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S.B. 191 Listening Tour Sessions and Background 

Greeley-Evans School District 6 and the Greeley Education Association hosted fourteen listening 
sessions during October and November of 2012 to address questions and to listen to teachers’ 
concerns surrounding the implementation of Senate Bill 10-191, as it relates to the Colorado 
Model Evaluation System. 

Superintendent Ranelle Lang and Greeley Education Association President David Delgado 
hosted these listening sessions, with training offered by the Chief Human Resources Officer, K. 
Kevin Aten, and support and data analysis from Annette Overton, Human Resources 
Coordinator. 

The Colorado Model Evaluation System is being developed by the Colorado Department of 
Education with input from Colorado Education Association and educators across our state. The 
goal is to provide more meaningful feedback and targeted support so educators can grow 
professionally and continue to enhance student achievement.   

Questions and concerns raised during the listening tour sessions were used to assemble this 
report.  Thank you to the over 300 teachers who attended a listening tour session. 

The Greeley-Evans School District 6 began using the Colorado Model Evaluation System for all 
principal and assistant principal evaluations in 2012-2013.  The principals received extensive 
upfront training, ongoing support and valuable experience implementing the Colorado 
evaluation model.  While the Colorado principal rubric is different from the Colorado Teacher 
rubric, the recommended evaluation processes for Colorado’s principals and teachers is 
identical.  The district principals and leadership team also used technology to implement the 
rubric and evaluation process through an online asynchronous web-based tool called 
Bloomboard. 

Bloomboard: 
http://www.bloomboard.com 
 

Colorado and Educator Effectiveness 

In 2013-14, all Colorado districts will be implementing educator evaluation systems that align to 
Senate Bill 10-191 and State Board Rules. The improvements to educator evaluations are 
intended to provide Colorado educators with more frequent feedback so they can continue to 
refine their instructional practice and increase student learning. 
 
With the new evaluations, educators will be rated on quality standards that measure both 
professional practice (50% of the evaluation) and student academic growth (50% of the 
evaluation).  Student academic growth must be based on multiple measures of student growth, 
not a single assessment.  S.B. 10-191 rules require that districts seek to ensure that assessments 
selected for educator evaluation purposes are fair, valid and reliable.  
 
The new evaluation requirements include opportunities for reflection, review, professional 
development and growth.  

 

 

http://www.bloomboard.com
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S.B. 10-191 requirements include: 

• Annual evaluations for all teachers and principals. 
• Evaluation based on statewide Quality Standards defining what it means to be an 

effective teacher or principal; the professional practice Quality Standards account for 
half of an educator's annual evaluation. 

• Definitions of exemplary school leadership are provided in a principal rubric. 
• An educator's annual evaluation is based on Quality Standards that measure student 

learning over time (both teacher and principal). 
• Non-probationary status (tenure) is earned after three consecutive years of 

demonstrated effectiveness. 
• Continuous improvement process focused on outcomes tied to student performance data 

in 2015 with non-probationary status lost after two consecutive years of ineffective 
ratings. 

• Systems of support for ineffective teaching are required. 
• Evaluation process is gradually implemented over time with input to CDE. 

 
 

Overall Timeline for Implementing S.B. 191 
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Student Growth Tools and Resources 
 

To assist districts in identifying assessments to use as measures of student growth, CDE is 
developing tools, guidance and an assessment resource bank. 
 

• Assessment Review Tool 
This new tool assists districts in reviewing their assessments including rating them on 
their alignment to the Colorado Academic Standards, methods of scoring, degree to 
which the assessments are fair and unbiased, and the assessment’s ability to provide 
opportunities for learning. 
 

• Resource Bank 
The CDE Resource Bank will provide optional high quality assessments aligned to the 
Colorado Academic Standards for all grades and content areas. The December 2012 
launch included assessments from Cohort 1 of the Content Collaboratives project: dance, 
drama & theatre arts, music, reading, writing and communicating, social studies and 
visual arts. In January, assessments from Cohort II will be added to the resource bank: 
comprehensive health, mathematics, physical education, science, world languages and 
career and technical education. While the bank will continue to be updated with more 
assessments and instructional supports, this initial launch will allow pilot districts to 
field test assessments for use in teacher evaluations this year. 
 

• Available in December 2012:  
CDE will release draft guidance and examples to support districts in selecting and using 
multiple measures of student academic growth in educator evaluations. This draft 
guidance will be adapted based on field feedback and pilot tests; updated versions will be 
posted on the CDE Educator Effectiveness web page and announced in the CDE 
Educator Effectiveness e-newsletter. 

 
 
CDE web site for educator effectiveness  
http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/index.asp 
 
More information on S.B. 10-101: 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/OverviewOfSB191.asp 
 
Download the teacher rubric: 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/downloads/Teacher%20Rubric/RubricforEv
aluatingCOTeacherFINAL.pdf 
  
More information on Student Growth:  
http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/SB-StudentGrowth.asp 
 
Assessment Review Tool: 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/ImplementationResources.asp 

 
 
 
 
 

http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/OverviewOfSB191.asp
http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/index.asp
http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/SB-StudentGrowth.asp
http://www.cde.state.co.us/EducatorEffectiveness/ImplementationResources.asp


	  

Senate Bill 191 Listening Tour Final Report                                                                     December 2012 6	  

Greeley-Evans School District 6 
 Resources for Teachers to Support  

S.B. 191 Implementation 
 

Greeley-Evans School District 6 has been aware of the multiple implications of S.B. 191 for over 
seven years.  To support teachers and principals in implementing the lofty goals and standards 
in the Educator Effectiveness legislation, the district has been establishing numerous and 
ongoing practices to support the implementation.  While the following list is not meant to all-
inclusive, it does demonstrate the numerous supports already in place in our district.  The 
district is well positioned with multiple supports and research-based strategies to implement 
any new evaluation system or process. 
 

• Aligned curriculum to Colorado standards 

• Curriculum guides with learning outcomes 

• Positive Behavior Intervention/Instruction Supports 

• Focused efforts in literacy and numeracy 

• Embedded job coaching for teachers and principals 

• Instructional leadership training for principals 

• Ongoing professional development  (catalog with numerous courses) 

• Instructional resources 

• Data-driven decisions (data teams, early warning systems, short-cycle reporting) 

• Instructional time increases at middle schools 

• Valid and reliable assessments 

• Structures for response-to-interventions (RtI) 

• Systems-based communication 

• Councils for input and communication 

• External experts to support teaching and learning 

• S.B. 191 Council (Greeley Education Association and District 6 collaboration) 
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SB Listening Tour Data Charts 
And Explanations 

 
The graphic (Pareto chart) on the next page represents all comments from feedback sheets 
submitted by teachers during the listening sessions.  The purpose of the Pareto chart is to 
separate the significant aspects of a project or issue from the areas least significant.  Usually, the 
significant few make up 80% of the whole while many smaller things make up 20% of the whole.  
By graphically representing the issues, the S.B. 191 council can then determine which areas to 
dedicate the most effort.   

This graph shows all of the number of comments made from highest to lowest.   The top three 
concerns expressed by teachers, who provided feedback during the sessions, are listed and 
defined below.  The concerns least represented by comments are also represented.   

Top Three Comment Areas: 
 

• Resources-Teachers raised questions about the time needed to complete the 
evaluation process with their principal, about how a principal will complete an 
evaluation in just 30 minute observations, and about developing a “list of artifacts or 
portfolio requirements” 

• Employee Ratings-Teachers are concerned about the inter-rater reliability of 
evaluators, what options there are for having teams of evaluators, and the paradigm 
shift of “meeting state standard and aspiring to be exemplary” 

• Teacher Specialists-Concerns were raised regarding the kind of evaluation system 
that will be created for electives, specialists, ESS and ELA teachers 
 

Lowest Three Comment Areas: 
 

• Human Resource Communication-Having open lines of communication are 
important, expectations and timelines should be clearly identified. 

• Input from Parents-Will parents have any input into the teacher’s evaluation? 
• Appeals process-What is the process for appealing an evaluation if the teacher and 

principal do not come to an agreement about the overall rating of a teacher? 
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The red line indicates the cumulative percentage of all the comments given during the listening 
session. The top three categories represent significant issues that can be addressed by SB191 
council.   

Further information is available when we break down the data into three main categories.  
Listed below are charts indicating a breakdown of primary feedback.  Descriptions are given 
with each graphic to show what teachers specifically mentioned during their feedback session. 
 

 
                                            Chart A – Major Concerns 
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The three categories 
described in Chart A 
show the intensity of 
teacher responses.  The 
first category, 
Resources, describes 
concerns about the time 
that will need to be 
invested for a successful 
evaluation, e.g., 
developing artifacts, 
learning the rubric, and 
finding for principals to 
complete walk-throughs 
and evaluations.	  
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To conclude the data analysis, it is important to recognize all concerns raised even though they 
represent a small minority of the data collected.  The graphic shows the last three categories: HR 
Communication, Feedback from Parents, and Appeals.  These areas show the concerns that teachers 
and principals raised about communicating important information and keeping teacher engagement 
at the forefront of our process.  Since communicating with parents is part of the quality standards, the 
feedback raised concerns about how the parent/teacher partnership can be improved, especially in 
those schools where getting parents in the door may be very challenging. 
	  

 
 

             `

  
                                    Chart B – Ideas that Influence Evaluations 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 Chart C – Lowest Level Concerns 

Nice 
Gestures/

Hopes 
Incentives and 

Motivation 

Student 
Demographics Student	  Scores 

Assessments 

HR 
Communication 

Continue to gather 
input from teachers 

Provide CDE 
communication as it is 

available 

Involve teachers in 
developing process 

Feedback from 
Parents 

Explore how parents 
will provide teacher 

feedback for 
evaluations 

Increase parent 
involvement in 

partnerships with 
schools 

Appeals 

Describe the evaluation 
appeals process 

Feedback we received shown in Chart B 
illustrates areas where we must work 
strategically to influence areas outside 
of our control. Understanding how 
culture influences the work of Greeley-
Evans School District 6 will help us think 
creatively in order to best meet the 
needs of our students through this new 
evaluation process.  Teachers wrote 
about the hopes they have for a great 
evaluation system that will help them 
succeed and grow.  Additionally, they 
discussed concerns and areas where 
they have little of control over students’ 
motivation, how to provide incentives, 
the influence of demographics and test 
scores which teachers believe will 
ultimately impact the evaluation process	  
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S.B. 191 Listening Tour Feedback  
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) and Answers 

The implementation of the new evaluation system is a work in progress. The system is being 
piloted this year in other districts in Colorado to allow for educator experience and feedback to 
inform improvements prior to roll-out across all districts in 2013-2014. The system will continue 
to evolve and improve based on experience, data, and feedback.   

The questions from teachers who participated in the fourteen listening tour sessions have been 
grouped into six areas that include: overall questions; rubrics, ratings and systems; results 
measures and accountability; changes required for the new evaluation systems; resources from 
CDE; and teacher specialist evaluations. 

Overall Questions 
 
Who is on the S.B. 191 council?  How were they selected to participate? 
By master contract for 2011-2012, a 10-member council was established.  The teacher 
representatives include David Delgado, Pat Otto, Kim Wass, Linda Perrich and Guin Skow.  
Administrative representatives include Holly Bressler, Amie Ciemenski, Stacie Datteri, Nancy 
Devine and K. Kevin Aten. 
 
Please provide the background on S.B. 191? 
Under S.B. 10-191, the State Council for Educator Effectiveness (State Council) is required to 
develop and recommend to the State Board guidelines for adequate implementation of a high-
quality educator evaluation system that shall address, among many other components, “a 
process by which a non-probationary teacher may appeal his or her second consecutive 
performance rating of ineffective...” In developing these recommendations, the State Council 
sought to achieve objectives consistent with the goals of our prior recommendations. 
Specifically, recommendations for an appeals process were developed to: 

• Deliver clear and timely decisions to teachers;  
• Elevate issues of effectiveness over procedural issues;  
• Avoid undue expense to school districts;  
• Safeguard that the appeals process is fair to teachers and districts;  
• Ensure teachers are being evaluated by trained evaluators;  
• Support statewide comparability and local flexibility; and  
• Encourage shared leadership and accountability.  

 
Are the PowerPoint slides available for sharing? 
The S.B. 191 Listening Tour slides are located at the Human Resources Department web site at 
http://www.greeleyschools.org//Domain/41 
 
Describe D6 philosophy of teacher evaluation: collaborative versus gotcha. 
As described in the listening tour sessions, our overall environment of collaboration to reach our 
student achievement goals will be maintained through our evaluation process.  The new 
evaluation process is to support the teachers with more feedback and support to close the 
achievement gaps for all learners.   Teaching is incredibly complex and we know that all teachers 
deserve ongoing feedback and the opportunity to continue to refine their practice based on the 
changing needs of their students.   The district leadership team, principals and teachers will 
continue our long history of collaboration to enhance leadership, teaching and learning.   During 

http://www.greeleyschools.org//Domain/41
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the listening tour, the Colorado Model Teacher Rubric was distributed and is being considered 
for use in our district. 

Describe best hopes and worst fears that teachers or principals may have to face 
with S.B. 191. 
One of the guiding principles of the new evaluation system states that data should inform 
decisions, but human judgment will always be an essential part of the evaluations.  The 
professional practices rubric is influenced by judgment and discussions with your evaluator and 
the student growth portion is influenced by the choices we finally make on the use of multiple 
measures of student outcomes.  The new system honors educators’ successes by including 
multiple measures of data and lofty professional practices to further validate the professional 
practices (observation) portion of the evaluations.   
 
Rubrics, Ratings, and Systems 
 
How often are teachers evaluated?  
S.B. 191 requires every teacher to be observed and evaluated every school year.  This system 
requires more points of support for the classroom teacher with a 9-step yearly evaluation 
process that is outlined in the following graphic. 
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How do you move from one column on the rubric to the next column and describe 
the difference between the columns? (the teacher, the student)? 
To move between ratings/columns, the educator must demonstrate all of the professional 
practices in that rating column.  The evaluator would need to observe the practices and/or the 
teacher would provide artifacts and evidence that demonstrate the teacher and/or the students 
have accomplished those professional practices.  The focus is on continuous improvement over 
time and this process offers a year-long conversation about effective practices. 
 
What does administrative unpaid leave really mean?  How the does rating 
system impact putting a teacher in the hiring pool?  (2 years of ineffective rating, 
then they go back to the pool)  
S.B. 10-191 aims to improve student achievement and support the professional growth of the 
educators who dedicate themselves to student success.  If the teacher has two years of ineffective 
ratings, he/she is placed on permanent unpaid leave and would be non-renewed from the 
district.  Furthermore, the non-renewal would mean the teacher would not be placed in the 
hiring pool.  Teachers placed in a mutual consent hiring pool must have satisfactory evaluations 
and be non-probationary. 
 
How will the district determine the measures that determine the 50% for student 
growth? 
The student growth measures standard will be based on multiple measures of growth including 
several different assessments, not just one test. Each school district will get to choose which 
measures contribute to the overall 50 percent.  The data is implemented in 2015, and D6 have 
not yet chosen those measures. 
 
Are ratings given by standard and is there an overall rating? 
Yes, Colorado law requires a rating be given on the complete set of standards, as well as each 
element and all professional practices. 
 
What kind of observation will be included in the evaluation? 
While, minimally, one formal 30-minute observation for non-probationary and two formal 30-
minute observations for probationary teachers are required, this process is about a system of 
continuous improvement over time.  Observation is one part of the process and all observations 
contribute to a larger body of evidence and create a more realistic picture of growth over the 
school year.  All observations can be included in the body of evidence to reach a final rating for 
that standard. This process is about more than the evaluation instrument or one observation; it’s 
about access and opportunity. Many traditional instruments make it difficult for supervisors to 
identify specific areas of focus. A number of Colorado teachers reported they only see their 
evaluator once or twice every three years and thus do not get the feedback they need to 
“continue being great” or improve in specific areas. The new system requires evaluators to break 
down evaluation into smaller elements in order to recognize each teacher’s strengths and 
provide feedback and support to improve in any areas identified.  
 
Will the evaluation process become a checklist or portfolio—This process could be 
time intensive? 
As part of the process, training is required for evaluators and recipients.  Yes, principals and 
assistant principals share great load of responsibilities. One of the most important 
responsibilities is supporting student learning and teachers. Investing time in classrooms and 
providing ongoing feedback to teachers will pay off with increased performance for students.  
The new evaluations will require that we rethink the principal role and develop strategies to 
build capacity in other school staff so that principals have more time in classrooms.   Teachers 
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must also invest in their own professional development and this evaluation is a true 
collaboration between the administrator and the teacher.  In the November 2012 issue of 
Educational Leadership, Michelle Pieczura, a Tennessee 4th grade educator, using a similar 
evaluation process reported the additional time required over the course of the school year was 
seven hours, “Seven hours.  Seven hours out of one year.  Is that really too much?”  Those seven 
hours are invested directly in a teacher’s data study and professional practices. 
 
Will teachers actually have input into their evaluation? 
The new evaluation system will require a team approach with checkpoints and dialog over the 
school year; teachers will play a central role in goal setting, reflection, and gathering artifacts.  
Principal evaluator “designees” (such as instructional coaches or peer evaluators) can also be 
used (if principals want) to help manage the workload and give more engagement and 
responsibility to others in the building that have deep instructional knowledge.  The “designees” 
must be fully trained as evaluators, though. 
 
Results, Measures, and Accountability 
 
How do you ensure teachers in struggling schools with a lower SES population 
don’t take off to the “lucky schools?” 
The new evaluation requirements create a system that is consistent and fair for ALL educators 
by setting statewide Quality Standards and using multiple measures of data, ongoing feedback 
and individualized professional development in the annual evaluation process.   The data 
measures also emphasize student-by-student growth, not necessarily the overall achievement 
level of the school.  
 
What if there is a tie between the 50% student growth and 50% quality 
standards?  How will that tie be broken? 
The new system is based on a continuum of growth and is intended to advance practicing 
teachers to good, good teachers to great and great teachers to exceptional teachers. The system 
does not allow for “tie” as the two measures will be combined for one overall score for each 
educator. 
 
Students are not motivated to perform on TCAP/CSAP? 
Teachers, schools, students and parents all play a role in the motivation and education process 
for students.  Teachers' positive attitude about any assessment and their personal relationships 
with students are foundational components of student motivation.  “Best first instructional” 
practices and a positive teacher inspire students to perform at high levels on any assessment.  
While TCAP and ACT results are delayed, the schools do use the data to place students in all 
levels of intervention.  Instructional decisions and elective courses or intervention courses are 
determined by the outcome of all assessment data, including TCAP.  When the teacher and the 
school provide the framework for inspiring assessment success, the student must also be 
included in each assessment's data debrief.  Students, who are asked to conduct "TCAP-talks" or 
other forms of conversations surrounding self-assessment of data results, become an active 
participant in tracking their own progress toward reaching achievement goals.  Ongoing 
academic achievement goal setting with students brings the relevance to the students and allows 
the parents to play an active role in the education of the student.  Parents play a critical role in 
the assessment process.  Parents need to know the assessment data is accurate and reflects the 
learning needs of the students.  Parents are also key communicators of the positive aspects of 
assessments for helping students find the right level of challenge and acceleration in our 
curriculum. 
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How will special education teachers be evaluated on the rubric if they have 
students who don’t take TCAP/CSAP or are not growing? 
Student outcomes account for half of the evaluation, the other half is based on the body of 
evidence relating to how the professional educator utilized research-based instructional 
strategies and provides educational services to the school.  Student growth can include multiple 
measure of growth and TCAP is an important, albeit, one measure of growth.  Moreover, IEP 
goals are the key driver of student achievement through a system of continuous improvement 
over time, informed by our work with short-cycle data. Additionally, students, teachers and 
schools will be evaluated through multiple growth measures over time.  All students are general 
education students first, and the IEP outlines the specialized instruction and related services to 
meet the individual student's academic, social and emotional goals.  
 
Can formative assessments be the measure for evaluation or could IB or AP 
assessments be used for measures of growth? 
Yes, but it will be a district-wide decision.  The student growth measure standards will be based 
on multiple measures of growth including several different assessments, not just one test. Each 
school district will get to choose which measures contribute to the overall 50 percent.  
 
Will students who “opt-out” still have an impact on school data?   
Yes. Any zero score(s) will have a small impact on the overall data.  However, the student growth 
measures standard will be based on multiple measures of growth including several different 
assessments, not just one test.  A few family refusals will have a negligible impact in the overall 
rating.  Actively engaging the students and the families in the assessment process with ongoing 
conversations and data analysis will continue to be critical.   
 
Is there going to be a different accountability system for districts or communities 
to make students more successful? 
Not at this time. The new evaluation requirements create a system that is consistent and fair for 
ALL educators by setting statewide Quality Standards and using multiple measures of data, 
ongoing feedback and individualized professional development in the annual evaluation.  
Greeley-Evans School District 6 has aligned curriculum and pacing guides to support the success 
of student achievement by providing a guaranteed and viable curriculum to all students.  In 
addition, S,B. 191 requirements are intended to provide process and feedback most immediately 
to school-based teachers and administrators, not a system for districts or communities. 
 
How are universities preparing new teachers to integrate literacy and math so 
that when they are hired in Greeley-Evans District 6, they are prepared?   
Higher education institutions have input into the teacher Quality Standards and are beginning 
to implement them in approved Colorado Department of Higher Education programs.  Also, the 
new Colorado Academic Standards are fewer in number to allow for deeper focus and better 
preparation for college and career. Our numerous partnerships with UNC will also be 
strengthened by these efforts. 
 
Are there salary implications if a teacher doesn’t meet growth (50% standard)? 
No. 
 
Why should teachers be responsible for students they haven’t even taught? 
There are many things that teachers and principals are required to do. With the Teacher and 
Principal Quality Standards being aligned, and a body of evidence and data included, the 
possibilities for refining how your work is done and supported are endless. We are moving from 
a binary evaluation system of “satisfactory” and “unsatisfactory” to a system that has multiple 
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performance ratings and is based on a continuum of professional growth. The new system 
elevates you as a professional by showcasing growth and excellence and how your teacher 
leadership contributes to a body of evidence for the student and for the school. 
 
Changes Required for the New Evaluation System 
 
Will we change instructional time so that kids will have access to more 
instruction?  (longer days, extended year) 
In Colorado, student growth is defined as learning over time.  The 2013-2014 District 6 calendar 
committee discussed adding days to our current calendar. The National Center for Time & 
Learning, in its 2011 groundbreaking study of 30 PK-12 schools, Time Well Spent: Eight 
Powerful Practices for Successful, Expanded-time Schools, reported: 

“The average amount of time students spend in [expanded-time] school, across the 
schools profiled in this report, was 1,467 hours per year–-almost 300 hours more than 
the conventional school calendar of 1,170 hours.” (p. 79) 

Colorado law requires 1,080 hours of instruction at the secondary level and 990 hours at the 
elementary level. Greeley-Evans School District 6 currently has 1,094.5 hours at the K-8 level 
and 1,110 hours at the high school level. Adding 10 days of instruction to our current calendar 
structure would allow our district to reach the reported national average for instructional hours 
of 1,170 hours per academic year. 

While the Greeley-Evans School District calendar committee did not reach a final 
recommendation on adding days to the current calendar, the committee agreed adding days 
would be a master contract negotiations item and might require additional fiscal resources, as 
well. The committee concluded if additional days were possible, a sub-committee of the calendar 
committee was open to exploring adding days for teaching and learning. 

What type of support system and appeal process is being developed? 
CDE is making every effort to develop a fair and reliable evaluation system. The state is working 
collaboratively with organizations such as the Colorado Education Association (CEA) , the 
Colorado Association of School Executives (CASE), the State Council for Educator Effectiveness, 
and the State Board of Education to develop the rules and processes aligned with S.B. 191. The 
process takes time and we are sharing all information as it is available.  The evaluation system 
has been and will continue to be informed and be improved based on educator experience and 
feedback.   
 
With different schedules the teacher may be evaluated after just 6 weeks of being 
with a student.  How can an evaluator fairly evaluate a teacher on growth after 
just six weeks? 
The new evaluation system will help teachers keep the focus on the strategies and the practices 
that are working so we can sustain the same, if not higher, levels of success.  The new evaluation 
system is focused on continuous growth and improvement for everybody involved – 
administrators, teachers and students – and it will honor and acknowledge your building’s 
successes.  Every child in every community deserves to be in a school – like yours - with a great 
leader and excellent teachers.  
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Can we use a peer evaluation system?  Who would be involved and what would 
the structure look like? 
Principal evaluator “designees” (such as coaches or peer evaluators) can be used (if principals 
want) to help manage the workload and give more engagement and responsibility to others in 
the building that have deep instructional knowledge.  The “designees” would need state-
approved teacher evaluation training. 
 

Resources from CDE 
 
What are the content collaboratives? 
The Content Design Collaboratives are a four-year initiative. The first year of work will focus on 
the reviewing and creation of fair, valid and reliable measures of student learning.  Those 
measures will then be piloted and peer reviewed for their utility in educator effectiveness 
evaluations. In future years, the collaboratives, using the measures, will focus on instructional 
practice for best teaching to mastery.   
 
More information on Content Design Collaboratives: 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/contentcollaboratives/index.asp 
 
Teacher Specialists Evaluations 
 
Will teachers be evaluated on arts?  How is the rubric helpful to the arts 
teachers? How does evaluation fit counselors?  How about ESS staff?   
CDE will identify and develop tools and rubrics for the evaluation of other categories of other 
licensed personnel. Other licensed personnel include school audiologists, nurses, occupational 
therapists, physical therapists, psychologists, social workers, speech-language pathologists, 
counselors and teachers on special assignment. However, these categories of personnel will not 
be included in the initial piloting evaluation process.   
 
ESS teachers must use the proposed model evaluation system, even during the pilot period.  
Students have the greatest chance to succeed when educators receive support to continuously 
improve their skills and knowledge. Just as teachers expect growth from all students, even their 
top students, the most talented teachers can continue to refine and improve as they receive 
feedback and additional support.  The evaluation system has been and will continue to be 
informed and improved, based on educator experience and feedback.  
 
Will principals know how to successfully evaluate and dialog with these 
specialists? 
Beginning July 2013, CDE will collect assurances from each district indicating whether the 
district is implementing the state model evaluation system, or has designed its own evaluation 
system that meets the requirements outlined in statute and rule.  Other licensed personnel 
include school audiologists, nurses, occupational therapists, physical therapists, psychologists, 
social workers, speech-language pathologists, counselors and teachers on special assignment 
will not be part of these assurances.  We anticipate each evaluation for a specialist reflect a 
process in place now and will be highly individualized to meet the unique needs of that 
employee during the 2013-2014 school year.  The Colorado State Council on Educator 
Effectiveness is currently working with “other licensed personnel” (OLP) state-wide to formulate 
regulations and rubrics for their unique positions in educational services.  Furthermore, the 
council is considering the evaluation process and how peer evaluation could be used to evaluate 
OLP.  

http://www.cde.state.co.us/contentcollaboratives/index.asp
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Article: 

Rubber Hits Road on S.B.-191 

NOTE:  This is an article, from EdNews Colorado on November 7, 2012, by Kerrie Dallman, 
President CEA, regarding CEA collaboration with S.B. 191. 
 
 
Research consistently shows effective teaching is the single most important factor in school that 
advances student learning. Yet in some Colorado school districts, teacher evaluations have not 
provided the necessary feedback for educators to improve their practice and increase their 
effectiveness. 
 
This is changing. 
 
In 2010, the Colorado Legislature passed Senate Bill 191, a groundbreaking law that intends to 
improve student learning by increasing teaching effectiveness in the classroom. During this 
school year, our members are learning the ropes of the state model evaluation system in a pilot 
project across 27 school districts. They are providing feedback that will define how the system 
rolls out across the state, just as principals did in last year’s pilot. 
 
Soon after the law’s passage, the Colorado Education Association engaged the education 
community in our state to help build a model educator evaluation system under this law, despite 
our objections to some of its provisions. We were pleased to develop a shared understanding 
with our partners that teacher participation in the law’s implementation is essential. The law 
will not accomplish its goals to promote student learning and achievement absent the teachers’ 
voice. 
 
‘The respect Coloradans have for teachers gives CEA a proactive leadership role in creating a fair 
evaluation system that uses multiple measures of student learning, improves teachers’ practice 
through meaningful feedback and leads to more opportunity for student growth. 
 
We have made significant contributions, including: 

• Serving more than 500 man-hours on the State Council on Educator Effectiveness, 
where I was honored to work with other teachers, administrators and education leaders 
in drafting the 2012 rubric for evaluating Colorado teachers. 

• Attending nearly 150 hours of meetings with many stakeholders, from community 
groups to school districts, to discuss smooth implementation of the system. 

• Conducting more than 60 training sessions with thousands of teachers, principals, 
administrators and school board members for a deeper understanding of the new state 
model evaluation system. 

• Our most ambitious venture was to co-host a two-day “191 Summit” last March with the 
Colorado Association of School Executives and the Colorado Association of School 
Boards. More than 500 teachers, administrators and school board members representing 
95 districts teamed up to assess their readiness and create action plans. 

 
More often, we lead behind the scenes on technical issues, such as when some of our most 
accomplished members volunteered to help the Colorado 
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Department of Education teacher videos that will one day train evaluators to recognize qualities 
of great teaching. Whether in big-picture ideas or fine details, teacher insights have proven 
invaluable in designing an evaluation system targeted to improved instruction. 
 
Concerns remain about rollout of 191 
While CEA is working hard to implement S.B. 191, our strong objections to parts of the law that 
caused us to oppose the bill are still unresolved. Some adjustments are needed in the legislature 
to ensure the law will be implemented as intended. 
 
Those include: 

• Clearly defining terms and ensuring the law is consistent in its use of terminology to 
avoid needless conflict between administrators and educators. 

• Crafting comprehensive evaluations for the majority of educators who don’t teach 
subjects within the state’s standardized tests. 

• Guarding against unfair use of the law to remove well-performing teachers for reasons 
outside student instruction, or to systematically remove experienced teachers to cut 
costs. 

 
Teachers want meaningful evaluations to improve their practice because they desire a deeper 
understanding of the subjects they teach and they want to learn innovative strategies for 
instruction and assessment. Comprehensive evaluations will help teachers identify and put into 
practice the knowledge and skills associated with effective teaching. 
 
The great potential of Senate Bill 191 to improve quality teaching and student learning is exciting 
for the teaching profession in Colorado, which is why CEA is so focused on the successful 
introduction of these evaluations into our classrooms. We are showing our teachers how to own 
their evaluations and share their successes with fellow professionals. 
 
We are also encouraging everyone in Colorado public education to work together for the best 
statewide evaluation system we can make for our teachers and our students. By sharing 
leadership, responsibility and accountability on this issue, we can provide the world-class 
education every Colorado child deserves from all of us. 
 
 
About the author: Kerrie Dallman is President of the Colorado Education Association, the 
state’s largest education organization advocating for public schools, students and professional 
educators. She previously served as President of the Jefferson County Education Association, 
representing all licensed, non-administrative employees in Jefferson County Public Schools, 
Colorado’s largest school district.  




