
The problems with the APPR bands 
 
 

The problems with the 3012c APPR Cut Scores and bands 
 

3012c bands 
 
 Growth or 

Comparable  
Measures 

Locally-
selected 
Measures of 
growth or  
achievement 

Other 
Measures of 
Effectiveness 
(NYSUT 
Recommended) 

 Overall 
Composite  
Score 

Ineffective 0-2 0-2 0-49 

 

 0-64 

Developing 3-8 3-8 50-56  65-74 

Effective 9-17 9-17 57-58  75-90 

Highly 
Effective 

18-20 18-20 59-60  91-100 

 

Below are three of many possible scenarios in which a teacher is not rated ineffective in any 
of the three categories, and yet is ineffective overall. 

Teacher A Points HEDI 

Growth or 
Comparable  
Measures 

3 Developing 

Local 
Measures 

9 Effective 

Other 
measures 

51 Developing 

Total Points 63 INEFFECTIVE 

 



 

Teacher B gets 58 out of 60 points from their principal.  He is developing in the other measures. 
Yet he is ineffective overall.   

 

Teacher B Points HEDI 

Growth or 
Comparable  
Measures 

4 Developing 

Local 
Measures 

3 Developing 

Other 
measures 

57 Effective  

Total Points 64 INEFFECTIVE 

 

Teacher C is effective in student growth on the state tests, but she is still ineffective overall. 

Teacher C Points HEDI 

Growth or 
Comparable  
Measures 

9 Effective 

Local 
Measures 

4 Developing 

Other 
measures 

50 Developing 

Total Points 63 INEFFECTIVE 

 



The above scenarios are based on the NYSUT recommended score bands, the most liberal bands 
adopted. However, even if in ‘other measures’, 60 points were allocated for HE, 59 points were 
E, and 58 points were D, this teacher must be ineffective overall. 

Teacher D Points HEDI 

Growth or 
Comparable  
Measures 

3 Developing 

Local 
Measures 

3 Developing 

Other 
measures 

58 Developing 

Total Points 64 INEFFECTIVE 

 

Here are the problems with the bands imposed by the commissioner for New York City 

Commissioner Imposed Cut Scores for New York City  

 Growth or 
Comparable  
Measures 

Locally-
selected 
Measures of 
growth or  
achievement 

Other 
Measures of 
Effectiveness 
(60 points) 

 Overall Composite  
Score 

Ineffective 0-12 0-12 0-38  0-64 

Developing 13-14 13-14 39-44  65-74 

Effective 15-17 15-17 45-54  75-90 

Highly 
Effective 

18-20 18-20 55-60  91-100 

 

 

 



Some teachers with high scores will be found ineffective, while teachers with lower scores will 
be effective. 

Teacher A Points HEDI Teacher B Points HEDI 

Growth or 
Comparable  
Measures 

12 Ineffective Growth or 
Comparable  
Measures 

15 Developing 

Local 
Measures 

12 Ineffective Local Measures 15 Developing 

Other 
measures 

60 Highly Effective Other measures 45 Effective 

Total Points 84 INEFFECTIVE 
because IE in 
the first two 
measures 

Total Points 75 EFFECTIVE 

 

Although these two teacher’s scores are only slightly different in the first two components and 
their overall score is identical, one is ineffective, and the other is effective.  

Teacher A Points HEDI Teacher C Points HEDI 

Growth or 
Comparable  
Measures 

12 Ineffective Growth or 
Comparable  
Measures 

13 Developing 

Local 
Measures 

12 Ineffective Local Measures 11 Ineffective 

Other 
measures 

60 Highly Effective Other measures 60 Highly Effective 

Total Points 84 INEFFECTIVE 
because IE in 
the first two 
measures 

Total Points 84 EFFECTIVE 



Teacher D Points HEDI 

Growth or 
Comparable  
Measures 

1 Ineffective 

Local 
Measures 

15 Effective 

Other 
measures 

45 Effective 

Total Points 61 INEFFECTIVE 

 

Above is Teacher D evaluated using the NYC bands. Below is Teacher E evaluated with the 
3012C bands. They are comparable because they each receive the lowest score in each of the 
three bands for the same ranges, thus holding the same relative position on each of the bands. 
Teacher D is ineffective using the NYC bands, but he would be developing if the 3012C bands 
were used.  

3012C bands 

Teacher E Points HEIDI 

Growth or 
Comparable  
Measures 

1 Ineffective 

Local 
Measures 

9 Effective 

Other 
measures 

57 Effective 

Total Points 67 Developing 

 

 



 

Summary: 

• Neither score band can keep highly inequitable situations from occurring. Teachers will 
be found to be ineffective when the categories into which they fall clearly indicate they 
are not. 

• All of these problems emanate from the desire to make relative measures of student 
learning dominate evaluation while setting the ineffective range so wide that it spans 
from 0-64 points. 

• It is difficult to imagine how the state will fairly distribute ineffective state MGP scores 
across a range of 0-2 (3012C) for some teachers and 0-12 (NYC) for others. Likewise the 
state will need to map effective state MPG scores across a range of 9-17 (3012C) and 15-
17 (NYC).  They are not comparable systems as shown for teacher E above. 

 

Alternative Race to the Top approved plan—Massachusetts 

The educator evaluation plan of Massachusetts was part of an approved Race to the Top 
application and it also received an ESEA waiver. It is substantially different in many regards, 
and does not have any of the above problems. 

First, it does not assign numbers, only categories to performance. 



 

 
Second, it inspires professional practice. If you are a distinguished or effective teacher, and your 
student scores are fine, you create your own goals and a plan for self-improvement. Student 
learning growth falls into one of three categories, thus avoiding the need for numerical 
assignment. Test scores are a lens, they do not determine the evaluation.  They are a means by 
which teachers set goals and they determine their growth plan.  
 
Third, scores will not be used until 2017, and then only after extensive piloting. The following 
quote is from the evaluation manual. 
 

The Department recommends that districts develop plans for piloting the new assessments they 
are anticipating using as district-determined measures. Both small- and large-scale piloting 
offer an opportunity to assess the reliability and validity of measures and work out the logistical 
details of administering the assessments. Additionally, pilots will enable educators to identify 
exemplars of student work at different levels of proficiency that can help them calibrate scoring 
for future administrations. 

 
Fourth, “impact on student learning” is based on trends over time, not one testing event. Again 
the following is from the manual.  
 

Districts should also be aware that in Massachusetts, an educator’s impact on student learning 
is determined neither on a single year of data nor on a single measure of student learning. It 



must be based on a trend over time of at least two years, and it should reflect a pattern in the 
results on at least two different assessments. Patterns refer to consistent results from multiple 
measures, while trends require consistent results over at least two years. Thus, creating a rating 
of impact on student learning requires at least two measures in each year and at least two years 
of data. The “Rating Educator Impact on Student Learning” describes this further. 

Finally, the plan is being carefully phased in according to the timeline below. 

TIMELINE of Massachusetts  

Plan first submitted: September 2013. 

Pilot measures: 2013-14. 

Revise measures: September 2014. 

Begin administering district-determined measures to establish first year of trend data for at least 
50 percent of educators: 2014-15. 

Administer district-determined measures to establish first year of trend data for remaining 
educators: 2015-16. 

Report ratings of impact on student learning for all educators: 2017. 

 

Massachusetts is taking its time, piloting, revising and creating a plan that includes student 
performance without having that performance dominate evaluation.  The focus of the plan is 
truly teacher improvement, not dismissal.  

This is the law 
http://www.doe.mass.edu/lawsregs/603cmr35.html?section=all 
 
This is the manual 
http://www.doe.mass.edu/edeval/model/PartVII.pdf .  You can find the above chart on page 34 
of the manual. 
 
 

 

 

  


