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+ Educator Effectiveness – “Building 
Level Score” 
■  50% student performance 
■  15% “building level data” (SPP) 
■  *Student performance on assessments (PSSAs/Keystone Exams); 
■  Industry Standards-based competency assessments; 
■  *Value-added assessment system data (PVAAS Growth Measures);  
■  *Graduation rate;  
■  *Promotion rate;  
■  *Attendance rate; 
■  *AP/IB course participation;  
■  *PSAT participation;  
■  *SAT/ACT performance; 
■  AP performance (extra credit). 

 

* Indicates explicitly required under Act 82 of 2012. See full text of the law: 
http://www.legis.state.pa.us/cfdocs/legis/li/uconsCheck.cfm?yr=2012&sessInd=0&act=82.  



+ Educator Effectiveness – “Building 
Level Score” 
■  “The Building Level Score will be provided by the Department 

or its designee, and published annually on the Department’s 
website.” 
■  Act 82 authorized the Department to develop regulations regarding 

Educator Effectiveness requirements. PDE published regulations in 
2013. 

■  While SPP is not explicitly mentioned in Act 82 of 2012 or 
corresponding regulations, it currently serves as the vehicle for 
fulfilling the law’s requirements.  

* Indicates explicitly required under Act 82 of 2012. See full text of the law: 
http://www.legis.state.pa.us/cfdocs/legis/li/uconsCheck.cfm?yr=2012&sessInd=0&act=82.  



+ Research Findings on the Impact of 
SPP in Teacher Evaluations 

Source: Ed Fuller, “An Examination of Pennsylvania School Performance Profile Scores,” CEEPA, 2014, 
http://vamboozled.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/Fuller.pdf.  
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+ Research Conclusions 

1.  Both existing research on school accountability measures 
and the analyses strongly suggest that SPP scores provide 
little information about the effectiveness of schools. 
Principals, or teachers.  Indeed, the scores are very strongly 
correlated with factors outside the controls of educators.  
Thus, as currently calculated, SPP scores should not be used 
as an indication of either school effectiveness or as a 
component of educator evaluations.  

Source: Ed Fuller, PhD, Center for Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Penn State University 



+ Research Conclusions 

Because SPP scores are inaccurate assessments of school 
effectiveness, the use of the SPP scores in the teacher and 
principal evaluations will lead to inaccurate judgments about 
teacher effectiveness.   

Difficulty in hiring well-

qualified educators 

Reduced student 
achievement 

Lower 
accountability 

scores 
  

Greater  
educator turnover 
  

Source: Ed Fuller, PhD, Center for Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Penn State University 



+ Research Conclusions 

Because of the strong relationship between school – and student- 
characteristics and SPP scores, the use of SPP scores in teacher 
evaluations will create an additional incentive for the most 
qualified and effective educators to seek employment in schools 
with high SPP scores.   

Thus, the use of SPP scores on educator evaluations will simply 
exacerbate the existing inequalities in the distribution of educator 
quality across schools based on the characteristics of the 
students enrolled in the schools.   

Source: Ed Fuller, PhD, Center for Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Penn State University 
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+ Recommendation: 

Remove SPP from Teacher Evaluation Process 

SPP 



+ Removal of SPP from Teacher 
Evaluation 
■ The goal of the PA Educator Effectiveness 

System established through Act 82 (2012) is 
to ensure that students have an effective 
teacher in their classrooms and effective 
leadership in every building, to provide 
guidance in the evaluation of educators, 
highlight critical components of effective 
training, and offer opportunities for 
professional growth (Educator Effectiveness 
Administrative Manual, 2014) 



+ Policy Levers  

■  Legislative change 
■  Amend Act 82 of 2012 to remove “Building Level Score” requirements; 

OR  
■  Amend Act 82 to clarify that the building level score must be calculated in 

a way that controls for mitigating factors, such as socioeconomic status, 
to improve accuracy.  

■  Regulatory change 
■  Propose new regulations that significantly modify the construction of the 

SPP to provide a more valid and holistic measure of school success that 
controls for mitigating factors; OR 

■  Propose new regulations that develop a new vehicle for fulfilling the 
“Building Level Score” required by Act 82.  

■  Required actor(s): General Assembly, PA Department of Education, 
State Board of Education 



+ Proposed Strategy 

■  Legislative change 
■  Amend Act 82 of 2012 to remove “Building Level Score” 

requirements. 

■  Required actor(s): General Assembly, PA Department of 
Education, State Board of Education 



+ Benefits of Removing SPP from 
Teacher Evaluations 
■  Removal of SPP from the teacher evaluation process will 

reduce the potential for school and community level factors to 
unfairly inflate or diminish the perceived effectiveness of 
individual instructors. The PDE has now identified observable 
professional practices that are used to rate a classroom 
teacher’s or administrator’s effectiveness and these factors 
currently account for 50% of the educator’s summative 
evaluation. There is agreement within the profession that this 
process provides an accurate and appropriate method for 
evaluation of educator effectiveness. This may result in 
increased retention of highly effective teachers to support long 
term improvement initiatives in lower-performing schools. 

 



+ Benefits 

■  The potential to increase differentiation between 
highly effective staff and those will lower rates of 
effectiveness. With this information school 
administrators are better positioned to identify, 
acknowledge, and replicate effective and innovative 
practices.  

■  The potential to eliminate some of the more political 
implications of the specific metrics included in a 
revised SPP.  

 

 



+
Adverse Implications Associated 
with the Removal of SPP 
■ Removing SPP will eliminate the use of collective “school-level” 
measure in teacher evaluations.  

PDE may want to consider alternate ways to: 
■ Incentivize individual teacher support of building-level quality 

indicators such as school climate 
■ Capture the cumulative of all school experiences as children 

advance through grade levels  
■ Develop an algorithm for school-level success that is not so directly 

influenced by socio-economic factors 



+
Adverse Implications Associated 
with the Removal of SPP 
■ This change may appear to reduce the accountability that 
teachers have for overall school quality and student 
performance 

PDE might: 
■ Utilize the changes in measurement, monitoring and reporting 

requirements in ESSA to develop a comprehensive revision of the 
PDE accountability plan  

■ Salvage the SPP measures to generate multiple indices that are 
designed for specific applications rather than using the single index 
inappropriately for multiple purposes 
■ Parent & Community Choice 
■ School Quality Improvement 
■ Assessment of Equity in Educational Opportunity 



+ Confounding Factors, 
Misconceptions & 
Social Justice Implications 

■  Socio-economic diversity 
*Meredith Phillip (2011) finds that between birth and age six, 
wealthier children will have spent as many as 1,300 more hours 
than poor children on child enrichment activities such as music 
lessons, travel, and summer camp.  
*Between 1972 and 2006, high-income parents increased their 
spending on "enrichment activities" for their children by 151 
percent in inflation-adjusted terms, compared to 57 percent for 
low-income parents (Duncan & Murnane, 2014). 

■  Urban/suburban/rural differences- Disincentives for students with 
alternate career pathways--technical education, etc. Whose model 
of “success” are we using? (ASVAB & the Arts!) 

■  Socio-economic diversity-employment rate after graduation cannot 
be a measure of school success  

 



+ Misconception:  Meritocracy 

Source: Reeves & Sawhill, 2011 (economists from Wellesley & NYU) 

“Rich high school dropouts remain in the top about as much as poor college grads 
stay stuck in the bottom — 14 versus 16 percent, respectively. Not only that, but 
these low-income strivers are just as likely to end up in the bottom as these wealthy 
ne'er-do-wells. Some meritocracy!” (Reeves & Sawhill, 2011) 



+ Confounding Factors, 
Misconceptions & Social Justice 
 
■  “What's going on?  Well, it's all about glass floors and glass 

ceilings. Rich kids who can go work for the family business - 
and, in Canada at least 
70 percent of the sons of the top 1 percent do just that - or 
inherit the family estate don't need a high school diploma to get 
ahead. It's an extreme example of what economists call 
"opportunity hoarding." That includes everything from legacy 
college admissions to unpaid internships that let affluent 
parents rig the game a little more in their children's 
favor.” (Reeves & Sawhill, 2011). 

 
■  Abandon the Quid Pro Quo-- it’s not just about what you can 

get it is about what you can give; a hand up isn’t the same as a 
handout! 

 
■  It gets better for everyone when it gets better for everyone! 

 



+ Questions/ Considerations for 
Policymakers 
■  How can we minimize the effects of student- and community-

level characteristics within the SPP?  

■  How do we ensure that the SPP is a reliable, effective, and 
easily understood tool for measuring school and student 
success?  

■  What would the new sets of “winners” and “losers” look like in a 
revised, reimagined SPP?  

■  What opportunities does the federal Every Student Succeeds 
Act (ESSA) provide for state policymakers related to educator 
evaluation?  
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