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The observation systems being used in all 50 states require administrators to learn to accurately and reliably score their teachers’ instruc-
tion using standardized observation systems. Although the literature on observation systems is growing, relatively few studies have
examined the outcomes of trainings focused on developing administrators’ accuracy using observation systems and the administrators’
perceptions of that training. Therefore, the focus of this study is on examining administrators’ efforts to become accurate and reliable
within the context of a comprehensive teacher evaluation reform. This study was conducted during the year-long training and imple-
mentation of a new observation system in the context of a large urban district’s teacher evaluation reform. The study brings together data
on the outcomes of the district training—results on a certification exercise from all administrators in the district—with two sources of
data on administrators’ perceptions and beliefs. Specifically, we collected fall and spring survey data from nearly 300 administrators and
longitudinal interview data from a subsample of 24 administrators. Taken together, these data allowed us to investigate administrators’
responses to training and low-stakes practice using the observation process over 1 year. At the end of initial training, administrators
reported high levels of learning, particularly in domains aligned with the focus of training. Over the year, administrators reported
increased facility with the routines of conducting observations, but they still expressed learning needs, many related to the content of
the observation framework. However, results from the training certification test suggested lower than desired levels of accuracy and
reliability; administrators regularly did not agree with each other or with master raters. The certification test results suggested that even
with a significant investment in administrator learning, there was more to be learned and mastered. If we hope for teacher evaluation
to lead to the types of changes in teaching and learning that reformers have envisioned, policymakers and practitioners alike will need
to devote time and resources to supporting administrator learning in initial training and throughout administrator use in practice.

Keywords Teacher evaluation; teaching quality; teacher quality; observation; certification; administrator beliefs; accuracy
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Through a confluence of federal, state, and private investments, the last 10 years have seen teacher evaluation reform in
almost every state in the country. Observation systems have been at the center of most states’ evaluation reforms (Don-
aldson & Papay, 2014). In most cases, the new systems have emphasized the use of multiple measures of teacher quality,
including scores based on student growth and scores drawn from observations. States have largely focused on using these
data to meet two distinct goals: (a) helping teachers improve and (b) making human capital decisions (Donaldson &
Papay, 2014). Because student growth measures are limited in providing meaningful feedback to teachers or administra-
tors (Corcoran, 2016; Harris, 2011), observations appear to be the measure best suited to facilitating teacher development.
And, there is evidence that observation systems, more than student growth measures, are being used to make teacher
accountability decisions (Goldring et al., 2015).

In order for classroom observations to meet either of these two goals, they will need to be substantiated with evidence
on their reliability and validity. Observations rely on human judgment, and the fairness of the evaluation process depends
on whether administrators can create scores that are free from error or systematic bias. However, existing research sug-
gests several factors that might impact observation score quality. First, observation scores are prone to bias and can be
sensitive to various contextual factors (Garrett & Steinberg, 2015; Gill et al., 2016; Steinberg & Garrett, 2016; Whitehurst
et al., 2014; Wind et al., 2019). Specifically, teachers of students who exhibit higher levels of academic performance are
also more likely to score higher on observation systems (Steinberg & Garrett, 2016; Whitehurst et al., 2014). And, teach-
ers of students in lower grades tend to score higher than those in higher grades (Mihaly & McCaffrey, 2014). There is
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also evidence that raters are not consistent in how they use rating scales over time (Casabianca et al., 2013; Casabianca
et al., 2015). Finally, studies by Polikoff (2015) and Garrett and Steinberg (2015) suggest that some behaviors (such as pos-
itive climate and classroom procedures) are more stable over time than others, namely domains related to instructional
quality, such as a teacher’s questions and discussion techniques (Polikoff, 2015).

Although informative, the existing research on Framework for Teaching (FFT) and other observation systems has
largely ignored the question of how local administrators—including principals, assistant principals, and other district
staff commonly tasked with carrying out observations—will rate teachers in practice. Much of the existing research on
the accuracy, reliability and validity of classroom observations has been conducted in the context of research studies,
where raters were hired by the research team, often had expertise in the subject they were observing, and had no pre-
existing relationships with the individuals they were observing. We should not presume that the validity of observation
systems will carry from research to applied contexts, as documented by Liu et al. (2019). This skepticism is especially rele-
vant when considering the unique circumstances of principals and other building administrators evaluating their teacher
colleagues (for details about these circumstances see Kraft & Gilmour, 2016). That said, a small number of studies have
begun to examine the quality of scores produced by administrators in teacher evaluation systems. The studies conducted
by Garrett and Steinberg (Garrett & Steinberg, 2015; Steinberg & Garrett, 2016) focused on local administrators’ scoring
patterns across Chicago Public Schools. Similarly, the Wind et al. (2019) study examined scoring patterns from over 1,300
principals in Missouri, and the authors found evidence of differential scoring patterns based on teachers’ gender, years of
experience, and school level. There is also research that links administrators’ ratings to other validity outcomes (e.g., Dee
& Wyckoff, 2015; Ronfeldt & Shanyce, 2016), but that work uses observation scores to predict outcomes rather than an
investigation of the scores themselves. In addition, a growing body of research examines how principals approach the work
of conducting observations, manage the work of observations vis-à-vis other responsibilities, and use observation scores
in making evaluation decisions (Donaldson & Mavrogordato, 2018; Donaldson & Woulfin, 2018; Goldring et al., 2015;
Grissom & Bartanen, 2019; Harvey et al., 2019; Lochmiller & Mancinelli, 2019).

Despite these important contributions, existing research on classroom observations generally falls into one of two cat-
egories: validity evidence in research studies using trained raters or studies focused on the implementation of observation
systems by administrators and the related consequences of how scores are used. Generally missing from the literature
is evidence about how administrators perceive the experience of learning to rate and the outcomes of that learning.
Therefore, the focus of this study is on examining the outcomes of observation system training and the administrators
perceptions of that training within the context of a large urban district’s comprehensive teacher evaluation reform. We col-
lected multiple sources of data to inform this question. We examined district-wide data on administrators’ performance
on a formal certification exercise completed following formal training on their observation system. These performance
data were coupled with data on administrators’ perceptions taken from two sources: longitudinal survey data from nearly
300 administrators across the district and longitudinal interview data from a subsample of 24 administrators. To unpack
the large-scale survey and administrative data, we followed this subsample from initial training through a practice year
during which the administrators used the observation system with teacher volunteers.

New Observation Systems

Observations have a long history of use by schools to assess teachers. As early as the 1920s, schools were using
observations to distinguish between teachers with varying personal traits (e.g., adaptability, neatness), although there
was little consistency in what qualities of teachers the schools measured (e.g., Barr, 1931, 1946, 1958; Kennedy, 2010;
Rowan & Raudenbush, 2016). This idiosyncratic approach—with the decision of what to measure and how left up to
local administrators—continued well into the 1980s (Darling-Hammond et al., 1983) when researchers introduced
efforts to shift administrators’ attention to specific skills thought to be necessary for good teaching. Resulting from
“process–product” research, these observation protocols used checklists to focus administrators’ attention on discrete
teacher behaviors (Brophy & Good, 1986; DeMoulin, 1988). Contemporary approaches to observation have generally
moved away from such checklists to embrace nuanced, multidimensional perspectives on teaching quality. This shift has
resulted in evaluation processes that are more detailed and require more time for administrators and teachers, and it is
now common practice for evaluations to incorporate pre- and postobservation conferences to facilitate teacher reflection
(Danielson, 2002; Kersten & Israel, 2005). Further, what makes the current set of reforms notable is that many districts
and states are converging around similar observation tools, such as the Marzano Focused Teacher Evaluation Model, the
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Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS), and the FFT. The FFT, for example, by 2013 had been formally adopted
or approved for use in at least 31 states and half of the nation’s 20 largest districts (The Danielson Group, 2021). Thus,
although the specific evaluation practices used across districts are not identical, they share similar characteristics and
require similar sets of knowledge and skills from administrators. We next review the skills administrators need to carry
out the work of rating and how training might be structured to support the development of such skills.

Developing Administrators’ Observation Skills Through Training and Certification

Why attend to the development of administrators’ observation skills? There is a long history of reforms that have failed, in
part, because they did not attend to the learning of the actors involved (Cohen & Hill, 2001). In the context of learning to
conduct observations, the first of these learning needs—and arguably the need on which the others depend—is to score
accurately and reliably. By scoring accurately, we mean to score in ways that match an expert (a “master” rater) on the
protocol, and to score reliably is to assign scores in a way that is consistent across time. It is not helpful if administrators
are unable to accurately and reliably identify which teachers need further support and which specific skills an individual
teacher should develop further.

Developing administrators’ skills for creating accurate observation scores relies on districts and states developing and
implementing high-quality training opportunities. Training is designed to ensure that administrators are developing a
shared understanding of what the words in the observation system mean (Grossman & McDonald, 2008). However,
there appears to be little consistency in states’ and districts’ current training practices (Herlihy et al., 2014; Leahy, 2012;
McGuinn, 2012). Herlihy et al.’ (2014) review suggested that states and districts take on a variety of training practices
aimed primarily at holding administrators accountable for their scores (e.g., requiring certification tests and recalibration,
auditing scores, and the use of multiple raters per teacher). The field has not adopted common certification standards to
ensure that observers’ scores are adequately consistent and accurate (White, 2018) or, in other words, that observers hold
shared understandings of what they are watching and how to assess it. We know little about whether and how such training
can increase administrators’ abilities to provide accurate scores, including whether some components of an observation
system are easier to train observers on than others. Neither do we know whether training can influence administrators’
perceptions about the role of accuracy in creating observation scores. Thus, to better understand how administrators learn
to conduct observations in practice, it is important to investigate outcomes of training, including how accurate and reliable
administrators are and how administrators perceive the process of learning across time.

Developing Accurate and Reliable Observation Protocol Use

If successful implementation of observation systems depends on building capacity among the administrators who will be
carrying out the work, what does it mean to build administrators’ capacity? We propose that research needs to attend to at
least three issues related to administrators’ use of observation tools: (a) their beliefs about the observation tool and what
it measures, (b) their perceptions of their observation skills and which aspects of using the tool are difficult and easy, and
(c) their competence in using the observation tool.

With regard to beliefs, scholarship has demonstrated that what one believes shapes what one comes to understand (e.g.,
Schommer, 1990). If one administrator believes that an observation protocol captures good teaching, that administrator
is going to engage one type of learning trajectory. This trajectory is likely to be different from the trajectory engaged by an
administer who believes the observation protocol does not capture good teaching. People’s beliefs (and perceptions) shape
what they understand and how they act. This understanding has been demonstrated in a range of studies of administrators.
From administrators whose support of beginning teachers varied with their beliefs (Youngs, 2007) to those who supported
writing instruction differently depending on their beliefs (McGhee & Lew, 2007), beliefs matter to both understanding
and actions. We anticipate administrators’ beliefs will influence how they use the observation protocol.

In addition, we expect that administrators’ perceptions of their learning needs—specifically which aspects of using FFT
in practice are hard or easy—will impact where they dedicate their efforts and how they engage in the work of conducting
observations. Painter (2000) and Reddy et al. (2018) have each explored administrators’ perceptions of the value they
place on evaluating teachers and their perceived ability at conducting observations, and we come to similar findings.
We find that administrators recognize the value in conducting evaluations (and identifying low-performing teachers)
and are confident in their own abilities to observe teachers. As Painter posits, if administrators value evaluating teacher
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performance, they will be more motivated to engage in this work. However, other studies, including those conducted by
Donaldson and Donaldson (2012) and Wieczorek et al. (2018) raise questions about the extent to which administrators
perceive evaluation to be worth their efforts, as they navigate the challenges of managing evaluation tasks with their other
responsibilities. A final consideration is administrators’ actual proficiency at creating accurate observation scores. Existing
studies have not examined administrators’ accuracy at the conclusion of training. However, we anticipate that when they
receive signals about their performance conducting observations, this will shape administrators’ beliefs and perceptions
about their ability to do this work and consequently the effort they exert toward their observations.

Consequently, in this study, we focus on two outcomes that shape the quality of administrators’ use of observation
instruments in practice, namely their accuracy and reliability upon initial training (measured as their ability to pass a
certification test at the end of their training) as well as their ongoing beliefs and perceptions of the FFT and their training
experiences across the school year. Specifically, we ask the following research questions:

1. Upon completing their training, to what extent are administrators able to rate accurately and reliably?
2. Throughout training and a practice year, how do administrators perceive their own capabilities related to scoring

accurately and reliably?
3. What are administrators’ perceptions of the kinds of training that would be necessary to score accurately and

reliably?

Method

In order to situate administrators’ outcomes, beliefs, and perceptions, we first provide a description of the district obser-
vation context and then describe the data sources and analytic methods used.

Setting and Participants

Our sample includes administrators and other district personnel being trained to conduct classroom observations in Los
Angeles Unified School District’s (LAUSD) implementation of a new evaluation system, the Teacher Growth and Devel-
opment Cycle (TGDC). We collected certification data on all 1,000 administrators in the sample. These were coupled
with survey data from 293 administrators and longitudinal interview data collected from 24 focus administrators. Of
the administrators trained in the 2012–2013 school year for whom we have survey data, the vast majority (88% alto-
gether) were principals (64%) or assistant principals (24%), and about 5% were central office administrators. On average,
administrators had 6 years of administrative experience. They were generally certified as teachers, with most certified in
elementary teaching and a small number certified in mathematics or science.

To more deeply understand administrators’ beliefs and perceptions as they learned to use the observation system, we
gathered data from a subsample of administrators (N = 24) during their initial training and during a practice year in
which they used the instrument with a teacher volunteer with no consequences attached. From the pool of administrators
trained before the 2012–2013 school year, we selected a stratified sample of focus administrators based on grade level
(i.e., elementary vs. middle vs. high school), subject area, and role (i.e., principal vs. assistant principal vs. central office
administrator), mirroring the population of administrators in the district. Focus administrators were similar to the larger
population of observers who returned surveys; however, they were slightly less experienced, were slightly more likely to
be certified in English/language arts and science, and were less likely to be certified in elementary education. Over half of
the focus administrators were principals, with another quarter serving as assistant principals, four serving as instructional
directors, and three serving as instructional coaches or instructional specialists. They had an average of 4.4 years in their
current professional roles, including time in LAUSD and any other district. Initially, our posttraining subsample consisted
of 42 focus observers. Of these, 24 completed the end-of-year survey. The administrators who did not complete spring
interviews did not differ on observable variables than those who did; however, we discuss in the Limitations section the
possible consequences of working with a self-selected sample.

We collected data at multiple time points throughout the implementation of the TGDC. First, all administrators were
required to complete a 4-day training during the summer before the 2012–2013 school year. At the conclusion of this
initial training, all administrators were required to participate in a certification activity. Then, all administrators were
given a practice year to use the observation system in a no-stakes context with a single teacher volunteer. We collected
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evidence of their accuracy and reliability upon conclusion of the certification exercise. We then recorded administrators’
perceptions of their training experiences at both the end of training and the end of the practice school year, examining
survey data across a large sample of administrators and richer interview data with a subsample of administrators.

Training and Certification

Teaching and Learning Framework Observation Tool

LAUSD uses a modified version of Danielson’s FFT (Danielson, 1996, 2007) called the Teaching and Learning Frame-
work (TLF). The FFT is a widely used instrument originally developed in the 1990s to provide guidance for improving
teacher instruction. Predictive validity of the FFT has been established in a handful of existing studies, which have shown
that FFT scores correlate with student achievement gains (e.g., Gallagher, 2004; Holtzapple, 2003; Kimball et al., 2004;
Milanowski, 2004). For example, in 2003, Holtzapple found positive and significant correlations between FFT composite
scores and student gains on state assessments, though correlations varied depending on the subject taught (e.g., .27 for
reading and .38 for math). In the Measures of Effective Teaching Project (MET), researchers established significant but
somewhat smaller relationships between the FFT and students’ value added scores on math (.18) and English language
arts (.11). The MET study also provided data on the reliability of FFT scores, finding that it took approximately four obser-
vations of a teacher to obtain a more stable estimate of his or her performance. While FFT does not have the same level
of evidence of its measurement properties as a tool like the CLASS, it has wide acceptance among educators as well as
take-up in systems of evaluation.

LAUSD’s derivative of the FFT—the TLF—was aligned to the California teaching standards and vetted with and mod-
ified by LAUSD stakeholders. There are five domains, or standards, represented in the TLF:

• Standard 1: Planning and Preparation
• Standard 2: Classroom Environment
• Standard 3: Delivery of Instruction
• Standard 4: Additional Professional Responsibilities
• Standard 5: Professional Growth

Of these, all but Standard 4 (which was left to the administrators’ judgment) were included in the observation cycle
process. Out of the FFT’s 61 total elements, the district selected 21 focus elements upon which teachers would be evaluated
during 2012–2013.

The administrator training and certification lasted 5 days in total, with 4 days of instruction and 1 day devoted
to the certification test. Training was collaboratively led by a vendor, Teaching and Learning Solutions (http://www
.teachinglearningsolutions.com/) and LAUSD staff. Analyses of training documentation and interviews with district
personnel suggested the formal training objectives focused on two goals: supporting a shared understanding of teaching
and learning and preparing administrators to conduct reliable, accurate observations. To support these goals, the trainers
provided administrators with a detailed explanation and discussion about the focus elements of TLF. Trainers helped
administrators to record accurate and appropriate notes, and they also engaged administrators in conversations about
how to accurately score teaching practice using the TLF. A half day of training was devoted to pre- and postobservation
conversations with teachers. By the end of training, administrators were expected to pass a certification test. The certifi-
cation test served a gatekeeping function for the proper use of the TLF protocol. Administrators needed to demonstrate
that they could accurately and reliably score teaching practice at acceptable levels when judged against master raters’
scores.

Practice Year

During the practice year, the district required administrators to conduct observations with one teacher volunteer. There
were no stakes attached to the observation scores. Administrators were asked to complete two formal observation cycles,
including preobservation and postobservation conferences, and to enter observation notes (and corresponding ratings)
into LAUSD’s online platform. Administrators were also asked to complete informal observations with teachers, to the
extent that this was feasible.
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In addition to giving administrators time to practice conducting observations with no stakes attached, the practice year
also gave administrators additional supports. The main set of supports available to administrators was through district
personnel known as teaching and learning coordinators, who worked directly with administrators and set up regular
support sessions and activities. Examples of support sessions included focusing on how to distinguish between different
points on the scoring scale for a given element (e.g., how to identify differences between “developing” and “effective” on
the element “monitoring student learning”) or guidelines for providing feedback to teachers based on observation data.
In addition, administrators received supports from the central office detailing process requirements and technical aspects
of the implementation of the new evaluation system.

Data

We drew on three sources of data: certification test data, surveys, and interviews. The first source, administrator certifica-
tion test data, serves as a direct outcome of training and provides information on administrators’ accuracy and reliability.
We then measure teachers’ perceptions of their training and of their scoring abilities through longitudinal surveys. These
are coupled with more fine-grained interview data on administrator perceptions collected from a subset of administrators.

Certification Test Data

Certification exercises are a common outcome used to assess observer training. In our study, all trained administrators
received overall certification scores of certified with distinction (CD), certified (C), preliminarily certified (PC), or not yet
certified (NYC). Four individual certification measures comprised the overall certification score—alignment, objectivity,
representation, and accuracy. The district defined these four certification measures as follows:

• Objectivity: The observer records evidence that is free of “bias, opinion, and subjectivity.”
• Alignment: The observer correctly aligns evidence to the TLF criteria in ways that reflect the context of the evidence.
• Representation: The observer records a preponderance of evidence for scoring criteria and accurately represents the

classroom and artifact data.
• Accuracy: The observer assigns numerical scores similar to the scores master observers assign.

At the conclusion of training, 89% of administrators were rated at least at the level of preliminarily certified and were
allowed to conduct observations. The remaining 11 percent were only allowed to observe with a certified administrator.
Whereas the majority of administrators (68%) were trained during the summer before the 2012–2013 school year, others
received training during the school year. We reported survey results for the full sample of trained administrators because
analyses examining differences in certification rates by time of training yielded no differences.

Surveys

During the 2012–2013 school year, we administered surveys to administrators at the end of the training and one at the
end of the school year. The posttraining survey had eight questions and focused on assessing administrators’ learning,
confidence, and satisfaction in the training. We also administered an end-of-year survey to capture self-reported admin-
istrator understanding of the TGDC process, experiences conducting observations during the 2012–2013 school year,
impressions of the TLF, and their beliefs about the feasibility of integrating this work with their other professional respon-
sibilities. The posttraining survey had a response rate of 65.5% and the end-of-year survey had a response rate of 33.6%. To
allow us to track the same set of administrators over the course of the year, we limited our focus to the 293 administrators
who completed surveys at both time points. Analyses conducted with the full sample did not differ significantly for any of
the descriptive findings presented here. Altough the survey nonresponse is a potential limitation of the study, it is worth
noting that it is not low relative to other nonmandatory survey-based studies published in the administrator literature
(e.g., Koedel et al., 2017; Rockoff et al., 2012).

Interviews

Paralleling the broader survey efforts, we conducted interviews with 24 focus administrators, once after initial training
and once at the end of the practice year. The focus administrators participated in interviews over the course of the study,
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one after completing their initial training and the other at the end of the practice year. The interviews were meant to
provide more substantive details to the data collected in the certification exercise and surveys.

Training interviews focused on administrators’ beliefs of good teaching, their perceptions of their ability to score accu-
rately and reliability, and their perceptions about how well their training prepared them for conducting observations.
End-of-year interviews—which typically lasted 45–60 minutes—again asked about administrators’ perceptions of their
ability to score but also focused on their experiences and unmet learning needs, relationships with volunteer teachers and
how TGDC affected these relationships, and perceptions of the evaluation policy. Interviewers took verbatim notes dur-
ing all interviews; these notes were checked against audio recordings for accuracy. In order to understand what aspects of
training administrators identified as necessary and useful, we asked in the first interview, “What challenges do you expect
to face in conducting the observations that are a part of TGDC?” During our end-of-year interview, we asked focus admin-
istrators to reflect on their learning experiences during the practice year: “What parts of the TGDC have been the easiest
for you to learn? Why? Which have been the hardest?”

Analyses

As noted above, we presented descriptive data from a variety of sources. We looked first at the outcomes of training, as
measured in administrators’ certification results, and then we tracked on administrators’ beliefs and perceptions around
the instrument and their preparedness as a result of their training. In analyzing the certification data, we calculated
accuracy by examining the proportion of administrators in the sample who “matched” a master rater’s score. Given
that the TLF observation instrument only includes four scoring points, we only counted exact matches. Match percent-
ages were calculated for each focus element on the TLF and at the aggregated domain level. Because the certification
exercise was a one-time test, we cannot assess within-person reliability. Instead, we also calculated the percent exact
match between trained administrators, which allowed us to see how much, after training, administrators agreed with each
other.

After presenting these certification results, we provided a descriptive account of administrators’ perceptions regarding
their competence at scoring accurately and of the contributions of the training to their ability to do the work of observing
their teachers. Survey responses were presented descriptively, as we reported the distribution of sample responses on
questions pertaining to their competence and perceptions of additional learning needs.

The interviews with focus administrators were analyzed to further understand survey findings. Qualitative analy-
sis of all interview responses were completed using a thematic approach, where we identified and analyzed patterns
and clusters of responses (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Ritchie et al., 2013). Themes were derived inductively through multi-
ple analyses of the entire data set; as patterns of meaning emerged in the data, they were organized into higher-level
themes. The overall thematic framework was revised and reapplied to the data multiple times. A subset of responses
(20%) were double coded to assess interrater reliability, and the two coders agreed on approximately 93% of coding
decisions.

The list of final codes is as follows:

• Using the observation instrument,
• Time, resources, and logistics
• Technology
• Coaching and feedback conversations
• Managing personal relationships.

Given the emphasis on challenges and learning needs related to accurate use of the TLF, a more fine-grained set of
codes within the Using the observation instrument code was developed:

• A1. Recording evidence
• A2. Aligning evidence
• A3. Scoring
• A4. Practice and training

Illustrative quotes were chosen to convey the essence of these themes.
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Table 1 Administrator Certification Rates on the Teaching and Learning Framework Observation Tool (Overall and by Component)

N = 1,009 Overall (%) Objectivity (%) Alignment (%) Representation (%) Accuracy (%)

Certified with distinction (DC) .00 <.01 <.01 .00 .05
Certified (C) .11 .77 .44 .29 .29
Preliminarily certified (PC) .82 .18 .44 .56 .35
Not yet certified (NYC) .07 .05 .12 .14 .32

Results

Outcomes of Administrator Training

We assessed the outcomes of the administrator training by looking at how accurately administrators in LAUSD matched
master raters and each other. In the following tables, we provide an overview of how administrators fared on the certi-
fication standards adopted by the district. Table 1 illustrates overall certification rates and certification rates by compo-
nent (i.e., objectivity, alignment, representation, and accuracy). Overall, the majority of administrators (82%) scored PC;
administrators with PC or higher were allowed to conduct observations in 2012–2013. Eleven percent of administrators
scored NYC whereas 7% of the administrators scored C. When examining individual components of certification, we saw
that administrators struggled most on the representation and accuracy categories. It is noteworthy that 32% of adminis-
trators rated in the NYC category on accuracy, which was a far higher proportion of the sample than any other certification
component.

Table 2 summarizes our analyses of the accuracy results. We found that administrators struggled on accuracy (match
with master raters) and with developing a shared understanding (match with each other). Less than 50% of administra-
tors matched master raters’ scores across all standards except for one standard. The highest levels of agreement were in
Standard 2 (Designing Coherent Instruction, 69% exact agreement), which is principally concerned with behavior man-
agement, organization, and the classroom environment. The lowest levels of agreement were with elements in Standards
1 (Planning, 42%) and 5 (Professional Growth, 43%). Standard 3 (Standards-Based Learning Activities) was somewhat
higher, with 48% agreement with master raters. On the Planning, Standards-Based Learning Activities, and Professional
Growth standards, administrators tended to score teachers higher than master raters. On the remaining standard, Design-
ing Coherent Instruction, administrators tended to score teachers slightly lower. Across Standards 2, 3, and 4, agreement
among administrators was even lower. These results suggest that, upon completion of training, most administrators con-
tinued to struggle with accuracy and likely did not yet know the TLF deeply. This final point warrants attention. It suggests
that the kinds of training that districts and states are likely to be providing to administrators may not adequately prepare
them for the task of conducting observations in high-stakes evaluation systems; specifically, they struggle to translate
evidence into scores in consistent ways.

Administrator Perceptions at the Conclusion of Training

End-of-Training Surveys

Administrators’ own interpretations of their preparedness told a somewhat different story than the certification results.
Table 3 summarizes administrators’ perceptions of their ability to conduct observations at the conclusion of training.
Administrators’ responses indicated that they felt like they learned a lot about conducting observations. Eighty-four per-
cent of training participants believed they learned a lot about how observations fit into the TGDC evaluation system.
Sixty-two percent reported they learned a lot about using the district’s technology platform for scoring, and 55% said
they learned how to score the observations accurately. Forty-five percent of administrators said they learned a lot about
how to take good notes for observation. Many administrators also reported learning how to give feedback to teachers
following the observations, with 43% saying they learned a lot. Conversely, administrators reported low levels of learn-
ing with respect to incorporating TGDC observations into their existing work. For example, only 12% reported that they
learned a lot about managing the TGDC with their other responsibilities (with 37% reporting not at all), and a similarly
low percentage of administrators reported learning how to help people who are resistant to change learn to improve their
practice and how to effectively manage all the strengths and weaknesses of my staff. These survey results indicated that

8 ETS Research Report No. RR-21-05. © 2021 Educational Testing Service



N. Jones et al. Exploring Administrator Accuracy and Beliefs in Teacher Observation

Table 2 Administrator Rates of Accuracy on the Teaching and Learning Framework Observation Tool (N = 1,009)

Standard/element Description % Exact (Master) % Exact (Others)

Standard 1 Planning and Preparation .42 .42
Element 134 Analysis & Use of Assess. Data for Planning .61 .44
Element 1d1 Standards-Based Learning Activities .52 .39
Element 1d3 Purposeful Instructional Groups .65 .47
Element 1d4 Lesson and Unit Structure .30 .44
Element 1e1 Aligns with Instructional Outcomes .41 .39
Element 1e2 Criteria and Standards .30 .38
Element 1e3 Design of Formative Assessments .17 .44
Standard 2 Designing Coherent Instruction .69 .52
Element 2a1 Teacher Interactions with Students .69 .53
Element 2a3 Classroom Climate .66 .49
Element 2b2 Expectations for Learning and Achievement .69 .51
Element 2c1 Management of Routines, Procedures, and Transitions .70 .55
Element 2d2 Monitoring and Responding to Student Behavior .72 .55
Standard 3 Standards-Based Learning Activities .48 .44
Element 3a1 Communicating the Purpose of the Lesson .20 .48
Element 3b1 Quality and Purpose of Questions .38 .39
Element 3b2 Discussion Techniques .65 .47
Element 3c1 Standards-Based Projects, Activities, and Assignments .63 .46
Element 3c2 Purposeful and Productive Grouping of Students .60 .42
Element 3d1 Assessment Criteria .10 .38
Element 3d3 Feedback to Students .67 .49
Element 3e1 Responds and Adjusts to Meet Student Needs .59 .41
Standard 5 Professional Growth .43 .32
Element 5a2 Use of Reflection to Inform Future Instruction .43 .32

Table 3 Administrators’ Self-Reports of Learning During Training, End-of-Training Survey Sample (N = 293)

Administrator self-report Not at all (%) A little (%) Some (%) A lot (%)

How observations fit into the TGDC 0.00 3.02 12.56 84.42
How to score observations more accurately 0.00 5.03 40.20 54.77
How to manage the TGDC with my other

responsibilities
37.19 23.62 27.14 12.06

How to take good notes when observing 3.03 14.65 37.37 44.95
How to use MyPGS, the online teacher

evaluation tool
1.51 7.04 29.65 61.81

How to give teachers feedback based on
observed performance

0.51 13.78 42.35 43.37

How to match teachers to appropriate
professional development based on their
observed performance

22.84 24.87 36.55 15.74

How to help people who are resistant to
change learn to improve their practice

27.78 29.29 35.35 7.58

How to effectively manage all the strengths
and weaknesses of my staff

27.60 29.11 34.78 8.51

Note. TGDC = Teacher Growth and Development Cycle.

administrators left the training feeling ready to serve as reliable, accurate raters but at the same time felt ill-equipped to
handle the implementation challenges associated with the work of conducting observations. Survey responses suggested
that administrators felt comfortable with the content of the observation protocol, regardless of when they were asked.

Table 4 summarizes administrators’ beliefs about the observation tool; administrators expressed high levels of sup-
port of the observation instrument and expressed high confidence in using it. Ninety-nine percent of the administrators
responded that they agreed or somewhat agreed that the TLF aligned with their own views of teaching. Meanwhile, 70%
agreed or somewhat agreed that they felt comfortable with the observation instrument.
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Table 4 Administrators’ Views of the Teaching and Learning Framework, End-of-Training Survey Sample (N = 293)

Administrator view Disagree (%) Somewhat disagree (%) Somewhat agree (%) Agree (%)

The Teaching and Learning Framework covers
important domains of teaching

0.00 0.52 21.65 77.84

The view of instruction underlying the
Teaching and Learning Framework is
similar to my view of instruction

0.00 1.03 29.23 69.74

The Teaching and Learning Framework
contains the proper amount of detail for
observing teaching

2.06 7.22 42.27 48.45

Teaching behaviors are adequately specified in
this instrument

1.55 11.34 44.33 42.78

The Teaching and Learning Framework meets
the teaching and learning needs specific to
my school

1.03 7.69 46.67 44.62

The online system makes the instrument easy
to use

3.09 16.49 45.88 34.54

I am comfortable with this observational
instrument

9.28 20.10 39.18 31.44

Table 5 Specific Codes Pertaining to Observation Instrument Use

Code Training interviews End-of-year interviews

Recording evidence 8 instances
7/24 interviews
29%

22 instances
14/24 interviews
58%

Aligning evidence 2 instances
2/24 interviews
8%

5 instances
3/24 interviews
12.5%

Scoring 2 instances
2/24 interviews
8%

4 instances
4/24 interviews
17%

Additional training and practice 6 instances
5/24 interviews
21%

15 instances
11/24 interviews
46%

End-of-Training Interviews

Interview responses allowed us to investigate the survey responses more deeply. Responses across the two interview time
points are summarized in Tables 5 and 6. Consistent with the large-scale survey data, focus administrator interviews at
the end of training suggested that few focus administrators (less than half) expressed concerns surrounding learning to
become accurate, reliable raters, despite their struggles on the certification exercise.

Among focus administrators who did express challenges or learning needs related to becoming accurate raters, what
kinds of needs did they nominate? Of the three tasks taught to them during training—objectively recording evidence,
aligning this evidence with TLF elements, and scoring each element using specific TLF criteria—focus administrators’
instrument-related challenges and learning needs largely fell in the realm of the first of these three tasks. Approximately
29% of focus administrators expressed concerns or challenges about recording evidence during an observation. Focus
administrators were concerned about their abilities to script, or type verbatim, everything that occurs during each lesson,
a key expectation of observations completed as part of TGDC. When asked about her perspective of the TGDC process,
Sara P. indicated, “My worry is just keeping up with the lesson and getting everything down.”
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Table 6 Overall Codes for Training and End-of-Year (EOY) Interviews

Code Training interviews EOY interviews

Time, resources, and logistics 22 instances 23 instances
14/24 interviews 16/24 interviews
58% 67%

Technology 5 instances 10 instances
5/24 interviews 7/24 interviews
21% 29%

Coaching and feedback conversations 3 instances 7 instances
2/24 interviews 5/24 interviews
8% 20%

Managing personal relationships 3 instances 3 instances
3/24 interviews 3/24 interviews
12.5% 12.5%

Using the observation instrument 19 instances 46 instances
12 12/24/40 interviews 18/24 interviews
50% 75%

Focus administrators were not yet confident that they could record evidence in a way that was representative of what
was occurring in the classroom during an observation. There was a concern that, while scripting, focus administrators
would miss pieces of evidence needed to evaluate the lesson. Kyle A. explained:

The challenge comes from the need to develop proficiency in gathering enough representative evidence, more details.
In scoring a particular element or standard, it’s not based on very small things, kind of a total overview, from the
beginning of the class to the end of the class. Have some way to be mentally present, get as much evidence as
possible, and be fair. From what I see, when I type, I miss things, lose important information. The challenge might
be to recognize that, and to improve. To make sure every time I am in the classroom, I get as much evidence as
possible.

Several focus administrators expressed concerns about the process of scripting interfering with their ability to gain an
accurate sense of what was going on in a classroom they were observing. Rose B. said:

Another challenge, even with watching the videos, is not being able to see the big picture, since I am busy with
gathering the evidence. I am missing what’s going on with the children. I want the teachers to know what’s going on
in that classroom all the time. If you are teaching, Jonny’s playing, what are you doing? Are you noticing that this
kid’s not understanding. I need to see all that. That means I don’t get to script everything since I need to see what’s
going on in the classroom. I think that’s going to be a challenge. The whole idea behind this is finding what the kids
do. How is this affecting the children?

In terms of the next two tasks required for accurate observations using the instrument— aligning collected evidence with
the TLF elements and scoring each element—very few focus administrators expressed concerns or learning needs. Two
focus administrators (8% of interviews) expressed concern over their own ability to accurately align evidence from the
observation to the rubric, and two administrators (8% of interviews) expressed concerns with their ability to accurately
score a teacher using the rubric. In two of these interviews, focus administrators were concerned over their ability to create
scores of teaching that would be in agreement with other administrators acting as raters. For example, Ethan J. stated, “Part
of it is the wording. The differences between developing, effective, and highly effective. You would wonder am I scoring
too low or too high? There are differences amongst us. .. .”

Rather than focusing on learning needs related to scoring accurately, focus administrators were more likely to express
needs related to implementing the observations in practice. To this end, 21% of focus administrators indicated needing
further practice or training with the observation instrument in order to implement it in their own schools. Focus admin-
istrators indicated the need for further training in terms of formal professional development sessions, as well as in the
form of ongoing support, coaching, and feedback during the impending practice year. Danita explained:
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I am concerned that I need to practice, practice, practice. Right now it’s a no-stakes environment, but if this were to
be implemented in the district. This has major implications for a teacher and you want to get it right. You are setting
the teacher up for a disaster. So I feel like I would like consistent help from Cara (the district trainer) to just make
sure that I’m staying on top of things and keeping my skills going on.

When asked about their concerns in open-ended ways, the vast majority of focus administrators discussed the amount
of work involved in implementing the observation policies in their schools. Just as they and their peers indicated in their
end-of-training surveys, a full 58% of the focus administrators expressed concerns about the amount of time required to
do the observations adequately while juggling other tasks essential to their work in interviews conducted at the end of
training. In particular, focus administrators were concerned with the time that would be required when they would be
expected to evaluate a larger proportion of their staff using the TGDC in the future.

Aside from accurate use of the observation instrument, focus administrators expressed some concerns around the
coaching and feedback conversations that occurred after lesson observations and scoring were complete. In the end-
of-training interviews, 8% of focus administrators expressed concerns about having these types of conversations with
teachers, particularly because they anticipated that some teachers would experience difficulty receiving the type of feed-
back they would be providing as part of the TGDC. Finally, 21% of focus administrators indicated concerns with using
technology to complete observations, including using the computer to script lessons during observations and learning
how to use the online platform for entering evidence and teacher scores.

To summarize focus administrators’ perceptions at the end of training: they were leaving initial training with some con-
cerns about their skills at accurately observing and scoring classroom teaching; however, they were primarily concerned
about what it would require to implement the larger observation system in practice. Few referenced ways in which the
initial training prepared them for this aspect of the work, and a majority identified this as a future challenge or concern
about eventual school-wide implementation.

Administrator Perceptions at the End of the School Year

End-of-Year Survey Results

In the intervening year following initial training, some beliefs remained consistent while others changed. As summarized
in Table 7, in end-of-year survey responses, most administrators continued to express comfort in using the TLF. Ninety-
five percent of administrators somewhat agreed or agreed with the statement: “I understand the standards, components,
and elements in the LAUSD Teaching and Learning rubrics.” Similarly, they expressed confidence in their ability to collect
objective evidence, align evidence, and distinguish between levels of performance on the rubric. They also continued to
stress that their greatest challenge was the time and technical requirements of implementing observation policies, and
they expressed concern about the additional time demands that would be introduced by having to conduct observations
with multiple teachers in their schools. In summary, based on large-scale survey results at the end of initial training and
at the end of their practice year, administrators continued to express confidence in their ability to score accurately and
their stated learning needs surrounded how to manage the time demands of conducting observations at scale.

End-of-Year Interviews

In comparison to following their initial training, when interviewed at the end of the practice year, focus administrators
were more likely to nominate learning needs related to accurate use of the observation instrument than they had been
after their initial training. Overall, 75% of focus administrators indicated challenges or learning needs related to use of
the observation instrument at the end of the practice year (Table 6). As in the end-of-training interviews, the majority
of these identified challenges were related to recording evidence during instructional observations. Just over half of the
administrators (58%) indicated challenges or concerns with recording evidence at the end of the year.

Challenges and learning needs in this area were, again, centered on issues with scripting during lesson observations.
Administrators were concerned with their own typing skills and their ability to record adequate evidence for the teachers
they evaluate. When asked about what was hardest about implementing the TGDC, Portia explained:
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Table 7 Administrators’ Views of Training Outcomes, End-of-Year Survey Sample (N = 293)

Administrator view Disagree (%)
Somewhat

disagree (%)
Somewhat
agree (%) Agree (%)

I feel confident in my ability to use MyPGS, the online
observation tool

5.53 18.97 50.99 24.51

I feel confident in being able to collect objective evidence
of instruction

1.61 6.83 46.59 44.98

I feel confident in my ability to align evidence 3.17 11.11 55.56 30.16
I understand the standards, components, and elements

in the LAUSD teaching and learning rubrics
0.19 3.57 40.48 54.76

I understand the differences between the levels of
performance (highly effective, effective, developing,
and ineffective) in the teaching and learning rubrics

0.79 5.16 38.89 55.16

I feel confident conducting pre-observation meetings
with teachers

0.4 5.53 37.55 56.52

I feel confident conducting post-observation meetings
with teachers

0.8 4.78 36.25 58.17

LAUSD’s training prepared me adequately for my
observation work this year

7.2 20.4 52 20.4

Note. LAUSD = Los Angeles Unified School District.

Observing the lesson and typing. Typing is hard for me. And that is hard for me. I cannot possibly get everything
that the teacher is saying and I don’t know how well I’ll do putting it onto the platform because I might not be able
to have the required evidence to adequately complete it.

At the end of the practice year, focus administrators identified challenges and learning needs in the second and third
tasks required for accurate use of the TLF aside from recording evidence: aligning evidence with the TLF and deciding on
a score for each element. Three administrators (13%) identified aligning evidence to the rubric as a challenge or learning
need, and four administrators (17%) identified scoring as such. Concerns in these areas were strongly related to admin-
istrators’ understanding of and familiarity with the TLF itself. For example, Bridget explained, “The most difficult thing
is aligning the evidence. Because again, it’s the common terminology that been actually … would this be evidence for
element two or three or both.” Similarly, in his discussion of the scoring process, Ron R. said: “Hard: determining what
highly effective looks like. When you dig into the rubric, it’s not clear what that looks like.”

Accordingly, the administrators who nominated learning needs related to scoring expressed a lack of confidence in
their own ability to accurately score instruction. Rob M. said, “Scoring is a little more difficult than the norm because we
weren’t doing that, we were just giving feedback. The precise scores has been difficult—do you give them a 2 or 2.5? Am
I being too hard or too easy? You have self-doubt.”

This perspective was reflected in their expressed desire for additional training and practice with the observation instru-
ment. At the conclusion of the practice year, 46% of focus administrators wanted more practice or training with the
observation instrument. A number of them indicated that, in order to learn the instrument well, they simply needed
more practice using it. As Bridget expressed, “I think I would want to go through another full cycle before I really start
doing this. For me what would help most would be more practice. Because it was a year but in reality it wasn’t.”

Although some administrators requested additional training in the form of professional development, others were
eager to network with and learn from other administrators in the district. This choice may have been related to a logistical
training issue brought up by several administrators. Because additional training sessions were held during the school day,
many of the administrators were unable to attend, given their responsibilities at their schools.

Across these data sources, administrators expressed similar perceptions of their competence and perceived learning
needs related to the observation instrument over time, however, there was an increase in the proportion of administrators
expressing concerns about using the instrument by the year’s end. It is possible that administrators may have become more
cognizant of their lack of familiarity, or comfort, with the TLF over the course of their practice year. It is also possible that,
as the year progressed, they had forgotten things learned in training. Implementation concerns dominated participants’
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responses across the year, but administrators appeared to become increasingly aware of their own needs related to accu-
racy. That said, of the expressed learning needs related to scoring, administrators were more likely to nominate challenges
associated with scripting rather than engaging in the content of the observation rubric.

Discussion and Conclusions

In this study, we examined administrators’ ability to conduct observations accurately and reliably at the conclusion of a
4-day training conducted with all administrators across a large, urban district. We then examined administrators’ percep-
tions of their competence at conducting observations as well as their perceptions of how well the training prepared them
for this work. To do so, we collected longitudinal survey data as well as more intensive interview data with a subset of
focus administrators across two timepoints—immediately following completion of the training and at the conclusion of
a no-stakes practice year where the administrator had observed one teacher volunteer and had received support sessions
from district administrators. Two findings are noteworthy.

First, the certification results suggested that, at the conclusion of training, administrators struggled to perform the skills
they had been taught in their training. There was significant disagreement between and among administrators and master
raters. This disagreement was most pronounced in the administrators’ ability to apply the rubrics accurately. The 4- to
5-day learning opportunity provided by the district is more rigorous than many of the administrator trainings currently
being provided by districts. The certification test results suggested that even with this significant investment in adminis-
trator learning, there was more knowledge to be learned and used in order to prepare administrators to begin rating the
teaching in their schools.

When examining survey and interview responses, we found that administrators felt that they learned skills proximal to
the use of the evaluation tool (e.g., unbiased note-taking, rating). In other words, they gained important knowledge of the
observation tool and they valued that knowledge. But the knowledge was partial in two ways. First, administrators reported
learning less about the process of carrying out the full cycle of an evaluation (e.g., having improvement conversations with
teachers) in the context of their full responsibilities (e.g., time management, juggling an entire staff). So although they
learned about the protocol, they did not learn how to use the protocol in their own schools; and it was this learning that
they nominated as critical for their success in using the observation protocol at scale. The second way the learning was
partial concerned accuracy. Administrators perceived a great deal of learning during training and felt that they had the
skills necessary to conduct observations accurately and with reliability, which stood in contrast to the certification results.

Over the course of the practice year, administrators reported increased facility with using the TGDC to conduct
observations, including transcribing teachers’ lessons and conducting pre- and post-observation conferences. Still, admin-
istrators expressed a number of additional training needs at the conclusion of the practice year. Many of these focused
on needing more detailed knowledge of the rubrics, in particular aligning evidence with specific TLF elements and dif-
ferentiating between levels on the rubric. They also requested additional training on using TGDC at scale, something not
covered well in the initial training.

Administrators’ self-reports showed that they both valued the TLF and understood how to use it. Yet their performance
on certification exercises, and their self-reports in subsequent interviews and surveys, indicated that beyond the initial
week of training, administrators needed additional training opportunities. Some of the stated training needs were focused
on deeper knowledge of the protocol (e.g., learning to score teaching accurately and aligning evidence from the observa-
tion with the TLF). Others focused on issues using the TLF at scale—for example, having time to talk and think with other
administrators doing the work, being concerned about how to manage time when TGDC moved to full implementation,
and juggling the learning needs of an entire staff. These training needs are not surprising if we consider the literature on
how best to support teacher learning. Perhaps if we hope to see accurate and reliable scores at scale, the same types of needs
that have been documented for teacher learning should pertain to administrator learning. Perhaps administrators need
learning opportunities that are ongoing, situated in practice, conducted collaboratively with colleagues, and structured
for repeated cycles of trying the TGDC, reflecting on that trial with knowledgeable others, and trying it again.

There is a second finding worth noting from these data. If we step back and consider administrators’ perceptions at the
end of training, a few facts stand out. The administrators felt they increased their knowledge of TGDC from the training.
They reported high levels of comfort with many aspects of the process and details of scoring. So although administrators
identified areas in which they would like continued training opportunities, in general, they felt positive and prepared
with knowledge of the TGDC. However, the certification results suggested that administrators were somewhat inaccurate
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in applying the TLF scoring scales at the end of training. They also struggled with adequately drawing on evidence from
across the lesson to assign a score. But accuracy and representativeness were not the things administrators wanted to learn
more about at the end of training. This reality—that administrators’ perceptions of their proficiency and more objective
evidence regarding proficiency did not match—is a common and important problem of teaching and learning. How
does any teacher help a student achieve a learning goal when the student and teacher do not agree about what needs to
be learned? In this specific case, perhaps administrators’ extensive experience with observations generally makes them
see their understanding of the TLF in a more positive way than certification results suggest. Or perhaps the training,
though extensive and detailed, did not cover the aspects of the TGDC on which the principals most wanted support (e.g.,
integrating the policy into already full professional lives), so that is what they emphasized most stridently in their end
of training surveys. Or perhaps the training itself did not give them enough formative feedback about their success in
achieving the goals of the training, they did not know there was still a lot to be learned. Our data do not allow us to
determine why administrators felt confident and yet did not achieve a level of accuracy that was commensurate with that
confidence; however, this is an important issue for districts to understand and address in future trainings.

Limitations

This study has noteworthy limitations. First, the study design draws on a large sample of administrators in LAUSD as well
as a subgroup of focus administrators. This is a design frequently used to understand both larger scale patterns and more
fine-grained details about those patterns. However, in each case, there was missing data on the instruments administered at
the end of the school year. Only 34% of administrators across LAUSD completed the spring survey. The survey response
rates potentially undermine our ability to make claims that generalize from the sample of survey respondents to those
from the population of administrators in the district. At the same time, survey responses from large-scale studies are
notoriously difficult to gather (e.g., recently published survey data on the population of teachers across Tennessee had
response rates of approximately 33%; see Koedel et al., 2017). Although our responses rate of 34% is not ideal, it is within
the range of previous research. Further, nonrespondents looked similar to those who did respond, at least with respect to
their performance on the certification exercise (i.e., the differences between the two groups were not significant).

A second shortcoming of the study is that we only had data from a single certification exercise; we did not, for example,
assess administrators’ accuracy and reliability at the conclusion of their practice year. This required us to rely on adminis-
trators’ perceptions of their ongoing training needs. To be sure, administrators’ perceptions are important, as they provide
us with information on how they are interpreting their preparedness to conduct observations in practice. They also likely
guide actions taken by administrators to seek improvement. But given that LAUSD only conducted its certification at the
conclusion of initial training, we lack information on whether administrators became more or less accurate conducting
observations as they conducted observations throughout the practice year. This reality is not uncommon among training
regimes in large districts; rarely do districts provide repeated certification exercises (or calibration exercises) over time.
Instead, we recommend that future research studies take up the issue of how administrators’ accuracy changes across
learning experiences over time.

A final shortcoming involves the unique training context of LAUSD. Few large districts have included the kind of low-
stakes practice year and additional ongoing support to administrators that LAUSD offered, potentially undermining our
ability to apply these findings to other districts. At the same time, our results suggest that even with a gradual rollout of
new observation responsibilities, administrators still expressed a need for further learning at the end of the school year.
Thus, it is likely that shorter training experiences and more immediate high-stakes use would only exacerbate the concerns
about whether administrators are able to create accurate, reliable observation scores.

Policy Implications

The findings from this study press us to consider what any central office can and should do in order to train administrators
in the best way possible. We will not speculate as to what LAUSD could or should have done. Instead, we offer up a
learning puzzle that all districts might consider when trying to teach administrators to know and use their new observation
protocol. If we accept that administrators’ professional roles and prior knowledge may influence the degree to which they
achieve the learning goals of the training session, then the puzzle is how does the central office create a training experience
in which both the administrator’s strengths and weaknesses are productively engaged toward acceptable levels of accuracy
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and reliability. Should central offices try to integrate prior professional knowledge during training? Should training begin
with a diagnostic assessment of an administrators’ knowledge of how to score teaching and then group administrators
for differentiated instruction? Should training focus more narrowly on the elements of the protocol most likely to be
misunderstood?

Teachers face these instructional questions with students many times a day. For example, fourth graders know things
about how to read and understand a story, but there is more to learn, more to question, new ways to approach the text. The
implementation of teacher evaluation is no different. How can the rollout of the policy acknowledge that administrators
have important knowledge worth building on and have made progress in understanding the TLF but realize there is more
progress that needs to be made? These questions do not have simple answers. But if we hope for teacher evaluation to lead
to the types of changes in teaching and learning reformers envision, policy makers and practitioners alike will need to
develop answers that can be sustained over time.
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