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The Ohio Education Research Center (OERC) is a COLLABORATIVE of Ohio-based researchers from six
universities (Case Western Reserve University, Miami University, Ohio University, The Ohio State
University, University of Cincinnati, and Wright State University) and four research institutions
(Battelle, Battelle for Kids, Community Research Partners and Strategic Research Group) The founding
partners coordinate the work of the OERC through the Governance Committee and three standing
committees (Research Agenda, Data, and Outreach). Membership includes key participants from State
of Ohio agencies and partner organizations. Administratively, the OERC reports to the State of Ohio
through the Policy Council. The OERC is headquartered at The Ohio State University.

The MISSION of the OERC is to develop and implement a statewide, preschool-through-workforce
research agenda addressing critical issues of education practice and policy. The OERC identifies and
shares successful practices, responds to the needs of Ohio’s educators and policymakers, and signals
emerging trends. The OERC communicates its findings broadly, through multiple platforms and
networks, producing materials, products and tools to improve educational practice, policy and
outcomes.

The VISION of the OERC is to be the source for cutting edge knowledge and resources regarding
education and training for Ohio’s educators, policymakers and community leaders creating a dynamic
cycle of research and practice where the needs of practitioners drive the research agenda and high-
quality research has a rapid impact upon practice in the field.

Core FUNDING for the OERC is provided by the Ohio Department of Education. Additional funding
comes from the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services in collaboration with the Ohio Board of
Regents.
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I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

At the request of the Ohio Department of Education (ODE), Ohio University’s Voinovich School of
Leadership and Public Affairs completed year two of a three-year project examining the
implementation of teacher-student data link/roster verification in Ohio. In this second year of the
project, the researchers conducted a survey of all principals and teachers who participated in the
roster verification process for the 2012-13 academic year (Spring 2013). The three-year project is
designed to address the following research questions:

N

Are teachers and principals participating in the link/roster verification process with fidelity
to the business rules and process guidelines set forth by ODE?

Do both teachers and principals have adequate training and materials that support correct
implementation of the linkage process?

Do both teachers and principals receive adequate technical assistance during the linkage
process?

Does the implementation of OTES and OPES in 2014 affect teacher and principal
perceptions and experiences regarding link/roster verification in 2014?

What are some major issues with linking students to teachers for the purpose of
accountability, as articulated by teachers/principals?

How easy/cumbersome is the linkage process itself, including the web-based interface?
What are critical components of a robust linkage process as viewed by teachers/principals?
What suggested changes do teachers and principals articulate such that linkage might be
improved to provide more accurate teacher-level value-added data?

This mid-project report provides a brief summary of the findings from the Spring 2013 surveys as

well as frequency tables for teacher and principal survey items and a detailed analysis of the open-
ended response items for the teacher survey. A full report of the three-year study will be available

in July 2014.



Il. METHODOLOGY

During the first year of the project, two survey instruments were designed - one for principals and
the other for teachers - on the basis of discussions with ODE and feedback from pilot respondents.
The survey instruments were modified slightly for the Spring 2013 administration in order to
accommodate changes in the technical terms used in the online support websites. The Spring 2013
surveys also had two versions—one for Local Education Agencies (LEAs) that were provided
technical support from Battelle for Kids (BFK) and the other for LEAs that were provided technical
support through the Management Council of the Ohio Education Computer Network (MCOECN).
MCOECN was responsible for the technical support for most of the Ohio LEAs that were not Race to
the Top LEAs. BFK was responsible for the technical support for the Race to the Top LEAs. Staff
from BFK and MCOECN helped modify the 2013 survey instruments to accommodate any
differences in terminology between the two technical support organizations.

Once finalized, each survey instrument was loaded into Qualtrics (a widely used commercial online
survey software package), tested for functionality, and deployed via a URL embedded in invitation
emails sent directly to each teacher and principal who completed the roster verification process.
Those emails were extracted from BFKiLink, the web-based interface used for roster verification in
Ohio. The teacher survey was deployed on May 28, 2013 and the principal survey was deployed on
June 20, 2013. Both surveys were deployed a few days after the roster verification period closed for
each group. The surveys closed on August 1, 2013, yielding 820 valid principal respondents (36%
response rate) and 5,984 valid teacher responses (20% response rate) representing 695 Ohio LEAs.
Responding LEAs represented all eight of Ohio’s district typologies as well as community schools.



l1l. SUMMARY OF 2013 SURVERY FINDINGS

ODE’s guidance for link/roster verification indicates that teachers should be actively involved in
verifying their own class rosters as well as the number of months enrolled and percentage of
instructional responsibility for each student. Principals then review and approve the information
entered by teachers and submit the data through BFKeLink, the web-based system used for linkage
in Ohio. The 2013 survey results indicate relatively high fidelity to the ODE business rules on
teachers’ active participation. Specifically:

1 96% of responding teachers reported that they were actively involved in the roster
verification process this year. This was up from 80% in the 2012 survey (asking teachers
about the spring 2011 linkage process).

1 Approximately three-fourths of the responding principals reported that virtually all (>90%)
of their teachers who are expected to receive teacher-level value-added reports verified
their own class rosters this year. This is also an improvement from the 2012 survey.
Approximately six percent of principals reported that none of their teachers verified their
own rosters. The most frequent reason principals gave for not involving teachers in the
process was the lack of time. Principals reported having little or no time to adequately train
their teachers. Others stated that they made the decision to complete the process
themselves because the linkage process occurs during the busiest time of the year for
teachers. Some principals reported completing the process themselves to ensure accuracy.

In order to ensure that principals and teachers can complete the roster verification process
accurately and in alignment with the business rules established by ODE, adequate training before
the process and a system of technical support during the process are important. The 2012-13
academic year was the first time that two entities (BFK and MCOECN) were providing technical
assistance during the linkage process. MCOECN was providing technical support for the first time
and to principals and teachers in non-Race to the Top LEAs who, for the most part, had never before
participated in roster verification. Therefore, the surveys asked several questions regarding
training and technical assistance.

With regard to training on roster verification, 88% of principals who responded to the 2013 survey
indicated that they had received training on the process prior to completing it. Close to half of the
principals who had been trained received that training from a county or regional entity such as an
Educational Service Center. Another 36% had received training from sessions offered by Battelle
for Kids. Virtually all principals who participated in roster verification training felt the training was
helpful.



Fifty-seven percent of the teachers indicated that they had received training on roster verification
prior to the Spring 2013 process. Most teachers reported receiving their training from their
building principal or someone else in their LEA. Virtually all teachers who participated in roster
verification training felt the training was helpful. Open-ended comments from teachers who had
not been trained indicated a desire for training on the process.

The technical support items were almost identical between the BFK district and the MCOECN
district instruments. The only differences were in language (the BFK Customer Support link vs. the
MCOECN LINK Service Portal...) and the ability to call tech support for BFK districts—a feature not
available for MCOECN districts.

Below are the principals’ responses to the tech support items on the 2013 roster verification survey
(521 BFK principals and 267 MCOECN principals responded to the tech support items). Teachers
were also asked about tech support, but a much lower percentage of teachers access BFK or
MCOECN directly (only about 15% of teachers with questions or technical issues during linkage
accessed the tech support themselves).

Table 1. Principal Responses to Technical Assistance Items

Question % Principals
Responding YES
BFK MCOECN
“Whil e completing the |link/roster 68% 76%
any questions or technical i ssues

66% 51%
OF THOSE WHO ANSWERED YES HAVING TECHNICAL

QUESTIONS/ISSUES:
For BFK: “Did you use the Cust ome
Kids (BFKeLink) website to get yo
resolved?”
For MC: “Did you use the LI NK Ser
get your question answered or i ss

95% 90%
OF THOSE WHO USED CUSTOMER SUPPORT LINK OR LINK SERVIC
PORTAL:

“Was your question or technical [
97% 87%

“Was your question or technical [
The principals who reported accessing technical support were asked to rate the technical support

they received. Of the BFK principals, 66% rated the technical support as “excellent” and 29% rated
it as “good.” Of the MCOECN principals, 57% rated the technical support as “excellent” and 34%



rated it as “good.” The responses to the technical support items indicate a well-functioning
technical support system that even principals linking for the first time find helpful.

In both Year One and Year Two of the project, teachers were asked several questions regarding
their perceptions of the link/roster verification process. These items addressed the ease/difficulty
of roster verification as well as perceptions of accuracy/data quality. The 2013 survey results
indicate a positive trend in teacher perceptions of link/roster verification.

Table 2 illustrates teacher perceptions on the ease/difficulty of the roster verification process itself.
The 2013 survey data are disaggregated by the entity serving as the technical support organization
(BFK or MCOECN). Itis important to note that the most of the MCOECN teachers are in LEAs that
linked for the first time in Spring 2013. The results indicate that the teachers new to link/roster
verification found it no more difficult than those who had previously completed the process, and
that more teachers see the process as “not at all difficult” in 2013 than in 2011.

Table 2: Teacher Perceptions on Difficulty of Link/Roster Verification

Teachers: How easy/difficult was it to complete the link/roster verification process?

2011 BFK MCOECN 2013
2013
Not at all difficult 53% 59% 61%
Somewhat difficult 43% 38% 34%
Very difficult 5% 3% 4%

One research question guiding this three-year study focuses on what teachers see as issues or
challenges of roster verification and what they see as critical components of the system. If teachers
perceive the data they enter into the system as an accurate reflection of their instructional
responsibility then they, in turn, should have increased confidence in the quality of their value-
added results. Table 3 focuses on teacher perception of the accuracy of roster verification. The
2013 results indicate that a higher percentage of the 2013 respondents think the process accurately
captured what was happening in their classrooms than the 2011 respondents. This perception did
not differ between BFK and MCOECN respondents.



Table 3: Teacher Perceptions of Accuracy

Teachers: Do you think the link/roster verification process that was completed this
spring accurately captured what was happening in  your classroom this year (i.e.
students you taught, their length of enrollment, and your percentage of instructional
time with them?)

2011 BFK MCOECN 2013
2013
Yes 46% 58% 56%
No 23% 26% 24%
Don't know 31% 16% 19%

Those who answered “No” to this item had the opportunity to provide feedback. A detailed analysis
of that feedback is provided in the Content Analysis of Open-Ended Responses section of this report.
Roster verification is a critical process related to the quality of teacher-level value added data.
Teachers were asked about their confidence in the process in terms of improving the accuracy of
their value-added data. Table 4 indicates a slight positive trend from 2011 to 2013 in the
confidence of teachers regarding roster verification and data quality, especially for the BFK
teachers who had more experience with the process.

Table 4: Teacher Perception of Data Quality

Teachers: Given your experience with the process this spring, how confident are you
that the link/roster verification process improves the accuracy of the teacher -level
value-added data?

2011 BFK MCOECN 2013
2013
Not at all confident 39% 31% 34%
Somewhat confident 55% 61% 60%
Very confident 6% 9% 6%

Teachers and principals had the opportunity to offer suggestions for improving the accuracy of the
roster verification process. Most responses focused on the difficulty in accounting for instructional
responsibility. Recommendations centered on the following key areas:

Teachers and principals request better guidance on how to accurately account for shared
instructional responsibility among two or more teachers who provide instruction to the same
student. Many teachers express frustration that their principals require what the teachers see as



arbitrary rules about dividing instructional responsibility (e.g. 50/50 or 80/20 regardless of the
unique situation in the classroom). Other teachers indicate that they do not know how to
accurately determine the percentage of instructional responsibility and would benefit from
examples that are similar to their situations. Many principals express the need for more training or
resources to help determine instructional responsibility in the many and varied co-teaching
situations that occur in their buildings.

Teachers also want the ability to account for student attendance as part of the roster verification
process. They feel that it is unfair to teachers to be 100% responsible for a student when he or she
is frequently absent or tardy.

Since roster verification occurs only once per year, some type of yearly training or a refresher
course for both teachers and principals, as well as clear, step-by-step guidance should be provided
annually. Some teachers and principals suggested that the training occur at the beginning of the
academic year so that they can be reminded to track student movement in and out of their
classrooms throughout the year.



IV. TEACHER SURVEY RESPONSE FREQUENCY TABLES

Teachers- Where you actively involved in verifying your own rosters and instructional time with
students as part of the link/roster verification process this year?

Frequency | Percent

Yes 5,682 93%
No 402 7%
Total 5,984 100%

Teachers (If “yes”) - How easy/difficult was it to complete the link/roster verification process?

Frequency | Percent

Not at all difficult 3,293 60%
Somewhat difficult 2,035 37%
Very difficult 188 3%
Total 5,516 100%

Teachers (If “yes”)- Was last year the first year you actively participated in the link/roster
verification process?

Frequency | Percent

Yes 2,736 50%
No 2,762 50%
Total 5,498 100%

Teachers (If “no”)- Was last year easier, harder or about the same as previous years?

Frequency | Percent

easier than previous 809 30%
years

harder than previous 258 9%
years

about the same difficulty | 1,671 61%

as previous years
Total 2,738 100%



Teachers- Were you provided link/roster verification training?

Frequency | Percent

Yes 3,140 57%
No 2,364 43%
Total 5,504 100%

Teachers (if “yes”)- Who conducted the training?

Frequency Percent
Battelle for Kids 300 10%
Your building principal 1,559 50%
Other district administrator 658 21%
Someone from country or regional 178 6%
entity such as ESC
Online 90 3%
Other 314 10%
Total 3,099 100%

Teachers (If “yes”)- How helpful was this training?

Frequency | Percent

Not at all helpful 101 3%
Somewhat helpful 1,676 54%
Very helpful 1,320 43%
Total 3,097 100%

Teachers- How difficult was it to navigate BFKeLink, the web-based interface that is used for
linking?

Frequency | Percent

Not at all difficult 3,489 65%
Somewhat difficult 1,768 33%
Very difficult 87 2%
Total 5,344 100%
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Teachers- How many changes were you required to make to your class rosters (students assigned
to you) during the link/roster verification process?

Frequency | Percent

No changes 804 15%
A small amount 3,886 72%
A large amount 713 13%
Total 5,403 100%

Teachers- How many changes were you required to make to the proportion of instructional time
and/or duration of enrollment of students during the link/roster verification process?

Frequency | Percent

No changes 748 14%
A small amount | 3,688 68%
A large amount | 965 18%
Total 5,401 100%

Teachers- While completing the link/roster verification process, did you have any questions or
technical issues?

Frequency | Percent

Yes 2,722 50%
No 2,683 50%
Total 5,405 100%

Teachers (if “yes”)-Did you access the Customer Support link on the website to get your question
answered/issue resolved?

Frequency | Percent

Yes 403 15%
No 2,304 85%
Total 2,707 100%
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Teachers (if “yes”)- Was your question or technical issue resolved to your satisfaction?

Frequency | Percent

Yes 167 87%
No 24 13%
Total 191 100%

Teachers- Did you have any students last year for whom you shared the proportion of instructional
time with another teacher?

Frequency | Percent

Yes 4,329 80%
No 1,062 20%
Total 5,391 100%

Teachers (if “yes”- Did you and the other teacher(s) consult with each other about the % of time
each of you should claim?

Frequency | Percent

Yes 3,656 85%
No 634 15%
Total 4,290 100%

Teachers- Do you think the % of instructional time attributed to you for shared students was an
accurate reflection?

Frequency | Percent

Yes 3,077 2%
No 1,210 28%
Total 4,287 100%

Teachers- Do you think the link/roster verification process that was completed spring 2013
accurately captured what was happening in your classroom this year (i.e. students you taught last
year, their length of enrollment, and your percentage of instructional time with them)?

12



Frequency | Percent

Yes 3,103 58%
No 1,370 26%
Don't know 888 17%
Total 5,361 100%

Teachers- Given your experience with the link/roster verification process, how confident are you
that the process improves the accuracy of the teacher-level value-added data?

Frequency | Percent

Not at all confident 1,678 31%
Somewhat confident 3,225 60%
Very confident 435 8%
Total 5,338 100%

Teachers- From your experience with the link/roster verification process this spring, do you see
any issues or challenges?

Frequency | Percent
Yes 3,071 58%

No 2,234 42%
Total 5,305 100%



V. PRINCIPAL SURVEY RESPONSE FREQUENCY TABLES

Principal- Was last year the first year you participated as an administrator in the link/roster
process?

Frequency Percent
Yes 372 46%
No 440 54%
Total 812 100%

Principal (if “yes”)- How easy/difficult was it to complete the link/roster verification process last

year?

Frequency Percent
Not at all difficult 165 45%
Somewhat difficult 180 49%
Very difficult 23 6%
Total 368 100%

Principal (If “no”)- Was last year...?

Frequency Percent
easier than previous 167 39%
years
harder than previous 25 6%
years
about the same difficulty 242 56%

as previous years
Total 434 100%



Principal- Did your teachers understand the importance of the link/roster verification process for

accurate calculation of teacher-level value-added data?

None understood the importance

Some understood the importance

Most understood the importance

All understood the importance

Total

Principal- Were you provided training on how to conduct the link/roster verification process?

Frequency
Yes 692
No 96
Total 700

Frequency

60

312

408

789

Percent

88%
12%
100%

Principal (if “yes”)- How helpful was this training?

Frequency
Not at all helpful 39
Somewhat helpful 321
Very helpful 325
Total 685

Percent

6%
47%
47%

100%

1%

8%

40%

52%

100%

Principal- Do you think the link/roster verification process accurately reflects what is happening in

your building’s classrooms in terms of the students assigned to teachers?

Frequency
Yes 661
No 125
Total 786

Percent

84%
16%
100%
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Principal- Do you think the link/roster verification process accurately reflects what is happening in
your building’s classrooms in terms of the % of students' instructional time attributed to individual

teachers?

Frequency
Yes 619
No 167
Total 786

Percent

79%
21%
100%

Principal- From your experience with the link/roster verification process this year, do you see any

issues or challenges?

Frequency
Yes 327
No 458
Total 785

Percent

42%
58%
100%

16



VI. CONTENT ANALYSIS OF TEACHER OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES

The teacher-student data link/roster verification survey that was deployed in Spring 2013 included
some optional open-ended items, whereby teachers indicating they had suggestions or concerns
about the roster verification process were given an opportunity to give more detailed feedback.
Content analysis, or the process of “searching for recurring words or themes” (Patton, 2002, p.
453), was used to analyze responses to the open-ended items. From this process, three or four
major code themes were identified per question. Due to the large number of respondents (ranging
from 965 to 2,709 per question), these themes were defined and redefined throughout the coding
process. A summary of the content analysis for selected open-ended items from the 2013 teacher
link/roster verification survey is provided below.

Open%i AAA ) OAl 4 O %@ bihkAtkel linkkokds vetifitafon frécess did not
AAAOOAOAT U AAPOOOA xEAO xAO EAPPATEI ¢ ET UT OO
Teachers were asked, Do you think the linkage process accurately captured what was

happening in your classroom (i.e. students you taught last year, their length of enrollment, and
your percentage of instructional time with them)?  Approximately 25 percent of respondents
answered “No” to that question and another 17 percent answered “Don’t Know.” These teachers
had the opportunity to explain why they did not think the linkage (roster verification process)
accurately captured what was happening in their classrooms. Three major themes emerged from
the responses: 1) inaccurate reporting of shared instructional responsibility; 2) inability to account
for student absences and other factors; and 3) difficulty tracking and reporting accurate
information about the length of time students were in their classroom.

Theme 1- Inaccurate reporting of shared instructional responsibility

The most frequent concern of teachers who did not think the linkage process accurately captured
what was happening in their classrooms related to reporting the percentage of instructional
responsibility for students when two or more teachers share that responsibility. (Approximately 80
percent of all teachers responding to the survey indicated that they shared the instructional role for
at least some students on their rosters.) Teachers’ concerns sometimes resulted from what they
perceived as arbitrary decision rules made by the administration (e.g. sharing 50-50 or 80-20 with
the inclusion teacher even though the regular classroom teacher felt that he or she was providing
more than 50% or 80% of the instruction). The complexities of differentiated instruction,
intervention models, and flexible grouping also make it difficult to arrive at what teachers believe is
an accurate percentage of instructional responsibility across an academic year.

“I shared with an intervention specialist. We reported 50-50. I alone did all the instruction,
the majority of grading, and intervention with the students.”

“Students with IEP’s were not in my classroom for instruction at all during math. However, |
was told to claim 50% of instructional time. I had no instructional contact with these kids.”

17
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“It was really hard to navigate that at this point in the year. The toughest kids were ones that
have been shared throughout the year, have started an IEP at some point in the year but may
see several Intervention teachers. It is too hard to determine that correctly.”

“Due to differentiating instruction, it is very hard to calculate an accurate percentage of time
the student is with us if we are sometimes doing inclusion and sometimes doing pull-out in the
resource room. It varies day to day, student to student.”

“There needs to be more options for how to share student instructional time. The linkage
needs to be completed by all teachers involved at the same time in the same setting.”

Theme 2- Inability to account for student absences and other factors

Many teachers voiced concerns that the roster verification process does not allow them to account
for students who are habitually absent or tardy. Some teachers indicated that students were often
pulled out of their classroom but they were still 100% responsible for their instruction.

“Some students were on home instruction or out of school suspended for a long period of time
and I had to claim them at 100%.”

“Change the instructional time to reflect actual in-seat instructional time. For example: a
student who has been suspended for 3 ten-day periods and several other absences mixed in.”

Theme 3- Difficulty tracking and reporting accurate information about the length of time
students were in their classrooms.

A number of teachers stressed the importance of introducing and setting up procedures for roster
verification at the very beginning of the year.

“I think this discussion with other teachers needs to take place before the school year starts so
that we know what we are responsible for in advance.”

“Completing this roster at the end of the school year without accurate data of instruction time
given was a nightmare. Basically, we were all guessing. Had we known at the beginning of the
school year that we would be completing this roster, | would have had more accurate data.
Plus we had such limited time doing this and it was brought to our attention during OAA
week when we were already preoccupied (and rightly so) to train for this.”

“No-one told me to keep exact dates of when I got students and when they moved out of my
classroom. This would have helped greatly.”

Open%i AAA ) OAi q O7EAO AT OI A AA ATTA O EIibOil OA OE

AOOOEAOGOAA O1T Ui O A1 O OEAOAA OOOAAT 00eo

Teachers were asked if they thought the percentage of instructional time attributed to them for
shared students was an accurate representation. Twenty-eight percent of the survey respondents
indicated, “No” and were then asked this open ended question. The major themes from the
responses were:

18



Theme 1- Teacherswhoar e | i nked to students should actual

learning and/or linkage should be based on actual time spent with students.

Teachers offered suggestions to improve procedures so that linkage proportions represent an
accurate reflection of instructional responsibility and/or time spent with each student. This was
often a follow-up to those who, in the prior question, described dissatisfaction with procedures that
assigned standard, blanket percentages to teachers without regard to special circumstances. For
example, some teachers cited that their school required a 50-50 split assignment for all co-teachers
or an 80-20 split for regular classroom teachers versus intervention specialists.

To correct this, teachers typically recommended improved tracking of actual time spent teaching
students throughout the year or improved accountability regarding what teachers are actually
doing in the classroom. Teachers wrote responses such as: “Utilize actual teaching data rather than
blanket numbers across the board” or “More accurate attendance procedure, better documented time
in class” or “More accountability from both teachers about who is doing what on a daily basis.”
Another teacher echoed these ideas, stating “Look at the instructional number of minutes I have
contact with the children on an individual basis instead of making a blanket rule.”

Some teachers expressed uncertainty regarding a solution, but noted that percentages assigned
were inaccurate: “I am not sure but [ know that the percentages I have for this year are not an
accurate reflection of my teaching.” Some suggested that teachers work together determine accurate
time estimates: “There needs to be more options for how to share student instructional time. The
linkage needs to be completed by all teachers involved at the same time in the same setting.”

Theme 2- Improve district/school procedures or training to support optimal linkage system
reporting.

Some teachers suggested a variety of ways that the school/district could improve procedures
and/or training in order to optimize accurate linkage reporting. General improvements to
instructions, guidelines, or training were often noted, such as these two teachers who wrote the
following: “Better define the standards and situations. Offer examples and specific situations.” and
“Much more clarification of the expectations required to qualify for shared instructional percentages
when sharing students.”

Several teachers recommended implementation of an improved tracking system throughout the
year, such as this teacher who wrote: “Maybe we should do a weekly login to improve accuracy of
each teacher's instructional time with sign-in and sign-out information per day. The end of the year is
too busy and many times there are arguments as to what actualfly] occurred during the school year.”

Along these lines, some teachers (especially those who had verified their rosters for the first time)
stressed the importance of introducing and setting up procedures for the link/roster verification
system at the very beginning of the year: “I think this discussion with other teachers needs to take
place before the school year starts so that we know what we are responsible for in advance.” Another
teacher echoed this sentiment, describing its impact on reporting accuracy:

“Completing this roster at the end of the school year without accurate data of instruction time
given was a nightmare. Basically, we were all guessing. Had we known at the beginning of
the school year that we would be completing this roster, I would have had more accurate data.
Plus we had such limited time doing this and it was brought to our attention during OAA week
when we were already preoccupied (and rightly so) to train for this.”

19
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A small portion of these teachers felt that a standardized system should be put in place, so that all
districts report in the same way: “An accurate system that all school districts in the state follow
should be put into place. Each district being responsible for themselves causes an error in whether or
not the linkage is accurate because everyone is linking students differently.”

Theme 3- The linkage system should allow for smaller increments of time allotted to a given
teacher so that more accurate reflections of their teaching can be reported.

Approximately 15% of the teachers who responded to this open-ended item suggested allowing
smaller increments of time in the reporting system. Generally, the large percentage increments was
described as a barrier to accurate reporting: “We should be able to enter any percentage, not a
predetermined percentage, so it accurately represents the instructional time we provide the students.”
Some respondents gave specific feedback, often recommending 5% increments: “Use 5%

increments” or “Percentages should be in increments of 5” or “Allow percentages from 1 to 100.”

Others were more generic in their response, simply stating: “Allow for actual percent of time.” or
“Smaller percentages” or “Let us type in our own percentages.”
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Among the 5,984 teachers who completed the linkage survey, 43% responded to this question. A
summary analysis of responses—listed in order from the most to least common theme—is
provided below.

Theme 1- Improve district/school procedures or training to support optimal linkage system
reporting.

Teachers suggested a variety of ways that the school/district could improve procedures or training
in order to optimize accurate linkage reporting. Improvements to instructions and staff support
were often noted by teachers, writing: “I liked how our district paid two building support persons to
assist in this process. Step by step instructions are helpful.” and “We needed more information and
direction.” and “Have one trained ‘expert’ in house teacher to address concerns of staff members.”
Others echoed these ideas with respect to improved training, writing: “There needs to be training for
new teachers.” and “Create scenarios or examples of different percentage situations.” and “Teachers
need to be trained as a whole rather than individual[ly]. Our building was not very sure of itself when
entering rosters.”

Several teachers recommended implementation of an improved tracking system throughout the
year, such as these two teachers who wrote: “Provide recording sheets and training at the beginning
of each school year. Allow for monthly/quarterly check in meetings to see if have any
questions/concerns.” and “Possible accountability percentages should be talked about at the
beginning of the year, so that all parties are aware of expected responsibilities.”

Several teachers noted clearer definitions of instructional time were needed, writing: “Have a clear-
cut definition of what "instructional time” means so it can be determined who did how much of it.” and

“We need some type of guidelines on how to determine shared instruction.”

A few teachers recommended specific improvements with regard to tracking students who move
mid-year: “Better communication between schools where students have moved.” and “There are too
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many steps...it would be nice if the kids who moved in/out of our district were already input. Instead it
takes a while to change the months for all of those kids.”

Theme 3- Account for absenteeism an d/or negligence of school work.

Many teachers felt it was important to account for high rates of absenteeism or negligence by
parents or students. Among these responses, 74% cited absenteeism, 10% cited negligence, 3%
cited both absenteeism and negligence, and 12% cited a related issue. “There needs to be a way to
link student absence rates, that are electronically calculated, so that actual "instructional time" can be
accurately reflected for linkage and student growth rates.” or “Students being absent often needs to
be taken into account. How can I provide effective instruction to a student who does not come to
school 1/4 or 1/3 of the time? That is unfair to teachers.” One teacher discussed a specific
recommendation in detail:

“Include a way for attendance data to be counted. Teachers keep track of the number of days
students miss class (for ANY reason, excused or unexcused) and this data should also be
included into the linkage and value added data. It does not matter why a student is missing
class; if they are not there to participate in the lesson or learning activity, they are not getting
the full educational impact of the lesson. Even if they complete the make-up work, students
miss out on the class discussions and interacting with their peers in developing their
knowledge of the content. This negatively impacts a teacher's value added data.”

Some teachers felt student negligence or effort needed to be accounted for, writing: “There needs to
be a student performance component added that reflects their effort on school work and tests.” and “I
strongly believe that student engagement should be a component too and not putting the full weight
on teachers. It is hard to assume responsibility for a student when they are not there and active in the
learning process.” Along these lines, on occasion teachers mentioned the importance of accounting
for emotional or mental health: “Poor attendance and emotional/mental problems need to be
addressed in some manner.”

Others felt ways to account for negligence was their primary concern, writing:

“My recommendation is that there needs to be a section of the form where online teachers can
mark that students refused instruction. Since I am not standing in front of the online students,
they can opt not to come to any classes. So I am still being held accountable for students that |
did not instruct. My state rating should not be affected by students I have never given
instruction to, or have not even completed my assignments. There needs to be a way to
separate who I taught and who I did not instruct.”

Some teachers noted that their district had particularly excessive cases of truancy, causing an
ongoing problem: “I feel that student attendance should be considered for the percentage.
Unfortunately, in [our school district] student truancy is a big problem and the district is not able to
fully enforce the consequences that parents and students should face.”

Others mentioned additional issues related to negligence and/or absenteeism, such as temporary
placements for disciplinary reasons, homeschooling, and placement in other facilities such as a jail,
hospital, or other school system.

Finally, some teachers expressed related issues, such as home schooling, socio-economic status, and
other personal challenges should be accounted for: “Something needs to be figured out in regard to
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how to equalize linkage to teachers for students that have good home support and those that do not.
Socioeconomic status may play a large role in this as well.” and “I recommend that students who are
facing personal challenges should be coded in a different way. Example: A child whose parent has died
or a child whose has gone to jail and they are now in foster care. It is unthinkable to expect this child
to make a year’s progress in a year. It is more important that we care of the mental well-being of the
child, then work on educating them. Thank you for your time and consideration for my thoughts.”

Theme 4: The concept of the linkage system or evaluating teachers based on standardized
test scores is unfair.

Some (13%) teachers felt the linkage system as a whole was unfair and/or the concept of basing
evaluations on standardized test scores was unjust, sometimes simply writing “Get rid of it” or
“Eliminate linkage.” Another teacher who expressed this idea wrote: “It does not work. It should not
be used. There are way too many problems/issues.” One other teacher expressed similar sentiment
using a specific example:

“My honest opinion, it will always have faults. One teacher could spend half a year with a
student and he may learn very little. He could then switch schools, spend the second half of the
year with a teacher he creates a relationship with and he could make HUGE gains. How will we
then differentiate who the value added belongs to? We cannot accurately do so on a linkage
verification sheet.”

Others also noted that the linkage system creates competition among teachers: “I don't really think
there is a way to make this process fair. It is just a shame that teachers are now competing with one
another because of this data rather than sharing ideas and encouraging one another to grow
stronger.” and “Linkage should not be happening. It discourages any team teaching and/or helping
students in smaller groups. Everything happening in education the past few years is truly hurting the
education of our children.”

Theme 5: The linkage system should allow for smaller increments of time allotted to a given
teacher so that more accurate reflections of their teaching can be reported.

8% of teachers—typically those who cited problems with minimum allowable proportions in the
prior question (Theme 3)—suggested allowing smaller increments of time in the reporting system:
“Offer more percentage choices.” Generally, the large percentage increments were described as a
barrier to accurate reporting: “We need to make the percentages more specific.”

Most teachers gave very frank and specific feedback, often recommending 5% increments: “Give
percentages in increments of 5's” or “Percentages by 1s not 10s. Dates by day not month.”
Some also noted the minimum allowable percentage should be lower: “Allow minimum levels to

drop below 20%.”
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