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Introduction 

This report summarizes the 2014–
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The three PDAS domains with the greatest need for additional professional development 

activities indicated by the percentages of teachers earning less than the highest possible 

domain score were (Figure 1): 

1) Domain II: Learner-centered instruction (88% below maximum domain score) 

2) Domain VIII: Improvement of all students' academic performance (80% below 

maximum domain score) 

3) Domain I: Active, successful student participation in the learning process (79% 

below maximum domain score) 

Domain II included five dimensions: (a) appropriate goals and objectives; (b) inclusion 

of basic knowledge and skills, as well as central themes and concepts, both within the 

discipline and with other disciplines; (c) alignment with learning objectives and activ-

ities, student needs, and work and life applications, both with
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The three PPfT instructional practice strands with the greatest need for additional pro-

fessional development activities indicated by the percentages of teachers earning less 

than the highest possible strand score were (Figure 2): 

1) Differentiation (89% below maximum strand score) 

2) Problem solving and critical thinking (87% below maximum strand score) 

3) Assessment and feedback (84% below maximum strand score) 

Differentiation included three indicators: (a) lesson access, (b) additional support, and 

(c) multiple methods of engagement.  

Problem solving and critical thinking included three indicators: (a) challenging stu-

dents, (b) thinking critically about the content, and (c) high-level questioning.  

Assessment and feedback included five indicators: (a) checking for understanding, (b) 

diagnosing misunderstandings, (c) responding to questions, (d) self-assessment, and 

(e) feedback. 

The three PPfT professional growth and responsibilities strands showing the greatest 

need for additional professional development activities indicated by the percentages of 

teachers earning less than the highest possible strand score were (Figure 3): 

1) Professional development activities and reflection (68% below maximum strand 

score) 

2) Lesson planning and data use (67% below maximum strand score) 

3) Compliance (63% below maximum strand score) 

Professional development activities and reflection included six indicators: (a) profes-
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absent; (c) plans are well-organized and provide time for students to master objectives 

and standards; (d) sequences lessons to ensure students’ mastery of standards and ob-

jectives/Individualized Education Program (IEP) goals; (e) selects, creates, or adapts ma-

terials and resources to enrich learning; (f) tracks students’ progress toward meeting 

objectives; (g) regularly reflects on effectiveness of lessons and uses insights to improve 

practice and students’ learning; (h) analyzes student data to adjust lesson plans and ob-

jectives; and (i) routinely uses assessments to measure students’ mastery of standards 

and objectives, and provides multiple ways students can demonstrate mastery. 

Compliance included three indicators: (a) ability to follow district and school policies, 

(b) ability to comply with state federal laws, and (c) ability to grade and post scores in a 

timely manner. 

Teacher Appraisal Results Disaggregated by School Level 

The areas of need for additional professional development activities for all teachers in 

AISD were examined for differences between school levels (i.e., elementary, middle, and 

high school). For both PDAS and PPfT, the two areas of greatest need for all teachers 

were also top ranked priority areas for all school levels (i.e., in the top three ranked need 

areas for each level). Table 1 shows the top three ranked PDAS domains of need for each 

level. Table 2 shows the top three PPfT instructional practice strands of need for each 

level, and Table 3 shows the top three PPfT professional growth and responsibilities 

strands of need for each level.  

Source. AISD PDAS and PPfT teacher appraisal records 

Relational communication 

Professional development activities and reflection 

Lesson planning and data use 

Compliance 

Collaboration and contributions 

Figure 3 
Percentages of Teachers Rated Below the Maximum on PPfT Professional Growth and Responsibilities Strands 
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PPfT strand
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Teacher Appraisal Results Disaggregated by Experience 

Appraisal data were grouped into four bands of teaching experience: first year teachers, 
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Teacher Appraisal Results Disaggregated by Teaching Assignment 

Teacher appraisal data were also examined by two teaching assignment groups: core 

versus non-core and ESL/BE versus non-ESL/BE. Regardless of teaching assignment, 

domains II (learner-centered instruction) and I (active, successful student participation 

in the learning process) were in the top three ranked areas of need. Table 7 shows the 

top three ranked PDAS domains of need by core area assignment and Table 8 shows the 

top three ranked PDAS domains of need by English as a Second Language (ESL) and 

bilingual education (BE) assignment. 

PPfT strand 
All 

teachers 

Years of teaching experience 

1st 
year 

2-5 
years 

6-10 
years 

11+ 
years 

Instructional practices      

Differentiation 1 1 1 1 2 

Problem solving and critical thinking 2 3 2 2 1 

Assessment and feedback 3 2 3 3 
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PDAS domain All teachers Core areas 
Non-core 

areas 

Domain II: Learner-centered instruction 1 1 1 

Domain VIII: Improvement of all students' academic performance* 2  2 

Domain I: Active, successful student participation in the learning process 3 2 3 

Domain IV: Management of student discipline, instructional strategies, time/materials  3  

Domain III: Evaluation and feedback on student progress    

Domain V: Professional communication    

Domain VI: Professional development activities    

Domain VII: Compliance with policies, operating procedures and requirements    

Table 7 
Domains II (learner-centered instruction) and I (active, successful student participation in the learning 
process) were in the top three ranked PDAS domains of need for both core and non-core areas. 



9 

 

The cross section of core versus non-core and ESL/BE versus non-ESL/BE teaching 

assignments (Table 8) shows that for non-core areas, both non-ESL/BE and ESL/BE 

teaching assignments had the same top three ranked PDAS domains of need as for all 

teachers. For core area non-ESL/BE assignments, domain IV (management of student 

discipline, instructional strategies, time/materials) ranked second, for core area ESL/BE 

assignments, domain III (evaluation and feedback on student progress) ranked third, 

and domain VIII (improvement of all students' academic performance) ranked fourth for 

both subgroups of core area teaching assignments. 

Table 9 shows the top three ranked PPfT instructional practices strands of need for each 

core area assignment, and Table 10 shows the top three ranked PPfT professional 

growth and responsibilities strands of need for each core area assignment. The three top 

three ranked strands of need for both components of PPfT and in both core and non-

core areas were the same top ranked strands of need as for all teachers. 

 

PPfT strand All teachers Core Non-core 

Professional growth and responsibilities    
Professional development activities and reflection 1 1 1 
Lesson planning and data use 2 2 2 
Compliance 3 3 3 
Collaboration and contributions    
Relational communication    

Table 10 
The three top three ranked PPfT professional growth and responsibilities strands of need were the same for core 
and non-core areas. 

Table 9 
The top three ranked PPfT instructional practice strands of need were the same for core and non-core areas. 

Source. AISD PDAS and PPfT teacher appraisal records 
Note
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Conclusion 

This report summarized the 2014–
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Analysis by years of teaching experience shows unique need for 1st year teachers in 

PDAS domain III (evaluation and feedback on student progress) and the PPfT profes-

sional growth and responsibilities strand of collaboration and contributions. Unique 

need for teachers with 2 to 5 years of experience is shown in PDAS domain IV 

(management of student discipline, instructional strategies, time/materials). 

Analysis by teaching assignment shows unique need for core area teachers in PDAS 

domain IV (management of student discipline, instructional strategies, time/materials), 

and for ESL/BE teachers in PDAS domain III (evaluation and feedback on student pro-

gress) and the PPfT professional growth and responsibilities strand of collaboration and 

contributions.  

Because PDAS and PPfT are not completely aligned in their evaluative components, 
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Appendix C. PPfT Strands 
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Table C.4 
Percentages of Teachers Earning Less Than the Highest Possible Score on PPfT Strands, Disaggregated by Core Area 

Source. AISD PDAS and PPfT teacher appraisal records 
Note. Core assignments include elementary, general education, math, English language arts, science, and social studies. 

Table C.5 
Percentages of Teachers Earning Less Than the Highest Possible Score on PPfT Strands, Disaggregated by ESL/BE Assign-
ment 

PPfT strand 
All teachers 

n = 1030 
Core 

n = 679 
Non-core 
n = 351 

Instructional practices    
Differentiation 89% 91% 83% 
Problem solving and critical thinking 87% 85% 90% 
Assessment and feedback 84% 84% 84% 
Classroom expectations 79% 81% 75% 
Student engagement 76% 77% 74% 
Routines and procedures 66% 67% 64% 
Classroom climate 64% 65% 62% 

Professional growth and responsibilities    
Professional development activities and reflection 68% 66% 71% 
Lesson planning and data use 67%


