation of the cadre identifying DDMs for each content area and an estimate of 
annual student learning for each DDM. 

e. The DWG establishes the process for determining patterns and trends in student learning and an educator’s student 
learning impact rating based on this evidence and professional judgment. 

2. DDM ASSESSMENT SURVEY: MTA recommends that the DWG administer a districtwide survey, preferably online, to identify the 
assessments that are currently in use across grades, subjects, roles and schools. MTA has developed a survey that is 
available to districts at no cost as long as the request comes from the local association president. The survey is in Appendix 
E of this guidance document. (See page 14 and Appendix E.) 
a. MTA recommends that educators be informed of the survey in a joint correspondence from the superintendent and 

the association president, which stresses the importance of the survey and encourages high response rates. 
b. The survey data is collected by MTA – not the district – and is confidential. No individual educator can be identified. 
c. A link directly to the survey with the password is sent directly to all licensed educators in the district. 
d. The survey is open for seven days. 
e. The DWG, district and association leaders are sent the survey results the day after it closes. 

3. DDM CADRES: The DWG forms DDM cadres made up of both teachers and subject‐area leaders. The members of each cadre: 
a. Review DESE’s Massachusetts Model Educator Evaluation System, Part VII, available at the DESE documents link in the 

MTA Educator Evaluation toolkit at http://www.massteacher.org/advocating/Evaluation.aspx. 
b. Understand the key requirements of DDMs. 

1)   Each educator must have at least two DDMs, but not two for each subject taught or for each student. For example, 
a 4th grade classroom teacher who teaches ELA, math, science and social studies could have three in one content 
area alone; two in one and one in a second; or one in three areas. 

2)   The MCAS Student Growth Percentile (SGP) must be one of the DDMs, if applicable. Educators who have both an ELA 
and Math SGP are not required to use both. SGP applies only to grades 4-8. To view a three‐minute video explaining 
the SGP, go to Quick Links in the MTA Educator Evaluation Toolkit at 
http://www.massteacher.org/advocating/Evaluation.aspx 

3)   MTA recommends that there be at least three DDMs per educator and that the MCAS SGP, if applicable, be only 
one. 

c. Review the survey data about the types of assessments currently in use in the district. 
d. Thoroughly read the appropriate curriculum framework(s) document(s) and any other standards that the group has 

identified. 

DWG Survey Cadres Selection PD Pilot Evaluate Revise Implement 

http://www.massteacher.org/advocating/Evaluation.aspx
http://www.massteacher.org/advocating/Evaluation.aspx
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e. Review the relevant regulations. (See Appendix C.) 
f. Review the three shifts in ELA and math related to the Common Core State Standards. (See Appendix D.) 
g. Review any rubrics/scoring guides that have been developed. 

4. DISTRICT-DETERMINED MEASURES – SELECTION AND GROWTH: 
Each DDM selected or developed by the cadres includes student directions and a scoring guide and guidance as to what 
constitutes high, moderate and low growth on the assessment: 
a. The pre‐ and post‐assessments measure content knowledge and/or skills defined in the same curriculum or professional 

standards. In order to measure growth, the post‐assessment must measure the same content knowledge and/or skills. 
For many grades and subjects, the same measures may be used for both the pre‐ and post‐assessments. 

b. Teacher and student directions for each assessment to be administered in all schools at the same grade level/subject 
area, which may include a script to be read to students. 

c. A scoring guide or rubric for each assessment so that all students are scored similarly. 
d. Scoring protocols that identify who will score the assessment.. 
DDM cadres determine how to estimate student learning for each DDM: 
a. For each DDM, the cadre must exercise professional judgment in estimating a year’s worth of learning as defined by 

the scoring guide or rubric. 
b. Based on evidence from the implementation process, the cadre will review this estimate and revise as necessary. 

5. PROFESSIONAL LEARNING: 
a. Prior to the adoption of DDMs, district educators and evaluators will need professional learning programs that include: 

an explanation of the overall DDM program within the district; the timeline for implementation; results of any surveys 
that have been administered; the feedback process for DDM identification and/or development; protocols for student 
attribution; and the use of DDM scores for student instruction. 

b. Once the DDMs are developed and ratified, district educators and evaluators will need professional learning programs 
that include an explanation and/or description of DDMs for which they are responsible. This would include reviewing 
the DDMs, the educator’s administration directions, student directions, a scoring guide and any other documents that are 
relevant to using the DDM outcomes in a meaningful way.  

c. The DWG will recommend these professional learning 
programs.  

6. PILOT, EVALUATE AND REVISE DDMS: 
The implementation and use of DDMs is a cyclical process that 
requires a periodic review of appropriateness and usefulness of 
DDMs based on experience with the measure, changes in 
curriculum, student demographics and the educator 
workforce. 

a. Once DDMs are identified and educators have 
participated in professional learning activities to become 
acquainted with them and protocols, the measures are 
piloted in the appropriate subjects, grades and schools. 

b. After the piloting both the pre‐ and post‐assessments, the 
DWG and/or the cadres gather educator input about the 
implementation and usefulness of the piloted DDMs and 
protocols. 

A 
c. Upon completion of the pilot year, the DWG and/or the cadres determine if their initial estimate of a year’s worth of 

growth is accurate. 
d. Based on the DWG and/or cadres’ analysis of educator input and growth determinations, DDMs may be revised. 
e. The final DDMs are then implemented during the following year.  
f. The DDM evaluation‐revision process continues beyond the pilot. 

Evaluate, 
g. The recommendations of the DWG should include a process for piloting, evaluating and revising the DDMs. 

See Appendix A for a graphic representation and explanation of the new Educator Evaluation Framework. 

 

DDM 
Development 

Process 

DDMs & 
Protocols 

PD Programs 

Pilot, 
Evaluate, 

Revise 
Implement 

Assess, 
Revise as 
needed 
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Key Decisions at the District Level 
 
 

1. AT LEAST TWO DDMS PER EDUCATOR, NOT TWO PER STUDENT 
• The DWG and the DDM Cadres must remember that the regulations call for at least two district‐determined measures per 

educator – not per student. 
• MTA recommends three per educator as a means of avoiding the averaging problem with only two measures; the more 

measures, the more meaningful they are together. 
 
2. LEVELS OF INSTRUCTION IN HIGH SCHOOL COURSES – EACH CONSTITUTES A DIFFERENT STUDENT GROUPING 
• Most high school teachers are responsible for teaching different levels of instruction for the same course, e.g., English 10, US 

History or Geometry at the Honors, College Prep, Standard and/or Remedial levels. If this is the case, each of these levels is 
generally considered a different preparation for the teacher.  

• While the same standards, content knowledge and skills may be the focus of instruction, the instructional methods and 
materials may differ because students in different levels often learn differently and demonstrate their learning in different 
modes. For example, students in Honors level courses often have better reading and writing skills than students in Remedial 
level courses.  

• If this is the case, then administering the same DDM to students who may demonstrate what they know and can do in 
different ways may be unfair and unreliable. 

• If these instances, MTA recommends that DDMs address the same standards, content knowledge and skills but allow 
students to demonstrate their learning in the mode most appropriate for them. The type of measure in terms of complexity 
and taxonomy may be different. 

 
3. UNIFIED ARTS TEACHERS – SELECT GRADE LEVELS SO THAT NOT EVERYONE IS ASSESSING IN THE SAME GRADE 

• Most Unified Arts teachers – art, library, music, physical education, technology – teach multiple grades and courses; 
however, they do not need a DDM for each grade taught. In the elementary school, it is not unusual for one such teacher to 
instruct students in grades K‐6.  

• In order avoid the over‐testing of any one grade, 
the association and district – through 
recommendations from the DWG – should 
determine a Unified Arts schedule that avoids too 
many DDMs in the ELA and Math MCAS tested 
grades. An example of a K‐6 DDM schedule is 
below: 

 
4. SPECIALIZED INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT STAFF/CASELOAD EDUCATORS’ INTERACTIONS WITH STUDENTS  

• Caseload educators and administrators are responsible for student learning, just as classroom teachers are. However, ways in 
which which learning in these subjects is assessed may sometimes require indirect measures. [See page 17 for examples.] 

• Both MTA and DESE recommend that there be at least one direct measure for every educator. For example, guidance 
counselors could use the Emotional Identification Checklist to determine the 6th grade students’ improvement in social and 
emotional competencies by demonstrating changes in positive attitude toward self and others and appropriate social 
interactions. 

 

K-6 DDM and MCAS Testing Schedule - Sample 
 K 1 2 3 4 5 6 

MCAS    ELA, Math ELA, Math ELA, Math, Science ELA, Math 
UA Teachers Art, Library, Tech, PE Library, Music, Tech Art, Music, PE Library Music PE Art, Tech 
K-6 Teachers 3 DDMs 3 DDMs 3 DDMs 2 DDMs 2 DDMs 2 DDMs 2 DDMs 

UNIFIED ARTS DDM SCHEDULE BY CONTENT AREA 
 ART LIBRARY MUSIC PE TECH 

DDM 1 K 1 2 K 1 
DDM 2 2 3 4 5 6 
DDM 3 6 K 1 2 K 
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APPLYING PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENT 
 
 

The Massachusetts educator evaluation framework describes a continuous improvement process that acknowledges the professional 
judgment of both educators and evaluators. The application of professional judgment is a key element of this educator‐centered and 
evidence‐based framework. 

Professional judgment is a process used to reach a well‐reasoned conclusion based on the relevant standards, curriculum and instruction 
goals, instructional materials, evidence, circumstances and contextual factors related to the students and/or the learning environment 
available at the time decisions are made. 

Professional judgment is not formulaic, nor based on any prescribed data or rule making. A fundamental part of professional judgment is 
the involvement of teachers and administrators with sufficient knowledge and experience about the development and/or 
implementation of DDMs and the use of student outcomes from the measures. Professional judgment involves the bias‐free 
identification of contextual factors that contribute to or detract from student learning outcomes. Therefore, careful and objective 
consideration of information that may seem contradictory to a conclusion is essential to its application. 

Educators strive to be highly effective and, to that end, exercise professional judgment about students on a daily basis. Our 
evaluation framework now asks that they apply the same professional judgment to their own practice and to the development, 
implementation and use of DDMs within the new evaluation framework. When moving from a top‐ down hierarchical evaluation 
model to one of shared responsibility, it is essential to engage all educators in robust conversations about practices focused on 
student learning. 

Professional judgment applies to four critical steps related to DDMs and the educator’s impact on student learning, illustrated below. 
DESE’s Rating Educator Performance guidance (April 2013) speaks directly to the role of professional judgment in the evaluation 
framework by stating that, “Formulaic or numerical processes that calculate outcome ratings and preclude the application of 
professional judgment are inconsistent with the letter and the spirit of the evaluation framework.” On page 10 DESE states: 

 

With its emphasis on professional judgment, the Massachusetts model gives evaluators more flexibility in determining 
individual performance ratings than they would otherwise have under a system that imposes numerical weights or values to 
individual components of an evaluation. In contrast to formulaic systems that calculate ratings based on set values or 
percentages, this system allows evaluators to be responsive to local context or individual needs, emphasize trends and 
patterns of practice rather than rely on individual data points, and better target feedback and resources to individual 
educators. All of these factors contribute to a more holistic, comprehensive assessment of educator practice that is designed 
to promote an ongoing cycle of continuous improvement. This system also assumes at its heart that educators are 
professionals with critical knowledge, skills, and judgment necessary to make each and every evaluation meaningful and 
productive. 

 

Standards 
or Shifts 

Growth 
Estimate 

Knowledge 
and Skills 

DDM 
Selection 

Professional 
Judgment 

• IDENTIFY CURRICULUM FRAMEWORKS STANDARDS/COMMON CORE SHIFTS: For each DDM,  
the cadre members use  professional judgment to determine the curriculum 
frameworks standard(s) or the ELA and/or Math shifts that will apply to DDMs in 
either  all or specific content areas. (See Appendix D on pp. 28‐29.) 

 

• DEFINE CONTENT-BASED KNOWLEDGE/SKILLS: For each DDM, the cadre members 
use professional judgment to determine the specific knowledge and/or 
skills related to identified curriculum standard(s) that each DDM will 
assess. (Go to www.doe.mass.edu/frameworks/current.html for current 
frameworks documents.) 

 
• ADOPT-ADAPT-REVISE EXISTING MEASURES/DEVELOP NEW MEASURES:  Using data from 

the district DDM survey, cadre members use professional judgment to either 
select existing measures and adapt, revise  or develop new measures tied to 
standards, knowledge and skills. (See Appendix E, pp. 30‐31.) 

 

• ESTIMATE A YEAR’S WORTH OF LEARNING: For each DDM, the cadre applies 
professional judgment to estimate a year’s worth of learning, which is 
specified in the DDM scoring guide or rubric. (See p. 18.) 

 

http://www.doe.mass.edu/frameworks/current.html
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Educators and evaluators should use their professional judgment in determining how student outcomes from multiple measures 
over time describe the individual educator’s impact on student learning. Professional judgment takes into consideration multiple 
factors, including information about the measures, the students and the learning context. Some suggested factors are described 
below: 

• Content validity, discussed on page 16 of this document. 
 

• Complexity of each DDM, which may range from selected response items to performance tasks or portfolios, see table 
below. 

• Classification of the assessment items according to systematic learning domains, such as Bloom’s taxonomy, appropriate to 
the content and the educator’s role, see pages 19‐21 and the table below. 

 

• Students and the learning context, discussed on pages 19‐21 of this document. 
 

In the table below, three of these elements are applied to four common types of assessments with Bloom’s taxonomy representing 
the learning domains. 

 

Assessment Type Content Validity Complexity of Task Bloom’s Taxonomy 
 

Standardized 
measures 

Not necessarily 
fully aligned to 
what is taught. 

Primarily selected response; some open response. 
Rarely to occasionally includes items with 
complexity. 

 

• Knowledge/Remember 
• Comprehension/Understand 

District or 
Teacher- 
developed or 
textbook- 
based measures 

 
Generally well‐ 
aligned with 
what is taught. 

 
 

Generally a combination of selected response and 
open response. May include some complex work. 

• Knowledge/Remember 
• Comprehension/Understand 
• Application/Apply 
• Analysis/Analyze 

 
 

Performance 
tasks 

 

 
Generally well‐ 
aligned with 
what is taught. 

Usually complex task requiring students to take on 
a role and complete a specific work task for a 
defined audience applying the content knowledge 
and/or skills taught. Takes time to complete – 
generally over at least a few days. 

• Knowledge/Remember 
• Comprehension/Understand 
• Application/Apply 
• Analysis/Analyze 
• Synthesis/Create 

 

 
 
 

Portfolios 

 
 

Completely 
aligned with 
what is taught. 

A selection of student work products collected 
over the course of the instructional period that 
reflect the student’s learning, growth and/or 
achievement in direct relation to what was 
taught. Complex task completed over the whole 
instructional period. 

• Knowledge/Remember 
• Comprehension/Understand 
• Application/Apply 
• Analysis/Analyze 
• Synthesis/Create 
• Evaluation/Evaluate 

In most cases, DDMs that are based on complex tasks with high content validity addressing higher order thinking skills represent a 
morecomprehensive expression of student learning. 
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STUDENTS AND THE LEARNING CONTEXT 

 
There is broad agreement among statisticians, psychometricians, educators and economists that student test scores alone are not 
sufficiently reliable and valid indicators of teacher effectiveness to be used in high‐stakes personnel decisions. 

 

Educators and evaluators must be cognizant of certain contextual factors when exercising professional judgment about the 
reliability of DDMs as accurate measures of an educator’s impact on student learning. There are three critical contextual factors 
discussed here that should be accounted for when making decisions about how student outcomes on multiple measures over time 
describe an educator’s impact on student learning. 

 

RANDOM 
ASSIGNMENT 

The assignment of students to classes poses a statistical challenge when relying on results of an identical or 
comparable student measurement administered across grade level classrooms in all schools within a district to 
determine an educator’s impact on student learning. 

 

Students are not assigned randomly to teachers or schools. The “fundamental concern” in making a causal 
connection between student outcomes and educator impact on student learning is that “no model, however 
complex, and no method of analysis, however sophisticated, can fully compensate for the lack of randomization” 
in assigning students to teachers (Braun, 2005). 

 

Random assignment of students would ensure that each educator would get approximately the same number and 
mix of students, according to socioeconomic factors, ability and the like, and the same classroom influences. 

 

Students are not assigned to a teacher so that the “mix” of student characteristics is identical to that of another 
teacher’s for the purposes of computing an educator’s impact on student learning. In fact, good educational policy 
often requires non‐random assignment, generated by a student’s needs. 

CLASSROOM 
AND 
SCHOOL 
EFFECTS 

A student’s growth and performance are affected by “peer‐to ‐peer interactions and the overall classroom 
climate.” (Braun, 2005) 

 

Class size and school resources influence student learning (Rothstein, et. al., 2010). 
 

The number of students who require individual attention or specialized instruction may have an effect on the 
gains of other students (Darling‐Hammond, 1997). 

ATTRIBUTION 

A student’s learning gains are rarely stimulated by a single teacher, but by more than one teacher. For example: 
 

• “Prior teachers have lasting effects, for good or ill, on students’ later learning, and several current 
teachers can also interact to produce students’ knowledge and skills (Rothstein, et. al., 2010).” 

 

• “Efforts of teachers who emphasize higher‐order thinking skills in the early elementary grades . . . are 
often not evaluated on standardized tests until later years (Darling‐Hammond et. al., 2005).” 

 
Citations: 

 
 

Braun, H. (2005). Using student progress to evaluate teachers: A primer on value‐added models. Princeton: ETS. 
http://www.ets.org/Media/Research/pdf/PICVAM.pdf 

 
Darling‐Hammond, L. and Rustique‐Forrester, E. (2005). The consequences of student testing for teaching and teacher quality. In 

The uses and misuses of data in accountability testing, 104th Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education, 
Malden, MA: Blackwater Publishing. 

 

Darling‐Hammond, L. 1997. Toward what end: The evaluation of student learning for the improvement of teaching. In Millman, J. 
(Ed.), Grading teachers, grading schools. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press, Inc. 

 

Rothstein, R., Ladd, H.F., Ravitch, D., Baker, E.L., Barton, P.E., Darling‐Hammond, L., Haertel, E., Linn, R.L., Shavelson, R.J. and 
Shepard, L.A. (2010). Problems with the use of student test scores to evaluate teachers. Economic Policy Institute Briefing 
Paper, August 27, 2010. http://www.epi.org/publication/bp278 

  

http://www.ets.org/Media/Research/pdf/PICVAM.pdf
http://www.ets.org/Media/Research/pdf/PICVAM.pdf
http://www.epi.org/publication/bp278
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TIMELINE FOR SUMMATIVE EVALUATION RATING 
 

 
 
 

In Race to the Top districts, about 50 percent of licensed educators received their first summative evaluation ratings under the new 
framework at the end of 2012‐13. The remaining licensed educators should receive their first summative evaluation ratings at the 
end of 2013‐14. These two cohorts are represented by the purple row in the figure below. 

 

In non‐Race to the Top districts, about 50 percent of licensed educators will receive their first summative evaluation ratings under the 
new framework at the end of 2013‐14; the remaining licensed educators should receive their first summative evaluation ratings at the 
end of 2014‐15. These two cohorts are represented by the orange row in the figure below. 

 
 

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 
Initial 50 percent of 

RTTT district 
educators have first 
summative rating in 

5- step cycle 

Second 50 percent of 
RTTT district educators 
have summative rating. 
All educators on 5-step 

cycle 

Regular  
evaluation cycle 

Regular  
evaluation cycle 

Regular 
evaluation cycle 

 

Initial 50 percent of 
non-RTTT district 

educators have first 
summative rating in 5- 

step cycle 

Second 50 percent of 
RTTT district educators 
have summative rating. 
All educators on 5-step 

cycle 

Regular  
evaluation cycle 

Regular 
evaluation cycle 

 
The frequency of the individual educator’s summative evaluation within the regular cycle is dependent upon his or her overall 
summative rating on the previous evaluation, subject to variations in local collective bargaining agreements.  

[See Appendix A for details on the implementation of the Summative Evaluation Rating.] 
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Timeline FOR DDM Development and the STUDENT LEARNING IMPACT RATING 
 
 

 

FULL IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE: All districts are on the same timeline for the development, piloting and implementation of DDMs. This 
timeline reflects guidance from Commissioner Mitchell Chester’s August 15, 2013, memo to superintendents. 

The red row signifies the rollout of the first group of DDMs. The green row represents implementation with a DESE extension. 

RED ROW: Beginning in the 2013‐14 school year, districts must identify and pilot DDMs in at least five areas: 

1. Early grade literacy (K‐3) 

2. Early grade math (K‐3) 

3. Middle grade math (5‐8) 

4. High school writing to text 

5. Traditionally non‐tested grades and subjects, e.g., art, music, physical education. 

• The district seeks a waiver from the commissioner to allow for piloting of remaining DDMs in 2014‐15. 

• 2014‐15, the district would then administer the agreed‐upon DDMS from the pilot and establish student performance on the 
measures. These may include baseline and final measures, interim ones over the course of the instructional period, or some other 
agreed‐upon method. Using methods agreed to through collective bargaining, determine the extent of student learning for each 
educator for each DDM.  

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 

Pilot at least five 2013-
14 DDMs identified by 
DESE. 

Evaluate, revise and 
agree on DDMs to be 
administered in 2014-
15. 

Using agreed-upon 
methods: 

• Administer DDMs 

• Determine student 
learning on each 
DDM 

• Estimate overall 
student learning 
from three DDMs, if 
applicable 

Using agreed-upon 
methods: 

• Administer DDMs 

• Determine student 
learning on each 
DDM 

• Estimate overall 
student learning 
from three DDMs, if 
applicable 
Determine 2-year 
trend, if applicable 

Using agreed-upon 
methods: 

• Administer DDMs 

• Determine student 
learning on each 
DDM 

• Estimate overall 
student learning 
from three DDMs, if 
applicable  

• Determine 3-year 
trend, if applicable 

 

 

Pilot remaining DDMs. 

Evaluate and revise 
and agree on DDMs to 
be administered in 
2015-16. 

Using agreed-upon 
methods: 

• Administer DDMs 

• Determine student 
learning on each 
DDM 

• Estimate overall 
student learning 
from three DDMs, if 
applicable 

Using agreed-upon 
methods: 

• Administer DDMs 

• Determine student 
learning on each 
DDM 

• Estimate overall 
student learning 
from three DDMs, if 
applicable 

• Determine 2-year 
trend, if applicable 

Using agreed-upon 
methods: 

• Administer DDMs 

• Determine student 
learning on each 
DDM 

• Estimate overall 
student learning 
from three DDMs, if 
applicable 

• Determine 3-year 
trend, if applicable 
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• In 2015‐16, the same steps would be taken. If the district and association agreed to a two‐year trend, then the educator and 
evaluator should review the outcomes from the six DDMs and exercise professional judgment to determine the two‐year trend, 
which is the educator’s student learning impact rating. 

• If the district and association agreed to a three‐year trend, then the same steps will be followed in 2016‐17 to determine the three‐
year trend and the educator’s student learning impact rating.  

• MTA’s model contract language recommends at least a three-year trend to reduce testing error rates. An 
educator’s impact on student learning cannot be based on a single year of data. 

 
Green Row: 
Provided that districts follow DESE guidance in piloting DDMs in the five specific areas, the commissioner has indicated that 
districts may apply to receive an extension, allowing them to spend 2014‐15 piloting the remaining DDMs, represented by the 
green row in this figure. At this time, the procedures for districts seeking a “good cause” modification of existing timelines were to 
be announced in December 2013 and districts have been told they may apply for an extension in June 2014. 

• In 2015‐16, the district would then administer the agreed‐upon DDMS from the pilot, establish student performance on the 
measures established which may include baseline and final, interim over the course of the instructional period, or some other 
agreed upon method. Using methods agreed to through collective bargaining, for each educator determine student learning for 
each DDM.  

• In 2016‐17, the same steps would be taken. If the district and association agreed to a two‐year trend, then the educator and 
evaluator should review the outcomes from the six DDMs and exercise professional judgment to determine the two‐year trend, 
which is the educator’s student learning impact rating. 

• If the district and association agreed to a three‐year trend, then the same steps will be followed in 2017‐18 to determine the 
three‐year trend and the educator’s student learning impact rating.  
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IDENTIFYING CURRENT ASSESSMENTS 
 
 

The first step for the DWG is determining what assessments and measures are currently being used across the district. The DWG 
should use a survey, preferably online, that identifies how educators are currently using different types of assessments of both 
academic and non‐academic learning and behavior. The goal should be to identify as many current assessments as possible that 
could form the basis for DDMs. The survey should include: 

 

Standardized assessment, e.g., 
ELA, math, social studies, science 

Subject-area assessments, 
e.g., mid-years and finals  

Student engagement, 
e.g., attendance, 

tardiness, dismissal rates 

Student success, e.g., promotion, 
graduation, course-taking rates 

Current Cognitive or Direct Measures  Current Non-Cognitive or Indirect Measures 

Demonstrations of learning, e.g., 
science or art fair, performances, 

projects, portfolios 

Textbook-based assessments, 
e.g., reading series, math 

series, science experiments 
 

Student behavior, e.g., 
suspensions, expulsions, 

inclusion 

Student well-being, e.g., health and 
wellness, IEP and 504 plan 

accommodations and services 

 
• Cognitive or direct measures – those that measure academic performance – which generally cover a wide array of 

assessments. 
 

• Non‐cognitive or indirect measures – those that measure well‐being, social, emotional and behavioral aspects of learning – 
also cover a wide array of assessments. 

 

DESE’s DDM Technical Guide B [available under DESE documents in the MTA Educator Evaluation Toolkit at 
http://www.massteacher.org/advocating/Evaluation.aspx] recommends that districts use the MTA online DDM survey, which is 
the most efficient way to gather this data. To access this survey, the local president should contact the appropriate MTA field 
staff. The survey process is as follows: 

 

• District educators are informed that the survey is conducted by the MTA, stating clearly that: 
 

  Survey is completely confidential. 
 

  No identifying information about respondents is captured by the survey instrument. 
 

  No one has access to the raw data outside of MTA. 
 

  MTA provides an aggregated data report to the district and association leaders who are shepherding the DDM work. 

• District educators are sent the link to online survey at MTA website. 
  

• There is no cost to the district as long as the 
local association president requests or 
approves of the district’s request to use the 
survey. 

  

District DDM Online Survey 

Review 
Questions 

Inform 
Educators 

MTA Confidential Survey 

Educators 
sent link to 

survey 

MTA Provides Results  
District, Association 

Leaders 
No identifying  

information 

http://www.massteacher.org/advocating/Evaluation.aspx
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FACTORS AND CONSIDERATIONS IN SELECTING DDMS 
 
 

After collecting and reviewing survey data about district assessments, the DWG should provide guidance to the cadres about four 
key concerns in identifying DDMs. DESE’s Model Evaluation System, Part VII guidance identifies the following: 

Measure student learning over a set instructional period, which 
may be an academic year, a semester or some other time frame 

depending upon the educator’s role 

Administer in the same subject and/or grade across 
all schools in the district 

Key Concerns 
Assess learning as directly as possible to what was taught based on 

the standards, content knowledge and skills that the DDM is 
measuring 

Differentiate the amount of learning for each student 
as high, moderate or low in comparison to what each 

knew at the beginning of the instructional period 

 

• The DDMs should be able to measure “growth.” Measures of achievement are not required. This requires knowing what 
students know and can do, based on agreed‐upon curriculum standards, at the beginning and the end of the instructional 
time period. 

• DDMs should assess what students were taught. This is called content validity. 

• DDMs must be comparable across grade or subject districtwide. MTA and DESE (see DDM Technical Guide B, page 9) 
recommend that identical DDMs be administered in all grades in the content area across the school system. For example, if all 
Grade 5 students are writing an opinion piece, the DDMs must be on the same topic or text, with the same directions and 
judged by the same rubric or scoring guide. 

• The scoring guide must be able to distinguish student learning that is low, moderate and high. 

 

Four questions should guide the decision making about the selection or development of DDMs that are appropriate for 
assessing student learning over the course of the instructional period: 

Validity Reliability Fairness Bias Free 
The extent to which the 
assessment measures 
what it is intended to 

measure  

A student who takes the 
assessment multiple times 
should get a similar score 

each time  

Fairness requires items 
and tasks appropriate for 
students, free of barriers, 

to demonstrate 
knowledge, skills and 

abilities  

Free from bias eliminates 
measures that advantage 
or disadvantage different 

groups based on 
demographics or type 
and/or content of the 

assessment. 
 

• Is the measure valid? Does it measure what it is supposed to measure? The most valid measures are those that assess exactly 
what students were taught. For educators, the single most important facet of validity is content validity. 

• Is the measure reliable? If a student completed the assessment on a Monday and again the following Monday, would the 
results be about the same? 

• Is the measure fair? Is the assessment free of barriers that would prevent some students from demonstrating what they know 
and are able to do? If a student is tone deaf, asking the student to sing in order to demonstrate his knowledge of the scales is 
unfair. Can students demonstrate that they understand the clef, the notes and the scale in some other manner? 

• Is the measure free from bias? Is the assessment dependent on the student having an understanding of something not taught, 
but known culturally or geographically? A number of years ago, the fourth‐grade MCAS long composition asked students what 
they would do on a “snow day.” There had been no snow that winter, and students who came from cultures where there was 
no snow did not know how to answer the question. 
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CONTENT VALIDITY 
 
 

The ultimate purpose of a DDM is to determine the educator’s Impact on student learning. Content validity is essential for DDMs if 
the educator’s student learning impact rating is to be useful and informative. A DDM without content validity is meaningless in this 
process; DDMs must measure the content and skills actually taught. 

 

The regulations are clear that DDMs must be aligned to standards: District-determined measures shall mean measures of student 
learning, growth and achievement related to the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks, Massachusetts Vocational Technical 
Education Frameworks, or other relevant frameworks, that are comparable across grade or subject level districtwide. 
One fundamental question addressing content validity must be the guidepost for selecting or developing DDMs: 

IS THE MEASURE ALIGNED TO STANDARDS-BASED, GRADE-LEVEL CONTENT KNOWLEDGE AND/OR SKILLS OUTLINED IN THE DISTRICT’S SCOPE AND SEQUENCE, 
WHICH IS ALIGNED TO THE MASSACHUSETTS CURRICULUM FRAMEWORKS? 

 

 Does it assess what is most important for students to learn and be able to do?  
 

 Does the baseline assessment reflect the content knowledge and/or skills that educators intend to teach? 
 

 Does the final assessment reflect the content knowledge and/or skills that educators did teach? 
 

In order for educators to view DDMs as fairly representing student learning, they must know that the DDM is measuring what was 
actually taught. 

 

The additional value of DDMs with content validity is that they provide the educator with useful information about the effects of his 
or her practice on student learning. DESE’s Technical Guide B states: 

 

Given the evaluation context, it can be tempting to prioritize the question, “What measures are best for determining an 
educator’s impact on student learning?” It is important to remember, however, that including student learning in evaluation 
is also about the learning for educators. For the process to be effective, the measures used must provide valuable feedback to 
educators. 

 

The highest priorities for DDMs, therefore, are that they are aligned to content and informative. The results should help 
educators recognize where students are succeeding as well as where they are struggling and to identify where to adjust 
practice. Furthermore, the results should also help schools and districts recognize where educators – including teachers, 
support personnel and administrators – are succeeding and struggling and identify where to adjust support. 

 

[A] narrow focus on empirically evaluating validity and reliability [for students] should not come at the expense of the 
usefulness of the assessment [for educators]. Massachusetts educators have a wealth of experience in assessing student 
learning, including educator-developed quizzes, tests, short-cycle assessments, performance tasks, assignments and end-of- 
course exams. This experience will be invaluable to successful implementation of DDMs. 

  

Massachusetts 
Curriculum Frameworks 

District Scope & 
Sequence/Pacing Guide 

Grade & Subject 
Content Knowledge & 

Skills 

Selected Standards, 
Knowlege & Skills for 

DDM 
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 DDMS BY EDUCATOR ROLE 
 
This table, from DESE’s Model System for Educator Evaluation, Part VII: Rating Educator Impact on Student Learning Using District- 
Determined Measures of Student Learning (pages 20‐21), provides the following guidance as to the array of direct and indirect 
measures that could serve as DDMs for teachers, caseload educators and administrator. 

 
Category Roles included Appropriate types of measures 

Teachers 
 
 

Assess students in subject 
area(s) being measured 
and taught by that teacher 

  Grades pre‐kindergarten through high school 
– English as a Second Language 
– English language arts 
– Family and consumer science and industrial 

arts 
– Fine and performing arts 
– Foreign languages 
– History and social studies 
– Mathematics 
– Physical education and health 
– Science and technology 
– Special education 
– Vocational or business education 
  Others 

  Direct measures of learning specific to 
subjects and grades 

  Direct measures of learning specific to social, 
emotional, behavioral or skill development 

  Interim assessments, unit tests, end‐of‐ 
course tests with pre‐tests or other sources 
of baseline data 

  Performance assessments 
  Student portfolios, projects and 

performances scored with common scoring 
guide 

Administrators 
 
 

Assess students in the 
district, school or 
department overseen by 
that educator, depending 
on the educator’s specific 
role 

  Superintendents 
  Other district administrators 
  Principals 
  Other school‐based administrators, including 

assistant principals 
  Department chairpersons, including teachers 

who serve in this role 
  Others 

  Direct measures of learning specific to 
subjects and grades 

  Direct measures of learning specific to social, 
emotional, behavioral or skill development 

  Indirect measures of student learning such as 
promotion and graduation rates 

 
 

Impact may be calculated at the district, school 
or department level, depending on the 
educator’s role 

Instructional Specialists 
 
 

Assess students in the 
classes of all teachers 
supported by this educator 

  Instructional coaches 
  Mentors 
  Reading specialists 
  Team leaders 
  Others 

  Direct measures of student learning of the 
students the teachers work with, measuring 
  learning specific to subjects and grades 
  learning specific to social, emotional, 

behavioral or skill development 
 
 

Impact may be calculated at the district, school 
or department level, depending on the 
educator’s role 

Specialized Instructional 
Support Personnel 

 
 

Assess students in the 
school, department or 
other group based on 
whether the educator 
supports the entire school, 
a department, a grade or a 
specific group of students 

  School nurses 
  School social workers and adjustment 

counselors 
  Guidance counselors 
  School psychologists 
  Library/media and technology specialists 
  Case managers 
  Others 

  Direct measures of learning specific to 
subjects and grades 

  Direct measures of learning specific to social, 
emotional, behavioral or skill development 

  Indirect measures of student learning such as 
promotion and graduation rates 

 
 

Impact may be calculated at the district, school, 
department or other group levels depending on 
whether they serve multiple schools, the entire 
school, a department, a grade or a specific 
group of students 
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Estimating a Year’s Worth of Learning 
 
 

One of the challenges that the identification, selection or development of DDMs poses for the DDM Cadres, the DWG, and 
eventually all of the educators and policymakers in a district is defining “a year’s worth of growth” for each DDM.  

The new ELA and math curriculum frameworks, because they are scaffolded by grade, are most helpful in making this 
determination. However, the other five frameworks organize curriculum into multi‐grade spans, which make annual 
distinctions far more difficult to gauge. 

If the district has scope and sequence or pacing guides that define what students are expected to know and be able to do at 
each grade level, these should be the guides used. However, if these curriculum documents do not exist, then the DWG and the 
DDM cadres must exercise their professional judgment in outlining what level of performance – or more likely what level of 
progress (the difference between where students begin and where they end over the course of the instructional period) is 
critical.  

Gathering input from educators who will be administering these DDMs – either through focus groups or surveys – is essential. 
Key questions include: 

• Are the learning expectations that the DDM is measuring realistic? 
• Are they measuring student performance and progress on the identified standards? 
• Are they too difficult – even for high performers? 
• Are they too easy – even for students with difficulties? 

In assessing each DDM after the initial or pilot administration, a key question that the DWG and DDM cadres should be 
answering is, “Based on actual student results and, given where students started and ended over the course of the instructional 
period, did we estimate anticipated student learning correctly or not?” 

The answer to this question should be informed by all of the data from all of the classrooms and educational settings using the 
DDM and should guide any revisions to the DDM prior to actual implementation for decision making. 

Key Element of DDM Development:  Estimate what constitutes anticipated student learning over the instructional period as 
measured by the DDM. Final student learning outcomes on each DDM will then be categorized as: 

 
Low Moderate High 

Outcomes on DDM used at the end of 
the instructional period indicate that 
student learning was significantly less 
than that estimated when the DDM was 
established. 
Questions Raised: 
• Was the estimated learning 

appropriate? 
• Did the DDM measure the 

anticipated and actual 
curriculum? 

• Were there contextual factors 
different from those with 
Moderate or High student 
learning outcomes? 

Outcomes on DDM used at the end of 
the instructional period indicate that 
student learning was close to that 
estimated when the DDM was 
established 
Questions Raised: 
• Was the estimated learning 

appropriate? 
• Did the DDM measure the 

anticipated and actual 
curriculum? 

• Were there contextual factors 
different from those with Low or 
High student learning outcomes? 

Outcomes on DDM used at the end of 
the instructional period indicate that 
student learning was significantly better 
than that estimated when the DDM was 
established 
Questions Raised: 
• Was the estimated learning 

appropriate? 
• Did the DDM measure the 

anticipated and actual 
curriculum? 

• Were there contextual factors 
different from those with Low or 
Moderate student learning 
outcomes? 
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Professional Judgment and Contextualizing Student Learning Outcomes. 

 
The student learning on each DDM and the combined results from three DDMs should form the basis of a collaborative conversation 
between the educator and his/her colleagues who have administered the same DDM and with the principal and/or department head 
or content area leader. 
 

There are multiple ways to determine how much growth students have achieved on DDMs – depending on the type of measure. The 
important factor in scoring and determining growth outcomes is a consistent, transparent and agreed‐upon method that is fair to the 
student and the educators to whom it applies. It is understood that one method may be more appropriate than another for a 
particular group of students based on the educator’s role. 
 

In determining student performance, the educator, his/her colleagues and eventually the evaluator exercise professional judgment in 
reviewing DDM outcomes. All assessments are administered within a context that must include an assessment of who the students 
are and the learning environment itself. Educators should be honest about: 

 

1. The instructional challenges students bring to the classroom within the class which may include English language proficiency, 
special needs, home environment, etc. 

2. The challenges from the learning context, especially related to instructional materials and resources, class size, access to 
instructional technology, library resources, etc. 

 
 

EXAMPLE: Overall Student Learning is Moderate 
 

The following example illustrates how an elementary classroom teacher with 25 students might analyze the data from three DDMs – 
one of which is the MCAS ELA Student Growth Percentile – to contextualize the outcomes and have a collaborative conversation with 
either colleagues or the evaluator. 

 
 

Students 
 

Learning Context   

Assessment 
Content 
Validity 

 

Complexity 
 

Bloom’s 
Student 
Learning 

 
Four ELLs: 
• Two are Level 

2/Beginning 
• One is Level 

3/Developing 
• One is Level 

5/Bridging 
 

Five students on IEPs: 
• One mild Asperger 
• Two ADHD 
• Two language‐ 

based learning 
disabilities 

• Inadequate 
supply of trade 
books for all 
students to 
move ahead at 
their own pace, 
especially those 
reading above 
grade level 

 

• Lack of access 
to information 
technology, 
especially for 
ELL and LD 
students 

DD
M

 1
 

 
MCAS ELA SGP 

Not fully 
aligned 
to what 

is taught. 

 
 

Somewhat 
complex 

 
Remember 
Understand 

Apply 

37.1 
(Low) 

DD
M

 2
 

Trade book 
independent 
reading level 
with reading 

inventory 

 
Generally 

well‐
aligned 

with what 
is taught. 

 
 

Complex 

 
Remember 
Understand 

Apply 

14 out of 25 
students made 
or exceeded a 

year’s worth of 
learning 

(Moderate) 

DD
M

 3
 

 
 

Sept‐June Writing 
Portfolio with 

rubric 

 
 

Well‐
aligned 

with what is 
taught. 

 
 

Very 
Complex 

 
Understand 

Apply 
Analyze 
Create 

20 of 25 
students made 
or exceeded a 

year’s worth of 
learning  
(High) 

 
The educator, colleagues and/or the evaluator review the evidence of student outcomes based on the three DDMs and the 
information about the students and the learning context. Professional judgment is applied to identify how the DDM outcomes 
might be combined through this collaborative conversation. For example: 

• The median student outcome on DDM1 (37.2) ‐ MCAS SGP – is at the high end of Low as they are in what DESE designate as 
below grade level band SGP. However, MCAS is not fully aligned to the content of instruction and tests at the lowest domains 
of Bloom’s taxonomy. 

• The student outcomes on DDM2 – trade book independent reading level – are solidly in the Moderate range with more than 
half of the student’s making or exceeding a year’s worth of learning. This DDM is well‐aligned with what is taught and 
measures learning at the low to middle range of Bloom’s. The educator has indicated, and the evaluator concurs, that the 
lack of an adequate supply of books has hampered students reading at higher levels. In addition, the educator and evaluator 
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agree that the lack of access to information technology of the ELL and SPED students was a barrier to better results. The 
educator and evaluator concur that this is Moderate growth. 

 

• The student outcomes on DDM 3 – the writing portfolio – are High with almost all students making or exceeding a year’s 
worth of progress. This DDM is well‐aligned with what is taught and measures student work over the course of the year 
with assessments measuring performance every six to eight weeks while acknowledging that students are beginning and 
ending in different places based on the learning profiles. The writing tasks cover higher order domains of Bloom’s. The 
educator and evaluator concur that this is High growth. 

 

Student learning on the most complex assessment that involved the highest cognitive demand was the strongest, with 80 
percent of the students showing significant progress on the writing tasks over the course of the year. The class had significant 
challenges  – four ELL students with different English language skills and five SPED students with different learning issues. In 
addition, there was alack of resources to differentiate instruction for some students. In light of these factors,  growth could be 
summarized as Moderate for this instructional period. 

 

EXAMPLE: Overall Student Learning is High 
 

The following example shows how a secondary content area teacher with 73 students in three college preparatory sections of the 
same course might analyze the data from three DDMs by class and across the classes to summarize the pattern of student 
learning for the instructional period. On DDM1 and DDM2, a year’s worth of growth is determined to be a grade of 70 or better. 
On the 4x4 rubric, a year’s worth of growth is determined to be a score of 12 or better. 

St
ud

en
ts

 

• Section 1: 27 students – Six students in special categories: three FLEP students; three students on IEPs with mild language‐ 
based learning issues. This is a high‐performing class. 

 

• Section 2: 24 students – Four students in special categories: two ELLs at Level 4/Expanding and one ELL at Level 
5/Bridging; no students on IEPs; one student on 504 plan medical issues requiring significant absences from school who 
receives tutoring at home as necessary. This is a moderate to high‐performing class. 

 

• Section 3: 22 students –Five students in special categories: five students on IEPs ‐ one for behavioral issues; two for 
ADHD; one with Asperger; one with visual impairment. This is a moderate to high‐performing class. 

Le
ar

ni
ng

 
Co

nt
ex

t • Textbooks are outdated. 
• Lack of supplementary materials that accompany newer texts – especially online resources – holds students back. 
• More access to internet would provide students with a richer learning context. 

  
Assessment 

 

Content 
Validity 

 
Complexity 

 
Bloom’s 

Student Progress 
Section 1 

27 students 
Section 2 

24 students 
Section 3 

22 students 

DD
M

 1
 Pre/post 

assessment of 
subject matter 

content 

Aligned with 
academic 
language 
and core 

concepts to 
be 

mastered 

Somewhat 
complex 

Remember 
Understand 

Apply 

• 5 students 
achieved a 
score above 
30 on the pre‐ 
assessment. 

• 24 students 
achieved a 
score of 70 or 
better on the 
post 
assessment. 

• 6 students 
achieved a 
score above 
30 on the pre‐ 
assessment. 

• 18 students 
achieved a 
score of 70 or 
better on the 
post 
assessment. 

• 3 students 
achieved a 
score above 
30 on the pre‐ 
assessment. 

• 19 students 
achieved a 
score of 70 or 
better on the 
post 
assessment. 

DD
M

 2
 Four quarterly 

benchmarked unit 
assessments 

 
Well‐ 

aligned 
with what 
is taught. 

 
Complex 

Remember 
Understand 

Apply 
Analyze 

Number of 
students scoring 
70 or better on 
assessments: 
•  Q1: 23 
•  Q2: 25 
•  Q3: 24 
•  Q4: 22 

Number of 
students scoring 
70 or better on 
assessments: 
•  Q1: 19 
•  Q2: 18 
•  Q3: 20 
•  Q4: 20 

Number of 
students scoring 
70 or better on 
assessments: 
•  Q1: 17 
•  Q2: 19 
•  Q3: 19 
•  Q4: 19 
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DD
M

 3
 

Multi‐step 
capstone project in 

late spring apply 
core content and 
concepts to real 
world situation. 

Well‐ 
aligned 

with what 
is taught. 

 
Very 

Complex 

Remember 
Understand 

Apply 
Analyze 
Create 

Evaluate 

On a 4x4 rubric, 
22 students 
scored 12 or 
better on the 
capstone 
project. 

On a 4x4 rubric, 
19 students 
scored 12 or 
better on the 
capstone 
project. 

On a 4x4 rubric, 
18 students 
scored 12 or 
better on the 
capstone 
project. 

 

Student learning data for each DDM indicates at least a moderate‐to‐high level of growth for a majority of students. 
 

• On DDM1, 83 percent of the 73 students made significant progress on the least complex assessment. 
 

• On DDM2, 82 percent made significant progress on the benchmark assessments. 
 

• On DDM3, 81 percent made significant progress on the most complex assessment that involved the highest 
cognitive demand. 

 

Because student progress on all three assessments was high, especially for the capstone project, and giving consideration to the 
challenges posed by the lack of appropriate and up‐to‐date instructional resources, the student learning as measured by these 
three DDMs could be summarized as High for this instructional period. 
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How DDMs Are Used to Determine the Student Learning Impact Rating 
 
At the end of two or three years of DDM data, each educator will receive a Student Learning Impact Rating, which is then 
reported to DESE. A subsequent MTA guidance document will focus directly on the use of DDMs combined with 
professional judgment to determine each educator’s student learning impact rating. 

The earliest some educators in some districts will receive student learning impact ratings is at the end of 2015‐16 school 
year. However, understanding now how various elements will be combined to formulate a rating decision is important. 
The graphic below provides a general guideline. 

Essentially, the outcomes from the three DDMs combined with information about the students and the learning context 
for the basis for a collaborative conversation between the educator and evaluator, in which both exercise their 
professional judgment, which then results in the evaluator making a decision about the educator’s Student Learning 
Impact Rating. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

DDM 
Outcomes 

Information 
about 

Students 

Learning 
Context 

EVIDENCE 

Educator Evaluator 

PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENT 

Student 
Learning 
Impact 
Rating 

DECISION 
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For 

APPENDIX A: MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS CHART AND EXPLANATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

For a full page view of this chart, go to the MTA Educator Evaluation Toolkit at 
www.massteacher.org/advocating/~/media/Files/evaluation/measures_of_educator_practice_chart.pdf 

 
This chart outlines the elements of Massachusetts educator evaluation regulations as they apply to district evaluation systems. It is 
designed to show how all of the pieces fit together. This is an educator-centered, evidence-based framework: The five‐step 
evaluation cycle begins with self‐assessment and ends with a summative rating and resulting Educator Plan. Both the evaluator and 
the educator share responsibility for providing each other with evidence used to inform judgments. 

Evidence used for self-assessment and formative/summative evaluation ratings is defined in the left‐hand gray section. 

Educators receive a performance rating on each of the four standards of practice and a determination of their progress toward 
attaining the two Educator Plan goals. 

 

•  Standard 1: Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment for teachers; Instructional 
Leadership for administrators 

 

•  Standard 2: Teaching All Students for teachers; Management and Operations for 
administrators 

 

•  Standard 3: Family and Community Engagement for all educators 
 

•  Standard 4: Professional Culture for all educators 
 

•  Professional Practice Goal for all educators 
 

•  Student Learning Outcomes Goal for all educators 

 The 5-Step Evaluation Cycle 

 

Each educator must receive one of four ratings on each standard and overall: exemplary, proficient, needs improvement or 
unsatisfactory. The performance rating will be based on the appropriate professional practice rubric – teacher, administrator, 
caseload educator or superintendent – for each standard and the educator’s progress toward attaining each of the two goals. 
 
 

http://www.massteacher.org/advocating/~/media/Files/evaluation/measures_of_educator_practice_chart.pdf
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Educators receive a rating on each of the four standards, not the individual indicators for each standard. The basis for the overall 
summative or formative evaluation rating is a combination of the rating on the four standards (exemplary, proficient, needs 
improvement, unsatisfactory) and the degree to which the educator has attained each of the two goals: professional practice and 
student learning. 

 

Educator Plan Determination 
 

All educators in their first three years of practice are on a Developing Educator Plan. 
 

Eligible educators with Professional Teacher Status and eligible administrators with good‐cause job protection (such as principals) 
will have one of four educator plans based on the overall summative rating: 

 

 Proficient or Exemplary: The educator is on a Self-Directed Plan: Those whose impact on student learning is low have a one‐year 
plan. Those whose impact is moderate or high have a two‐year plan. [Green zone on chart.] 

 

 Needs Improvement: The plan is a Directed-Growth Plan of up to one year, regardless of student learning impact. [Yellow zone.] 
 

 Unsatisfactory: The plan is an Improvement Plan of up to 12 months, regardless of the impact on student learning. [Red zone.] 

District-Determined Measures and Student Growth Percentile (SGP) 

Beginning in 2014‐15, districts must begin to collect annual baseline and final data from at least two measures per educator, a 
combination of district-determined measures, which are comparable across grades and schools by subject, and the MCAS SGP (if 
applicable to the educator), to establish patterns and trends of multiple measures of student learning outcomes. [gray section at 
bottom right of chart]. At least a two‐year trend will be used to determine each educator’s impact on student learning. MTA’s model 
contract language recommends at least a three-year trend to reduce testing error rates. 

 

Student and Staff Surveys – This mandatory element of the new framework has been delayed until 2014-15. 
 

To learn more about the requirements and implementation of the new educator evaluation framework in Massachusetts, go to the 
MTA Evaluation Toolkit at www.massteacher.org/advocating/Evaluation.aspx, which includes a YouTube video explaining the SGP 
determination. 

 
For more information on DDMs, go to the MTA District‐Determined Measures Toolkit at 
http://www.massteacher.org/advocating/toolkits/ddm.aspx 

http://www.massteacher.org/advocating/Evaluation.aspx
http://www.massteacher.org/advocating/toolkits/ddm.aspx
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Appendix B: District-Determined Measures vs. Student Learning Goal 
 
 

The educator’s impact on student learning is determined through at least two measures of student learning that must include the 
MCAS Student Growth Percentile or improvement on ACCESS, if applicable, and district-determined measures after at least two 
years of assessment data has been collected for the educator. 
 

 
 
 
 
The educator’s student learning goal is used to develop one half of the Educator Plan; the other half of the plan addresses the professional 
practice goal. Evidence determining the degree to which the educator attained the goal is used in formulating the formative and 
summative evaluation ratings. (See Appendix A, Measures of Effectiveness chart for a graphic and written explanation.) 

udent 
 
 
 
 

The purpose of DISTRICT-DETERMINED MEASURES is to determine each educator’s impact on 
student learning as high, moderate or low. This determination is separate from and not 
part of the summative rating of practice. The MCAS Student Growth Percentile and/or 

ACCESS must be used, if applicable. 

Moderate growth means students accomplished a year's worth of 
learning in a year. High growth is more than a year. Low growth is less 

than a year. 

DDMs must be standards-based 
and comparable across grade or 

subject districtwide. 

Impact rating must be based on a 
pattern of at least two measures  
and a trend of at least two years.  

The student learning rating rating 
may determine the length of the 

Educator Plan. 

Each educator’s impact on student 
learning rating will be submitted 

to the DESE. 

MTA’s position is that DDMs are identified through collective bargaining.     

The STUDENT LEARNING  GOAL is developed based on the educator’s self-assessment of his/her 
practice using the appropriate professional practice rubric and an analysis of the learning 

needs of the current students in relation to the standards to be taught. 

A student learning goal focuses on the learning needs of the students with 
whom the individual or team of educators works. 

The educator's progress toward 
attaining the goal is one element of 

the six informing the summative 
evaluation rating. 

The goals are developed by the 
educator and approved by the 

evaluator at the goal-setting step 
of the evaluation cycle. 

Educator progress toward student 
learning goal is not reported to 

DESE. 

Progress toward  the goal is 
determined  through educator, 

student and evaluator evidence, 
which may include that described 

in the Educator Plan. 
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APPENDIX C: EXCERPTS FROM REGULATORY LANGUAGE 

 
 

Definitions: 603 CMR 35.02 
 

1.  District-determined Measures shall mean measures of student learning, growth, and achievement related to the 
Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks, Massachusetts Vocational Technical Education Frameworks, or other relevant 
frameworks, that are comparable across grade or subject level district‐wide. These measures may include, but shall not 
be limited to: portfolios, approved commercial assessments and district‐developed pre and post unit and course 
assessments, and capstone projects. 

2.  Impact on Student Learning shall mean at least the trend in student learning, growth, and achievement and may also 
include patterns in student learning, growth, and achievement. 

3.  Multiple Measures shall include a combination of classroom, school, and district assessments and student growth 
percentiles where available. 

4.  Patterns shall mean consistent results from multiple measures. 
5.  Trends shall be based on at least two years of data. 

 
 

Evaluation Cycle: 603 CMR 35.06 
 

(3) (e) An educator shall be placed on an Educator Plan based on his or her overall rating and his or her impact on student 
learning, growth and achievement, provided that educators who have not yet earned Professional Teacher Status and any 
other employee at will shall be placed on an Educator Plan solely at the discretion of the district. 

 

1.  The Developing Educator Plan is for all administrators in their first three years with the district, teachers without 
Professional Teacher Status, and, at the discretion of the evaluator, educators in new assignments. 

 

2.  The Self‐directed Growth Plan is for all experienced educators rated Exemplary or Proficient. For educators whose 
impact on student learning is either moderate or high, the Educator Plan may be for up to two years. For educators 
whose impact on student learning is low, the Educator Plan shall be for one year and shall include one or more goals 
related to student learning developed on the basis of an analysis of the educator's professional practice. 

 

3.  Directed Growth Plan for all experienced educators rated Needs Improvement. 
 

4.  Improvement Plan for all experienced educators rated Unsatisfactory. 
 
 

Evidence Used in Evaluation: 603 CMR 35.07 
 

(1) The following categories of evidence shall be used in evaluating each educator: 
 

(a) Multiple measures of student learning, growth, and achievement, which shall include: 
 

1.  Measures of student progress on classroom assessments that are aligned with the Massachusetts Curriculum 
Frameworks or other relevant frameworks and are comparable within grades or subjects in a school; 

 

2.  Measures of student progress on learning goals set between the educator and evaluator for the school year; 
 

3.  Statewide growth measure(s) where available, including the MCAS Student Growth Percentile and the Massachusetts 
English Proficiency Assessment (MEPA); and 

 

4.  District‐determined Measure(s) of student learning comparable across grade or subject district‐wide. 
 

5.  For educators whose primary role is not as a classroom teacher, the appropriate measures of the educator's 
contribution to student learning, growth, and achievement set by the district. 

 

Student Performance Measures: 603 CMR 35.09 
 

(1) Student Performance Measures as described in 603 CMR 35.07(1)(a)(3‐5) shall be the basis for determining an educator's impact 
on student learning, growth, and achievement. 

 

(2) The evaluator shall determine whether an educator is having a high, moderate, or low impact on student learning based on 
trends and patterns in the following student performance measures: 

 

(a) At least two state or district‐wide measures of student learning gains shall be employed at each school, grade, and subject 
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in determining impact on student learning, as follows: 

1.  MCAS Student Growth Percentile and the Massachusetts English Proficiency Assessment (MEPA)2 shall be used as 
measures where available, and 

2.  Additional District‐determined Measures comparable across schools, grades, and subject matter district‐wide as 
determined by the superintendent may be used in conjunction with MCAS Student Growth Percentiles and MEPA 
scores to meet this requirement, and shall be used when either MCAS growth or MEPA scores are not available. 

 

(b) For educators whose primary role is not as a classroom teacher, appropriate measures of their contribution to student 
learning, growth, and achievement shall be determined by the district. 

 

(3) Based on a review of trends and patterns of state and district measures of student learning gains, the evaluator will assign the 
rating on growth in student performance consistent with Department guidelines: 

 

(a)  A rating of high indicates significantly higher than one year's growth relative to academic peers in the grade or subject. 

(b) A rating of moderate indicates one year's growth relative to academic peers in the grade or subject. 

(c)  A rating of low indicates significantly lower than one year's student learning growth relative to academic peers in the grade 
or subject. 

 

(4) For an educator whose overall performance rating is exemplary or proficient and whose impact on student learning is low, the 
evaluator's supervisor shall discuss and review the rating with the evaluator and the supervisor shall confirm or revise the educator's 
rating. In cases where the superintendent serves as the evaluator, the superintendent's decision on the rating shall not be subject to 
such review. When there are significant discrepancies between evidence of student learning, growth, and achievement and the 
evaluator's judgment on educator performance ratings, the evaluator's supervisor may note these discrepancies as a factor in the 
evaluator's evaluation. 

 

Implementation and Reporting: 603 CMR 35.11 
 

(4) By September 2013, each district shall identify and report to the Department a district‐wide set of student performance 
measures for each grade and subject that permit a comparison of student learning gains. 

 

(a) The student performance measures shall be consistent with 603 CMR 35.09(2). 
 

(b) By July 2012, the Department shall supplement these regulations with additional guidance on the development and use of 
student performance measures. 

 

(c) Until such measures are identified and data is available for at least two years, educators will not be assessed as having high, 
moderate, or low impact on student learning outcomes consistent with 603 CMR 35.09(3). 

 
To see all of the Educator Evaluation regulations, go to http://www.doe.mass.edu/lawsregs/603cmr35.html 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 MEPA is no longer administered. It is replaced by ACCESS. However, the BESE has not yet changed the regulations to reflect this. 

  

http://www.doe.mass.edu/lawsregs/603cmr35.html
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APPENDIX D: 
 

FOCUS ON OVERARCHING CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS IN IDENTIFYING/DEVELOPING DDMS 
 
 

As a means of identifying overarching curriculum and instruction goals to guide the identification and/or development of 
DDMs, the three ELA and math shifts associated with the Common Core State Standards provide significant guidance. 

 

THE THREE COMMON CORE STATE STANDARDS ELA/LITERACY SHIFTS 
 

 
 
 
 
 

SHIFT 1: 
 

Building 
knowledge 
through 
content-rich 
nonfiction 

Building knowledge through content‐rich nonfiction plays an essential role in literacy and in 
the standards. In grades K‐5, fulfilling the standards requires a 50‐50 balance between 
informational and literary reading. Informational reading primarily includes content‐rich 
nonfiction in history/social studies, science and the arts; the K‐5 standards strongly 
recommend that students build coherent general knowledge both within each year and 
across years. In grades 6‐12, ELA classes place much greater emphasis on a specific category 
of informational text—literary nonfiction—than has been traditional. In grades 6‐12, the 
standards for literacy in history/social studies, science and technical subjects ensure that 
students can independently build knowledge in these disciplines through reading and 
writing. 
 
To be clear, the standards do require substantial attention to literature throughout grades K‐
12, as literature makes up at least half of the required work in K‐5 and is the core of the 
work of 6‐12 ELA teachers. 

 
 

SHIFT 2: 
 

Reading, writing 
and speaking 
grounded in 
evidence from 
texts, both 
literary and 
informational 

The standards place a premium on students writing to sources, i.e., using evidence from 
texts to present careful analyses, well‐defended claims and clear information. Rather than 
asking students questions they can answer solely from their prior knowledge or experience, 
the standards expect students to answer questions that depend on their having read the text 
or texts with care. The standards also require the cultivation of narrative writing throughout 
the grades; in later grades a command of sequence and detail will be essential for effective 
argumentative and informational writing. 
 

Likewise, the reading standards focus on students’ ability to read carefully and grasp 
information, arguments, ideas and details based on text evidence. Students should be able to 
answer a range of text‐dependent questions, requiring inferences based on careful attention 
to the text. 

SHIFT 3: 
 

Regular practice 
with complex 
text and its 
academic 
language 

Rather than focusing solely on the skills of reading and writing, the standards highlight the 
growing complexity of the texts students must read to be ready for the demands of college 
and careers. The standards build a staircase of text complexity so that all students will be 
ready for the demands of college‐ and career‐level reading, no later than the end of high 
school. Closely related to text complexity—and inextricably connected to reading 
comprehension—is a focus on academic vocabulary: words that appear in a variety of 
content areas (such as ignite and commit). 

 
 

Used with permission from Student Achievement Partners. Available at www.achievethecore.org 
 
  

http://www.achievethecore.org/
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Grade *Priorities in support of conceptual understanding and fluency 
K‐2 Addition and subtraction – concepts, skills and problem‐solving 
3‐5 Multiplication and division of whole numbers and fractions – concepts, skills and 

problem‐solving 
6 Ratios and proportional relationships; early expressions and equations 
7 Ratios and proportional relationships; arithmetic of rational numbers 
8 Linear algebra 

 

THE THREE COMMON CORE STATE STANDARDS MATHEMATICS SHIFTS 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

SHIFT 1: 
 

Focus strongly 
where the 
standards focus 

Focus: The Standards call for a greater focus on mathematics. Rather than racing to cover 
topics in today’s mile‐wide, inch‐deep curriculum, teachers use the power of the eraser and 
significantly narrow and deepen the way time and energy are spent in the math classroom. 
They focus deeply on the major work* of each grade so that students can gain strong 
foundations: solid conceptual understanding, a high degree of procedural skill and fluency, 
and the ability to apply the math they know to solve problems. 

 
SHIFT 2: 

 

Coherence: 
Think across 
grades and link 
to major topics* 
within grades 

Thinking across grades: The standards are designed around coherent progressions from 
grade to grade. Principals and teachers carefully connect the learning across grades so that 
students can build new understanding onto foundations built in previous years. Teachers can 
begin to count on deep conceptual understanding of core content and build on it. Each 
standard is not a new event, but an extension of previous learning. Linking to major topics: 
Instead of allowing additional or supporting topics to detract from the focus of the grade, 
these topics can serve the grade‐level focus. For example, instead of data displays as an end 
in themselves, they support grade‐level word problems. 

 
SHIFT 3: 

 

Rigor: In major 
topics, pursue 
conceptual 
understanding, 
procedural skill 
and fluency, and 
application with 
equal intensity. 

Conceptual understanding: The standards call for conceptual understanding of key 
concepts, such as place value and ratios. Teachers support students’ ability to access 
concepts from a number of perspectives so that students are able to see math as more than 
a set of mnemonics or discrete procedures. Procedural skill and fluency: The standards call 
for speed and accuracy in calculation. Teachers structure class time and/or homework time 
for students to practice core functions such as single‐digit multiplication so that students 
have access to more complex concepts and procedures. Application: The standards call for 
students to use math flexibly for applications. Teachers provide opportunities for students to 
apply math in context. Teachers in content areas outside of math, particularly science, 
ensure that students are using math to make meaning of and access content. 

 
Used with permission from Student Achievement Partners. Available at www.achievethecore.org 

 
 

http://www.achievethecore.org/
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Appendix E: 

  

District‐Determined Measures Survey 
 
 

This is a confidential survey. The anonymous data is collected by the Massachusetts Teachers Association as part of the district’s 
educator evaluation implementation. The faculty of each school will be provided with the aggregated results from the school and 
the district as a whole. It should take no more than 10 minutes to complete the survey. 

 
QUESTION 1 - ASSESSMENTS 
What ASSESSMENTS of student learning do you currently use in your classroom, caseload practice or school? (You will be asked below 
to list the different assessments. Do not include MCAS or MEPA in any of your answers.) 

 
Type of Assessment Never Weekly Monthly Annually 
Standardized tests     
Textbook‐based tests     
Teacher‐developed tests, e.g.,  quadratic  equations,  Catcher  in  the  Rye, 
photosynthesis 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Mid‐years & finals common across subject, e.g., all students in the grade or 
subject take the same test at the same time. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Mid‐years & finals common across schools, e.g., all students in the grade or 
subject across all schools in the district take the same test at the same time. 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Performance assessments, e.g., lab experiment, speaking a second language, 
research project, serving a volleyball, solving a math problem 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Writing tasks, e.g., compositions, essays, reports, explanation of solving a math 
problem, lab report 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Portfolios, collection of student work over time     
Exhibitions, e.g., oral report, art show, musical performance, DECA competition, 
science fair, capstone project 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Other     
 

Question 2 – Open Response 
Please list the titles of the textbook-based tests you currently use in your classroom, caseload practice or school: 

 
QUESTION 3 – OPEN RESPONSE 
Please list the titles for the teacher-developed unit tests you currently use in your classroom, caseload practice or school: 

 
QUESTION 4 – OPEN RESPONSE 
Please list the performance assessments you currently use in your classroom, caseload practice or school: 

 
QUESTION 5 – OPEN RESPONSE 
Please list the types of writing task assessments you currently use in your classroom, caseload practice or school: 

 
QUESTION 6: 
What data about student engagement, success, well-being, and/or behavior do you currently use in your classroom, caseload 
practice or school? Only check those that you use. 
  Attendance rates 
  Tardiness rates 
  Promotion rates 
  Graduation rates 
  College sending rates 
  Course taking patterns 
  In‐school suspension rates 
  Out‐of school suspension rates 

  Expulsion rates 
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  Detention rates 
  Honor Roll 
  Awards, e.g., perfect attendance, good citizenship 
  Participation grade 
  Homework grade 
  Conduct grade 
  Industry/effort grade 
  Other 

QUESTION 7 – SCHOOL – SELECT YOUR SCHOOL – SCHOOLS LISTED. 

QUESTION 8 – SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 
  Arts (art, music, drama) 
  English language arts 
  Foreign languages 
  Health/physical education 
  History/social studies 
  Mathematics 
  Science 
  Technology (including vocational courses) 
  Other 

 
QUESTION 9 - YOUR ROLE: 
  Classroom teacher 
  Special‐Subject Teacher: art, music, library, computer, physical education, reading 
  Special Education Teacher 
  Counselor: Guidance, School adjustment, school psychologist, case manager 
  Therapist: Speech & language, occupational, physical, nurse 
  School‐based administrator 
  Districtwide administrator 
  Other   

 
QUESTION 10 – GRADE (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.): 
  Pre‐K 
  Kindergarten 
  Grade 1 
  Grade 2 
  Grade 3 
  Grade 4 
  Grade 5 
  Grade 6 
  Grade 7 
  Grade 8 
  Grade 9 
  Grade 10 
  Grade 11 
  Grade 12 
  Ungraded 

 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. 
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APPENDIX F: RELEVANT GUIDANCE FROM DESE’S DDM QUICK REFERENCE GUIDE 

 
 
 

Some key points from DESE’s Quick Reference Guide: District-Determined Measures, support the recommendation in 
this guidance. 

 

• “Every educator will need data from at least two state or districtwide measures in order for trends and 
patterns to be identified. State regulations require that the MCAS student growth percentile (SGP) scores be 
used as one measure “where available” (603 CMR 35.09(2)). However, while MCAS SGP provides districts 
with a solid starting point for this work, it’s only applicable to fewer than 20 percent of educators throughout 
the Commonwealth. As a result, districts will need to identify or develop additional credible measures of 
growth for most grades and subjects.” 

 

• By September 2013, all districts must identify and report to DESE a districtwide set of student performance 
measures for each grade and subject that permit a comparison of student learning gains. 

 

• Implement specific district planning activities that should include: 
 

• Identifying a team of administrators, teachers and specialists to focus and plan the district’s work on 
DDMs. 

 

• Completing an inventory of existing assessments used in the district’s schools and assessing where 
there are strengths to build on and gaps to fill. 

 

• Planning a process for implementing DDMs where appropriate measures have been identified. 
 

• Planning a process for piloting DDMs where potential measures have been identified. 
 

• Planning a process for researching and/or developing measures where no existing measures are 
deemed appropriate. 

 

• Creating (or augmenting) the district’s communications plan to ensure that educators, school board 
members, and other stakeholders understand the role that DDMs will play in the new evaluation 
framework, as well as their timetable for implementation. 

 
  

http://www.doe.mass.edu/lawsregs/603cmr35.html?section=09


District‐Determined Measures Guidance/Page 33 

Appendix G: COLLECTIVE BARGAINING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 

MTA maintains that DDMs constitute “performance standards” within the meaning of MGL c. 150E, section 6, and as such are a 
mandatory subject of bargaining and subject to arbitration under MGL c. 71, section 38. It is important at the outset of this process 
that the association exercise its rights under the law and, if applicable, the contract. While MTA encourages local leaders to form 
working groups and DDM cadres to accomplish this important work with district leaders, it is MTA’s position that when the 
association and the district reach agreement, said agreement must be ratified by the respective parties. 

 

MTA recommends that in locals where the parties express real interest in a collaborative approach to the development and 
implementation of DDMs, but have differing views on the respective c. 150E rights and/or obligations, the parties acknowledge their 
differences and reserve their rights by agreeing to the understanding below and substituting the following provision for paragraph 5 
in the MTA Framework for Developing DDM Contract Language: 

 

5. The parties have different positions on whether or not DDMs are a mandatory subject of bargaining. Nonetheless, the 
parties agree to work collaboratively outside the c. 150E bargaining process to develop and identify DDMs and DDM 
language for inclusion in the bargaining agreement while maintaining their respective positions. The collaborative approach 
shall not be deemed a substitute for collective bargaining, if required, and shall not be construed as such. Neither party 
through its actions in this regard shall be considered to have conceded its claims or positions in this matter, to have set any 
precedent, or to have otherwise prejudiced or waived any rights under any collective bargaining agreement or at law, 
provided that the employer waives its right to assert that the union’s obligation to file an unfair labor practice charge arose 
prior to the conclusion of the collaborative process. 

 

These issues involved in this work are all subject to collective bargaining: 
 

• Identify district‐DDMs and a process for reviewing and modifying DDMs; 
 

• Establish what constitutes a baseline and final performance measure (and interim measures if the district uses them), and 
the resulting growth score; 

 

• Determine the type and number of measures that are used to identify the patterns and trends of student 
performance across multiple measures; 

 

• Determine the number of years that constitute a trend, which must be at least two years but may be more; 
 

• Determine how the educator’s impact on student learning is derived from the pattern and trend data. 
 

• Specify what meetings should take place between the educator and the evaluator to discuss DDM outcomes, growth 
patterns, trends and the educator’s student learning impact. 

 

• Establish the amount of time that students must be physically present before the educator in order to be included in any 
impact metrics; and 

 

• Establish the method by which students are attributed to specific educators. 
 

• Define the professional development required for implementation. 
 

MTA recommends that the local discuss any questions involving the preservation of collective bargaining rights with its MTA field 
representative. 

 
 

See Appendix F for DESE guidance on these issues. 
 


