
WHY APPR WILL BE SO DAMAGING TO EDUCATORS 

 

 

Everyone was shocked by Bloomberg‘s comments last Thursday. He told an MIT conference 

[http://newyork.cbslocal.com/2011/12/01/bloomberg-if-i-had-it-my-way-id-dump-half-of-nycs-

teachers/]. ―I would, if I had the ability – which nobody does really – to just design a system and 

say, ‗ex cathedra, this is what we‘re going to do,‘ you would cut the number of teachers in half, 

but you would double the compensation of them and you would weed out all the bad ones and 

just have good teachers. And double the class size with a better teacher is a good deal for the 

students.‖  

 

The mayor never cites any research to support his claims about what‘s a good deal for students.  

Yet as astounding as his statement might be, the mayor‘s solution is not pulled from thin air. In 

fact, his assumption is the foundational belief on which the State of New York has designed  

APPR.  APPR assumes that half of all teachers are not effective (ineffective or developing), 

although there is no evidence that that is the case. In fact, the State Education Department has 

created a bell curve evaluative system on which to place teachers to make it so. Now that, Mayor 

Mike, is ex cathedra. 

 

Below is a table that appears on page 31 of Guidance on New York State’s  

Annual Professional Performance Review Law and Regulations which can be found here 

[http://usny.nysed.gov/rttt/teachers-leaders/fieldguidance.pdf]: 

 

 

 
 

The first two columns are clearly designed to produce a bell curve—ten percent on the bottom in 

ineffective and 10% at the top. In category 1, Student Growth on State Assessments, the state 

will give schools the points after it compares student growth on tests comparing teacher to 

teacher. The rest of the points are divided among ‗developing‘ and ‗effective‘, with the majority 

in the category ‗developing‘. Before a teacher can be considered effective, her students‘ scores 

must exceed the average for all teachers—that means based on scores, more than 50% of all 

teachers will not be effective. 

For the second column, the learning assessment is chosen by the district, but teachers are sorted 

into the same four categories by points. The Commissioner is in court on appeal to allow state 

http://newyork.cbslocal.com/2011/12/01/bloomberg-if-i-had-it-my-way-id-dump-half-of-nycs-teachers/


test scores to be doubled, ostensibly for districts that do not have the money to buy tests for the 

local measure. 

 

Although ranges for the ‗other 60 points‘ (observations, professional obligations) are not 

provided by the state, page 34 provides guidance which indicates that the four ranges should be 

created in a manner similar to the first two.  If there is any doubt that New York wants to put 

teachers on a bell curve, read pages 38 and 39 from the revised Race to the Top application 

[http://roundtheinkwell.files.wordpress.com/2011/11/cost-of-race-to-the-top.pdf ] which clearly 

explains that the intent is to create a system that resembles a ‗normal distribution‘; the bell curve 

which compares educator to educator should continue even if performance goes up, and, that the 

target is set for 1 in 10 teachers to be rated ineffective and fewer than 15% to be rated highly 

effective.  The State Education Department actually shows their targets for schools based on 

student population on page 40.  That is like a teacher insisting that 10% of her students must fail 

her test, regardless of what they know. 

 

Let‘s return once more to Table 2 to see how the evaluation system is further stacked against the 

teacher. Look at the point range in the final column on the right. To escape being rated 

ineffective, the teacher must have 65 of the possible 100 points. That means a teacher could be 

rated ‗effective‘ in the first and second category with 24 points, be in what proportionally should 

be the effective range in the third category (40 out of 60 points), and yet still be rated ineffective 

overall with a total of 64 points. Why are so many points needed? Because student scores must 

trump all.  See page 32 # 14 of the APPR guide [http://usny.nysed.gov/rttt/teachers-

leaders/fieldguidance.pdf] for SED‘s rationale, which says that the cut score for ‗developing‘ 

was set at 65 points so that teachers who are ineffective on measures of student achievement 

must be rated ineffective overall. In other words, low student achievement measures (categories 

1 and 2) will doom a teacher with even perfect teacher achievement (60/60) in category 3 And, 

by the way, perfect points on student achievement measures do not guarantee that a teacher or 

principal cannot be rated ineffective. 

 

Because of the above as well as the awful implications APPR will have on students, over 75% of 

Long Island principals have signed a letter outlining our concerns. Overall, we now number 

nearly 4000 principals, teachers, professors and citizens who have signed on to that letter at 

www.newyorkprincipals.org. One of our signatories, Dr. Thomas Sobol, is a former Educational 

Commissioner of New York State.  Don‘t let anyone tell you that APPR is fair or in the best 

interest of our educators or our schools. It is not. 

http://www.newyorkprincipals.org/

